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1. Introduction

Many works done on the syntax of imperatives in Romance and Slavic lan-
guages note that while some |anguages have negative imperatives, others do
not, instead expressing prohibition through the use of suppletive subjunc-
tives or infinitives (Joseph & Philippaki-Warburton (1987), Zanuttini (1991),
Zanuttini (1994), Rivero (1994a), Rivero (1994b), Rivero & Terzi (1995),
Zanuttini (1997)). ThispaFer providesanove account for the cross-linguistic
variation in the compatibility of imperatives and negation. | argue that some
languages rule out negative imperatives because the syntax derives a struc-
ture which maps onto an illegitimate semantic representation. This paper
mainly considers data from Italian, Spanish, French, Modern Greek, Bulgar-
ian, Serbo-Croatian, German and English.

In §2, 1 discussthe dataand theissuesthey raise. 1n §3, | discuss previous
studies that provide syntactic accounts of the relation between negation and
imperatives. In §4, | discuss a puzzle concerning the non-availability of
negative imperatives, which previous studies failed to take into account. In
§5, | establish that C° is the locus of imperative operator which attracts the
imperative verb. In §6, | propose that negative imperatives are ruled out
because they have a syntactic configuration which maps onto a semantic
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representation that is ssimply uninterpretable. Under the proposed analysis,
negativeimperatives areruled out by semanticsand not syntax. In§7, | discuss
and account for apotentia counterexampleto the proposed analysis posed by
the existence of negative imperatives in Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian. In §8,
| extend the proposed analysis to negative interrogatives.

2. Data and Issues

In Modern Greek and Spanish, imperatives are not compatible with negation.
The prohibitionisexpressed through the use of subjunctivesin Modern Greek
and subjunctives or infinitivesin Spanish.!

(1) Modern Greek

a *Mi grapse to! c. *Mi grapsete to!
Neg write-2sg.Imp it Neg write-2pl.Imp it
‘Don’t writeit! ‘Don’t writeit!”

b. (Naymi tograpsis! d.  (Nami tograpsetel
NA Negit write-2sg.Subj NA Negit write-2pl.Subj
‘Don’t writeit! ‘Don’t writeit!

(2) Spanish

a *No led d. * No hablad!

Neg read-2sg.1mp not talk-2pl.Imp
‘Don’'t read!’ ‘Don’t talk!

b. No leas! e No habléis!

Neg read-2s9.Subj not talk-2pl.Subj
‘Don’t read!” ‘Don’t talk!

C. No leer! f. No hablar!

Neg read-Inf not talk-1nf
‘Don’t read!” ‘Don’t talk!”

In Italian, imperatives in the 2nd person singular cannot be negated, but
imperativesin the 2nd person plural can be. The prohibitionin the 2nd person
singular is expressed through the use of suppletiveinfinitives.

(3) Itadian
a. * Nontelefona lel c. Telefonate el
Neg call-2sg.Imp her call-2pl.Imp her
‘Don’t call her!’ ‘Cal her!”
b. Nonteefonarele! d. Nontelefonate le!
Neg cal-Inf Neg cal-2pl.Imp her
‘Don’t cal her!” ‘Don’t cdl her!’

1In Modern Greek, many imperative verbsin the 2nd person plural have the same forms as
corresponding subjunctive verbs. One way to distinguish the two forms is through the use of
pronominal clitics. In imperatives, clitics encliticize onto the verb, whereasin subjunctives, they
procliticize.



Imperatives in the 2nd person singular have verbal forms unique to the im-
erative paradigm, whereas i ?aferativeﬁ in the 2nd person plura have verbal
ormsmorphologically identical to thecorrespondingindicativeform. For this

reason, Zanuttini (1991) refersto 2nd person singular imperatives as TRUE IM-

PERATIVES and 2nd person plural imperatives as SUPPLETIVE IMPERATIVES.?

In French, German, Bulgarian, Serbo-Croatian and English, imperatives
are compatible with negation.

