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0.
Introduction

Recently, the distribution of right-peripheral elements in Dutch has become the topic of much research. Since the introduction of restrictive proposals like Kayne’s (1994) Antisymmetry Theory and Chomsky’s (1995) Minimalist Program some linguists have paid considerable attention to the question how right-peripheral elements in Dutch can be accounted for. In this thesis I discuss the proposals recently put forward by Koster (1999,2000,2001).


This thesis is organized as follows. In chapter 1 I explain Koster’s theory of parallel construal. In chapter 2  I examine the validity of Koster’s theory, relating Koster’s theoretical assumptions to a subject only marginally examined thus far: the Dutch imperative. In chapter 3 I discuss the question of which position Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives occupy.  Chapter 4 contains the conclusion. 

1.
Koster’s theoretical framework

In this chapter I discuss Koster’s theory of parallel construal. In section 1.1 I explain how preverbal and right-peripheral elements in Dutch are licensed in Koster’s theory. In section 1.2 I discuss the evidence Koster gives in favor of his analysis. In section 1.3 I sketch the issue to be examined in this thesis: Dutch imperatives in Koster’s theoretical framework. 

1.1 Licensing Dutch preverbal elements

According to Koster, the licensing of preverbal and right-peripheral elements in Dutch takes place in two different phrase structures in two different ways. Dutch preverbal elements are directly functionally licensed in primary phrase structure by movement to a position in the functional checking domain to the left of the verb. Right-peripheral elements, however, are indirectly functionally licensed in parallel structure to the right of the verb by connecting them to associated directly functionally licensed preverbal elements in primary phrase structure. In the next two subsections I explain these somewhat abstract notions: in subsection 1.1.1 I discuss the licensing of Dutch preverbal elements, in subsection 1.1.2 I discuss the licensing of Dutch right-peripheral elements.

1.1.1
Licensing Dutch preverbal elements

Since Koster follows Kayne’s (1994) claim that all languages have a VO word order as base structure, Koster’s theory must account for languages that have a diverging word order. An example of such a language is Dutch, as is illustrated in (1):

(1)       Ik heb haar bemind

I have  her    loved

“I loved her”

As is evident, the claim that all languages have a VO word order as base structure can now only be maintained if it is argued that an OV word order like in Dutch is a derived one. According to Koster, following an extended version of an analysis of VandenWyngaerd (1989) by Zwart (1993), this is exactly the situation in Dutch: in Dutch the universal VO base word order is lost by the process of Object Shift, which moves all object XPs to the specifier position of a functional checking position, say [Spec, AgrOP], where the [ACCUSATIVE] features of the object are checked. The licensing of Dutch preverbal elements can now be illustrated by the following (partial) tree structure of sentence (1):
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The tree structure in (2) illustrates that, according to Koster, the direct object haar in (1), being the complement of the verb, is directly functionally licensed in primary phrase structure by the rule of Object Shift, which moves the object from a position to the right of V0 (indicated by the trace) to [Spec, AgrOP] to the left of V0 where the [ACCUSATIVE] features of the object are checked. 

Now that I have introduced how Koster’s theoretical framework accounts for the occurrence of Dutch preverbal constituents, I will now consider the question how Dutch right-peripheral elements are licensed in Koster’s analysis.

1.1.2
Licensing Dutch postverbal elements

In this subsection I discuss how in Koster’s theory Dutch right-peripheral elements are licensed. In subsection 1.1.2.1 I explain Koster’s proposal concerning Dutch right-peripheral elements that are connected to a lexical preverbal element, whereas in subsection 1.1.2.2 I discuss Koster’s account concerning Dutch right-peripheral elements that are connected to a non-lexical, empty preverbal element.