(4) French (5) German
a Ne chante pas! a. Schreib nicht!
Neg sing-2sg.Imp pas write-2sg.Imp neg
‘Don’t sing!’ ‘Don’'t write!”
b. Ne chantez pas! b. Schreibt nicht!
Neg sing-2pl.Imp pas write-2pl.Imp neg
‘Don’t sing!’ ‘Don’'t write!”
(6) Bulgarian (7) Serbo-Croatian
a Ne Ceti! a Ne Cita!
Neg read-2sg.Ilmp Neg read-2sg.Imp
‘Don’t read!” ‘Don’t read!’
b. Ne Cetetel b. Ne Citatel
Neg read-2pl.Imp Neg read-2pl.Imp
‘Don’t read!” ‘Don’t read!’

The data considered here rai se the following issues.

e Why are imperatives compatible with negation in some languages but
not in others?

e Inlanguages like Itdian, in which the imPerative verbal paradigm has
bothtrueand suppl etiveimperativeverbal forms, why areimperativesin
the suppl etiveform compatibl e with negation, whereas trueimperatives
are not?

e Why do languages that do not allow negative imperatives choose infini-
tives or subjunctives as suppl etive forms?

Inthispaper, | only addressthefirst issuefor lack of space. SeeHan (inprep.)
for the discussion of the other issues.

2|n Italian, although imperatives in the 2nd person plural have verbal forms morphologi-
cally identical to the corresponding indicative form, they do not have the syntax of indicatives.
Pronominal clitics procliticize onto verbs in indicative sentences, but they encliticize in both
affirmative and negativeimperative sentences.



3. Previous Studies

3.1 Zanuttini (1991, 1994, 1997)

Zanuttini (1991, 1994, 1997) provides an account for Romance of theincom-
patibility of negation and trueimperatives. Her basic claim isthat imperatives
are defective in that they lack a certain functional category required by a
certain type of negation. Hence, languages with this type of negation do not
have negative imperatives. Here, | discuss the version presented in Zanuttini
(1991) in more detail (because it is the most straightforward and simplest
version).

Zanuttini (1991) distinguishesbetween preverba and postverbal negation
in Romance: preverba negation requires TP, whereas postverba negation
does not. She &l so argues that imperatives are tenseless and so do not project
TP Putting thetwo assumptionstogether, Zanuttini concludesthat imperatives
areincompati blewith negationinlanguagesthat have preverbal negation (e.g.,
Italian, Spanish and Catalan).

Although Zanuttini’sanalysisworks well for Romance, it does not easily
extend to Balkan languages such as Modern Greek, Bulgarian, and Serbo-
Croatian. These languages all have preverba negation but differ in whether
th%/ allow negative imperatives: Modern Greek does not, whereas Bulgarian
and Serbo-Croatian do. Given Zanuttini’sanalysis, one would have to argue
that either the preverbal negation of Modern Greek requires TP but that of
Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian does not, or that TP isabsent in theimperatives
of Modern Greek but present in those of Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian.

3.2 Rivero (1994), Rivero and Terzi (1995)

The accounts given in Rivero (1994) and Rivero and Terzi (1995) start from
the assumption that Neg® projects to NegP in Modern Greek, Spanish, Bul-
garian and Serbo-Croatian and that they share a phrase structure in which
CP dominates NegP, which in turn dominates IP. Rivero and Terzi argue that
in Spanish and Modern Greek (and potentialy in Italian) the root C° hosts a
strong imperative mood feature that must be checked by theverb before Spell-
out requiring the imperative verb to move to C° overtly. The claim is that
negative imperatives are unavailable in Modern Greek and Spanish because
Neg® blocksimperative verb movement to CO.

Accordingto Riveroand Terzi, in Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian, thestrong
imperative mood feature is located in 12, rather than in C°. This means that
the imperative verb moves only up to I°. Negative imperatives are available
in these languages because imperative verbs do not cross Neg®. According to
Rivero and Terzi, C° cannot be the position associated with imperative force
in these languages (or any other illocutionary force for that matter), because
CP is reserved as the last-resort landing site for verb movement to rescue
clause-initial clitics.

Rivero and Terzi’s analysis is problematic in that it does not take into
account the fact that negation in Spanish and Modern Greek have the mor-
phosyntactic properties of clitics, which | discussin more detail in §4. The
Issue does not arise for Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian athough the negation
markers in these languages are also clitics.



4. A Puzzle Posed by the Clitic-like Nature of Negation

In negative sentences in Modern Greek, Spanish and Italian, negation always
precedes the verb and nothing (except for clitics) can intervene between them.
That is, negation has the morphosyntactic properties of cliticsand it istreated

as a unit with the verb in overt syntax. If a verb moves to C° in a certain
construction in these languages, we expect the verb and negation to move as
a unit in the negative counterpart. Hence, it is not surprising that the verb

cannot move across NegP in negative i mperatives, under asystem that assumes

imperative verb movement to C° asin Rivero and Terzi’s analysis.®
| observe that areal puzzle concerning the non-availability of negative
imperatives comes from the fact that languages like Modern Greek, Spanish

and Italian allow the verb and negation to move as a unit to C° in other types
of sentences. For instance, in Italian Aux-to-Comp constructions, aparticiple
or an infinitive (or, more marginaly, a subjunctive) auxiliary invertsaround a
subject, asin (8a) (Rizzi (1982)). In a negative Aux-to-Comp construction,
negation and the verb move to C° as a unit, asin (8b).

(8) Itadian
a  Avendo Gianni fatto questo, ...
having Gianni donethis,

b. Non avendo Gianni fatto questo, ...
Neg having Gianni donethis,

In Spanish and Modern Greek, questions can be formed by moving the verb
to CO, resulting in subject-verb inversion. In negative questions, negation and
the verb move to C° asa unit aswell, asin (9).#

(99 a Ti denedoseo YannisstinMeri?
what Neg gave the Yannisto Meri
‘“What didn’'t Yannis giveto Meri? (Modern Greek)
b. (Quéeno le did Juana Maria?
What Neg to-her gave Juan to Maria
‘What didn’t Juan giveto Maria? (Spanish)
Given Rivero and Terzi’s analysis, examplesin (8b) and (9) are expected

to be ungrammatical. But thisis not correct. Moreover, given the behavior of
negation and theverbin Aux-to-Comp constructionsin Italian and in questions

in Spanish and Modern Greek, we expect Neg® and the verb to move to C°
as a unit in negative imperatives as well. But this expectation is not borne

3| assume that clitic negation attaches to the verb in the overt syntax. That is, | am not
assuming that cliticization of negationis a pure PF phenomena, where clitic negation attachesto
the verb only at PF.

4] assume that Spanish allows verb movement to CO in some wh-questions (see Torrego
(1984)). For Modern Greek, there is some controversy as to whether verb-movement to C° in
questionsexistsat all (see Anagnostopoulou (1994)).



out. Then, thereal puzzle (under the assumption that imperative verb moves
to C%) is why the construction in which Neg® and the imperative verb have
moved to C° as a unit is ruled out in languages that allow verb movement to
CP aong with negation in other types of constructions.

5. The Locus of Imperative Operator: C°

In this section, | establish that imperatives have CP structures and that C° is
the locus of the imperative operator. | establish thisindirectly by presenting

variousargumentsfromtheliteraturethat imperative verbs moveto C° because

CO hosts an imperative operator. The analysisthat | will proposein §6 of the
(non)-availability of negativeimperatives relies on the result established here,
whichisbased mainly ondatafrom English, German, French, Spanish, Italian,
and Modern Greek.

5.1 Subject Position
In German, when an imperative has an overt subject, the verb precedes the
subject. In yes-no questions, the verb also precedes the subject.

(10) a Schreib Du den Aufsatz!
write2sg.Imp you the paper

“You writethe paper.’

b. Schreibst Du den Aufsatz?
write  you the paper
‘Are you writing the paper?

The fact that the verb must precede the subject in both imperatives and yes-no
guestions suggeststhat the verb inimperativesislocated wherever theverb in
yes-no questionsis located: namely, in C°.

In English, imperativeverbsfollow the subject in positiveimperatives. But
in imperatives with do-support, namely, negative imperatives and emphatic
imperatives, the verb do precedes the subject.

(11) a  Youopen thedoor!
b. Don't you talk back to mel
C. Do at least some of you have atry. (Davies 1986:89)

This suggests that at least auxiliary do moves to C° in imperatives. Potsdam
(1997) discussesvariousevidencefor theclaimthat doand don’tinimperatives

arein C0.5

5.2 Adverb Placement

Adverb placement in Italian imperatives suggests that imperative verbs move
to a position quite high in the clausal structure. Zanuttini (1997) shows that
imperative verbs obligatorily precede the adverbs pure and ben, which are
particles of emphatic affirmation.

5| assumethat in English imperative verbsin sentenceswithout do-support moveto CP at LF.



12) a Dagli ben  unarispostal
give-2sg.Imp-himindeed an answer
‘Do give him an answer!” (Zanuttini 1997:135)
b. * Bendagli unarispostal (Zanuttini 1997:135)

(13) a Falo pure!
do-2sg.Imp-it indeed
‘Go ahead and do it!" (Zanuttini 1997:135)
b. * Purefdlo! (Zanuttini 1997:135)

According to Cinque (1999), pure and ben occur higher than TP. If so, then
the fact that imperative verbs must precede these adverbs suggests that they
move higher than the functional head that hosts tense features.

5.3 Clitic Placement

In French, Italian, Spanish and Modern Greek, a direct object clitic must
followtheverbin imﬁerativa whereasit must precede theverb in other types
of constructions, such as indicatives and subjunctives.

(14) French
a Faites lel b. * Lefaites!
do-2pl.Impit it do-2pl.Imp
‘Doit! ‘Doitl
(15) Modern Greek
a Diavase tol b. * Todiavase!
read-2sg.Imp it it read-2sg.lmp
‘Read it!’ ‘Read it
(16) Spanish
a Lée lo! b. *Lolée
read-2sg.Imp it it read-2sg.Imp
‘Read it!’ ‘Read it
(17) ltdian
a  Teefona e b. * Le telefonal
call-2sg.Imp her her call-2sg.Imp
‘Call herl” ‘Call herl”

According to Kayne (1994), aclitic adjoins to an empty head of a functiona
projection above 1°. In subjunctives and indicatives, the verb moves to 1°,
resulting in clitic-verb order. Rooryck (1992), Rivero (1994b) and Rivero
& Terzi (1995) take the verb-clitic order in imperatives to indicate that the
imperative verb moves to C°, bypassing the functional head to which theclitic
isadjoined (adopting Kayne's analysis of the syntax of clitics).



5.4 Emphatic Commands

Under the assumption that imperative verbs move to C°, thismovement would
be blocked if C° is aready occupied by some other lexical element. Rivero
(1994b) discusses such constructionsin Spanish. In Spanish, emphatic com-
mands are expressed with que and the subjunctive verb. Tellingly, the imper-
ativeisruled out in this construction.

(18) a  Queescribas! b. * Queescribid!
that write-2pl.Pres.Subj that write-2pl.Imp
“You just write!’ ‘You just writel’
(Rivero 1994b:99) (Rivero 1994h:99)

The marker que is acomplementizer in C° and it isbeing used with emphatic
force. Since C° is aready occupied by que, emphatic commands cannot
co-occur with the imperative verb.

5.5 No Embedded I mperatives
As noted by Sadock & Zwicky (1985) and Palmer (1986), an imperative
cannot occur as an embedded clause.

(199 a *O Yanmisse dietakse grapse.

the Yannisyou order-2sg write-2sg.lmp
“Yannisordered you to write.! (Modern Greek)

b. * Pido que dad-me e libro.
ask that give-2sg.Imp-me the book
‘| ask that you give me the book.” (Spanish)

c. *Ti ordino(di/che) fallo!
you order (of/that) do-2sg.Imp-it
‘I order you (of/that) doit!” (Italian)

d. *Jexige quetu chante
I-requirethat you sing-2sg.Imp
| requirethat you sing.” (French)

e. * Hansschlagt-vor dal3 du den Aufsatz schreib(e).
Hanssuggests that you the paper  write-2sg.lmp
‘Hans suggests that you write the paper. (German)

Embedded clauses cannot express illocutionary force. If imperatives have an

operator in C° that encodes directive force, it followsthat imperatives cannot
be embedded in and of itself. Thisfact does not show that imperative verbs

move to C° but it is consistent with the claim that the locus of imperative
operator that encodes directive forceisin C°.

6. Proposal

Before | present my analysis with respect to the cross-linguistic variation in
the compatibility of negation and imperative, | note that the directive force
contributed by the imperative mood cannot be negated. Thisis shown by the



fact that negative imperatives only have reading in which the directive force
has scope over the negation, never in which the negation has scope over the
directiveforce.

(20) Don't cal!
~ | order you not to call.
% | don't order you to call.

Thisfact is not specific to imperatives, but holds of interrogatives and state-
ments as well. Just as the directive force of an imperative cannot be negated,
neither can the question force of an interrogative nor the assertive force of a
Statement.

| propose an account of the cross-linguistic variation in the availability
of negative imperatives based on the fact that the directive force cannot be
negated and on the assumption that the imperative operator encoding the
directive forceislocated in C°.

The proposal is that negative imperatives are unavailable in some lan-
guages because they have syntactic configuration in which negation takes
syntactic scope over the imperative operator in C°. Such constructions are
ruled out because they map onto a semantic representation in which thedirec-
tive force ends up being ggated. Such semantic representations are smply
illegal. Under the proposed analysis, negative imperatives are ruled out by
semantics and not syntax.

6.1 L anguageswithout Negative | mperatives

Recall that negative imperatives are not available in Modern Greek, Spanish
and Itaian (in the 2nd person singular). In al three languages, sentential
negation is expressed by a preverbal negation which has the status of a clitic
on the verb. This means that the negative marker is treated as a unit with
the verb in the overt syntax. Thus, in negative imperatives, we expect the
negative marker and the verb to move to C° as a unit. However, if it did,
the imperative operator would end L(J:F within the scope of negation. Conse-
guently, the directive force would end up being negated, resulting in semantic

uninterpretability.®

6.2 Languageswith Negative | mperatives

Languages that have negative imperatives include English, French and Ger-
man. In German, the verb in imperativesis also adjoined to C°. But negation
never forms a unit with the verb, and so it never ends up in C°. Since Neg®

stays low in the clause, it does not scope over the imperative operator in CO.
In French, the imperative verb and the negative marker ne form a unit,

and so when the imperative verb moves to C°, ne also ends up there. Thus,

6| assume the definition of c-command givenin Kayne (1994).

(0] Definition of c-command (Kayne 1994)
X c-commandsY iff X and Y are categoriesand X excludesY (i.e., no segment of X
dominates Y) and every category that dominates X dominates.

Under the definition of c-command in (1), when the negation and the verb adjoin to C9, the
negation c-commands C° but C° does not c-command negation. Thus, negation asymmetrically
scopesover the imperative operator and the other scope possibility where the imperative operator
scopes over hegationis ruled out by the syntax.



the proposed analysis seems to predict incorrectly that imperatives should not
be compatible with negation in French. However, closer ook reveas why
imperatives and negation are compatible in French after al. French forms
sentential negation with ne ... pas, where ne is a proclitic on the verb. In
informal registers, the negative clitic ne is not obligatory, indicating that ne
is pleonastic and that sentential negation is expressed by pas. But then, the
prediction isthat negative imperatives are availablein French: theimperative
verb moves to C° with the pleonastic ne, and the true negation IEas stays low
in the clause. Hence, the negation does not take scope over the imperative
force of CO.

English has two types of negative imperatives. do not imperatives, asin
Do not call, and don’t imperatives, asin Don't call. The explanation for why
do not imperatives are available is simple: do alone moves and adjoinsto C°,
and not stays low in the clause. And so, negation does not take scope over the
imperative operator of C°.

In the case of don’t imperatives, negation formsaunit withdo. Moreover,
asisevident fromthe order of don’t and the subject in imperatives (e.g., Don’t

you cry), don'tisin C°. Just asin Spanish, Italianand Modern Greek, in don't

imperatives, negation and theimperative verb form aunit and adjointo C°, the
locus of imperative operator. However, unlike Spanish, Italian and Modern
Greek, don't imperatives are ruled in. | argue that this can be explained with
the assumCFtion that do inimperativesislikethe deontic modal verb must. Ina
negative deontic modal sentencein English, the deontic modal verb has scope
over the negation.

(21) John mustn’t leave.
~ Itisobligatory for John not to leave. (O—
# Itisnot obligatory for John to leave. (—O

This means that the deontic modal verb, which takes scope over the entire
sentence at LF or in semantic representation, passes the negation low in
the representation, deriving the interpretation in which the deontic modal
scog% over the negation. If do in don't imperativesis like the deontic modal
verb mugt, then it, too, can also pass the negation low at LF or in semantic
representation. In this representation, the negation does not take scope over
the imperative operator, and so don’t imperatives are not ruled out.

7. Apparent Counterexamples

In languages like Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian, clitics encliticize onto the
img?rat;ve verb, and yet negative imperatives are possible, as shown in (22)
and (23).

(22) Bulgarian
a Cet jal b. Ne jadet!
read-2sg.Imp it Neg it read-2sg.Imp
‘Read it!’ ‘Don’t read it!’
(23) Serbo-Croatian
a Citg je! b. Ne Gitg je!
read-2sg.Imp it Neg read-2sg.Imp it.
‘Read it!” ‘Don’t read it!’

10



These facts appear to pose counterexampl esto the analysis proposed here be-

cause they suggest that although theimperative verb moves to C°, imperatives
are compatible with negation.
But they are only apparent counterexamples because the imperative verb

is not in C° on the surface. Following Rivero & Terzi (1995), | take the
fact that clitics can appear preverbaly in imperatives when they are not in a
clause-initial position as evidence that theimperative verb islow inthe clause.
Thisisshownin (24).
(24) a Knjigeim Citajtel

books to-them read-2pl.Imp

‘Read booksto them!” (Serbo-Croatian)

(Rivero and Terzi 1995, 174)

b. Ela i mi kazi!
come-2sg.Imp and me tell-2sg.1mp

‘Comeand tell me!” (Bulgarian)
(Hauge 1976, 5; cf. Rivero 1994, 35)

If imperative verbs do not move to C°, then how can we explain the fact that
clitics enclitize in some imperatives? An answer will begivenin §7.2.

7.1 Imperative verb movement toC% at LF
Neither Bulgarian nor Serbo-Croatian allows embedded imperatives. Thisis

consistent with the proposal that C° is occupied by an imperative operator.

(25) a * lvannastojava(ti) govori.
Ivaninsists  (you) speak-2sg.Imp
‘Ivaninsiststhat you speak.’” (Bulgarian)
b. * Ivaninsistirada jecitg.
Ivaninsists that it read-2sg.Imp
‘Ivaninsiststhat you read it (Serbo-Croatian)

| therefore assume that Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian imperatives also have
an imperative operator in C°, and | propose that the imperative verb moves

and adjoins to C° at LF. But since morphological/phonological constraints
do not apply at LF, the imperative verb can move alone stranding the clitic-

like preverbal negation. Consequently, Neg® does not take scope over the
imperative operator of C°, and so negative imperatives are not ruled out.”

7.2 C% asthelocus of illocutionary force operators

Recall that Rivero (1994b) and Rivero & Terzi (1995) arguethat C° cannot host
an operator which encodes directive or question forcein Bulgarian and Serbo-
Croatian. Their claim is that C° isthe locus for last-resort verb movement to
prevent clitics from occupying first position. This claim can be contradicted
on two grounds:

7As Chomsky (1995), | assume that LF movement involves feature movement, where only
necessary features are attracted by the target. Thus, the imperative operator in C° attracts the
verbal feature, leaving behind other features.

11



(26) a It can be shown that verbs do not move to C° to prevent clitics
from occurring in thefirst position.

b. It can be shown that C° doesindeed have something to do with
encoding illocutionary forces.

If we adopt theaccount on participle-aux ordersin Slavic given by Embick
& lzvorski (1997), whichis extended to verb-pronominal clitic orders, we can
do away with the claim that C° is reserved for verb movement to prevent
clitics from appearing in the first position. In Slavic, some sentences show
participle-aux orders, asin (27).

(27) Napisal som list.
written am letter

‘| have written aletter. (Slovak
(Embick and 1zvorski 1997:210

According to Embick & lzvorski (1997), some auxiliariesin Slavic are like
clitics. Thus, they cannot occur in a sentence-initial position. They propose
that when clitic auxiliaries are stranded by the syntax in sentence-initia posi-
tion, Morphological Merger (Marantz 1989) operates at a post-syntactic level
toinvert the stranded clitic auxiliary with an adjacent element, namely the par-
ticiple, thus satisfying the clitic’'s need for a host and yiel ding participle-aux
orders. Extending the account to verb-clitic orders, they argue that clause-
initial clitics affix onto the adjacent verb at a post-syntacticlevel, eliminating
the motivation for |ast-resort verb movement to C°.

Assuming Embick and lzvorski’'s (1997? account, we immediately have
an explanation for imperatives in which clitics have encliticized onto the
imperative verb, as in (22a) and (234d): the clitics have affixed onto the verb
in1° at apost-syntactic level. Also, cliticsprocliticizein negativeimperatives
in Bulgarian, as in (22b), because the presence of ne renders Morphological
Merger unnecessary.®

We 4till need to explain why clitics enclitize in Serbo-Croatian negative
imperatives, as shown in (23b). As pointed out by Rivero & Terzi (1995), in
Serbo-Croatian, negation ne and the verb cannot be intervened by pronominal
clitics. Thisisexemplified with indicative sentences asin (28).

(28) Serbo-Croatian

a  Ne Cditae je. b. * Ne jecitate.
Neg read-Pres.2pl it Neg it read-Pres.2pl
“You are not reading it. “You are not reading it

8Macedonian imperatives potentially pose a problem. In Macedonian, clitics procliticize in
finite clauses, but encliticize in non-finite clauses, where non-finite clauses include imperatives
and gerunds (Tomi¢ (1996), Legendre (1999)). The clitic placement in imperatives suggeststhat
theimperativeverb is somewhere highin the clause. However, negativeimperativesare available
and pronominal clitics encliticize in negativeimperativesjust as in affirmative imperatives. This
suggests that negation and the verb in negative imperatives are also located somewhere high in
the clause. One possible explanation may be that non-finite verbs (including imperative verbs)
arelocated in afunctional head below NegP but abovel© on the surface, deriving (neg)-verb-clitic
order. And then theimperative verb movesfurther to C° at LF.

12



Thus, thefact that cliticsencliticizein negative imperativesin Serbo-Croatian
issimply due to an independent constraint of the language.

The facts from questions in Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian establish that
CO does indeed have something to do with encoding illocutionary forces. In
wh-questions, al wh-phrases undergo fronting.

(29) a  Koj kak udari Ivan? b. Ko gdje spava?
who how hit  lvan who where slegps
‘“Who hit Ivan how? “Who sleeps where?
(Bulgarian) (Serbo-Croatian)

The structura position to which the wh-phrases move in wh-questions is
generally argued to be[Spec, CP]. Then, the question relevant hereiswhy the
wh-phrases moveto [ Spec, CP] even when thereisno clitic(either pronominal
or auxiliary) to support. The abligatoriness of wh-movement in wh-questions
suggests that C° is associated with an operator that encodes the ill ocutionary
force of questions. Moreover, the Bulgarian particleli which occursin yes-no

questions is argued to be a complementizer in C° (Rivero (1993), Izvorski

et al. (1997)). If these accounts are correct, then thisis another case of C°
hosting an operator that encodes illocutionary force.

Under the simplest theory, if C° is the locus of operator that encodes
guestion illocutionary force in a language, it should also be the locus of the
operator that encodes directive illocutionary force in that language. Under
such a simple theory, the fact that a sentence cannot be both an imperative
and an interrogative follows without any stipulation. Moreover, such asim-
ple theory simplifies type theory in that operators with same semantic type
associate with the same syntactic category.

8. Extension to Negative Interrogatives

The proposed analysis predicts that |anguages with verb movement to C° in
guestionsand a clitic-like sentential negation should not have negative yes-no
guestions. We immediately redlize that this prediction is not borne out.

(30) ¢No bebi6 Juan caf&?
Neg drank Juan coffee
‘Didn’t Juan drink coffee? (Spanish)

As shown in (30), there are negative yes-no questions in which the verb and

the negation occupy C° asaunit. | explainwhy such negativeyes-no questions
are available by appealing to the semantics of questions.

8.1 Negation in Yes-no-questions

Following Groenendijk & Stokhof (1985), | assume that a yes-no question
denotes a partition that represents the possible answers: namely, the positive
and thenegative answer. An affirmativeyes-no question and the corresponding
negativeyes-no question both denote the same partition becausethey both have
the same set of possible answers. For instance, the question Does John drink?
and Doesn’'t John drink? have the same set of possible answers. John drinks
and John doesn’t drink. They both denote the same partitionin (31).
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(31) [Does John drink?] = [Doesn't John drink?]

John drinks
John doesn't drink

They differ in that while the negative question implicates that the speaker
expects a positive answer, the affirmative question has no such implication.

Since the clitic-like negation in yes-no questions does not make a truth-
conditionally relevant contributionto the denotation, we can assume that it is
pleonastic. Thus, it does not negate the question force, and so negative yes-no
guestions are allowed.

8.2 A Prediction with respect to alternative questions

The analysis presented here makes a prediction with respect to aternative

gueﬂions. The possible answers to an aternative question, such as Did John
rink coffee or tea?, are John drank coffee and John drank tea. That is, an

alternative question denotes a partition asiin (32).

(32) [Does John drink cof fee or tea?]

John drank coffee
John drank tea

The negation in aternative questionsis a true negation because it affects
the denotation. Thus, the predictionisthat alternative questionswith negation
in C should not be available, whereas alternative questionswith the negation
low in the clause should be. This prediction isborne out in English.

(33) a Didn’'t John drink coffee or tea?
b. Did John not drink coffee or tea?

The question in (3338) cannot have the aternative question reading in which
the possible answers are John didn’t drink coffee and John didn’t drink tea.
It can only be interpreted as a yes-no question in which the possible answers
are John drank coffee or tea and John didn’t drink coffee or tea. In contrast,
the question in (33b) has both the alternative question reading and the yes-
no question reading, as expected. The prediction with respect to alternative
gueﬂions holds in other languages as well. See Han (in prep.) for more
iscussion on thisissue,

9. Conclusion

| have proposed that a language does not allow negative imperatives if the
syntax derives a structure in which the imperative operator ends up in the
scope of negation. This is because such a syntactic structure maps onto a
semantic representation in which thedirectiveforceisnegated. Thissemantic
representation is simply illegal. The proposed analysis has implications for
the syntax to semantics mapping inimperatives. Given the proposed analysis,
the cross-linguistic variation in the compatibility of negation and imperatives
is another case that shows that the set of available syntactic structuresin a
language is restricted by the semantics.
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