1.1.2.1 Licensing Dutch right-peripheral elements that are connected to a lexical preverbal element

The question now to be answered is how Dutch configurations in which a right-peripheral element occurs, like the extraposition configuration in (3b) and the coordination configuration in (4b), are to be analyzed in Koster’s theoretical framework:

(3)
a.
Ik heb de vrouw die alles wist bemind



I have the woman who everything knew loved



“I loved the woman who knew everything”

b. Ik heb de vrouw bemind die alles wist
I have the woman loved who everything knew

“I loved the woman who knew everything”

(4)
a.
Ik heb Eva en Maria bemind



I have Eva and Maria loved



“I loved Eva and Maria”

b. Ik heb Eva bemind en Maria
I have Eva loved and Maria

“I loved Eva and Maria”

Traditionally, Dutch configurations in which constituents were found to the right side of the verb were explained by assuming that in Dutch these constituents originally are to the left side of the verb, with rightward movement of the constituents in question producing the configuration in which these constituents were to the right of V0. As has been pointed out by Koster, however, nowadays such an analysis is both theoretically and empirically untenable. Theoretically, the adoption of the general view that lexical projections (VP, DP, PP, AP) are complements of (a range of) functional projections implies that functional projections precede lexical projections. Thus, if lexical elements are checked in order to be licensed, they can only move to a position to the left, thus excluding all rightward movements. 

Apart from the theoretical objection against rightward movement, there is also empirical evidence that such an analysis cannot be the right one, for rightward movement analyses face difficulties in accounting for coordination constructions. I will give two examples of these difficulties. First, consider the following sentences: 

(5)
a.
Eva  en  Maria  heb ik bemind

Eva and Maria  have I   loved

“Eva and Maria I loved”

b. *Eva heb ik en  Maria bemind

Eva  have I and Maria   loved

As sentence (5b) illustrates, following the pattern of the Coordinate Structure Constraint of Ross (1967), two conjuncts cannot be separated by movement. If parts of a coordination structure cannot be moved separately in a configuration like (5b), however, one may question the validity of a rightward movement analysis for the coordinated construction in (4b).

Another problematic aspect for a rightward movement analysis with respect to coordination configurations involves agreement. Consider, for example, the following sentence: 

(6)  
Eva  en  Maria beminden mij

Eva and Maria  loved-pl   me

As can be seen, in Dutch, two coordinated DPs require a plural suffix (-en) on the verb. However, with the second conjunct to the right of the verb, the singular form of the verb is required, as is illustrated in the following example:

(7)
a. 
*Eva beminden mij  en  Maria



Eva    loved-pl   me and Maria

b. Eva beminde mij en Maria
Eva loved-sg me and Maria

If the (b)-sentence in (7) is the result of rightward movement, it would leave a trace behind. In general, this trace, coding the pre-movement situation, determines agreement, as in (8):

(8)  
Whoi  do you think ti love(s) Maria?

Whether the verb love shows the singular or the plural form depends on the number of who, and therefore on the pre-movement situation, that is: on the position of the trace. If the same would hold for (6) and (7), we would expect (7a) rather than (7b) to be grammatical, since the pre-movement structure (6) indicates a plural verb ending. All in all, then, it can be concluded that analyses involving rightward movement face serious problems. 

Remarkably, existing analyses involving leftward movement are also untenable. Kayne’s (1994) stranding analysis, for example, in which only part of a constituent (de vrouw in (3), and Eva in (4)) is moved to the left, while the rest of the constituent (die alles wist in (3), and en Maria in (4)) is stranded, does not work in Dutch, as can be illustrated by the following examples of extraposition (cf. (9)) and coordination (cf. (10)):

(9)
Ik heb [PP met  de   vrouw] gesproken, die       alles      wist

I have      with the woman   spoken,   who everything knew

“I spoke with the woman, who knew everything”
(10) Ik heb [PP met Eva] gesproken en Maria

I  have     with Eva    spoken  and Maria

“I spoke with Eva and Maria”

As can be seen, the preverbal elements in these sentences can be embedded in a constituent like a PP. Claiming that these sentences are the result of leftward movement is now impossible, since this would involve movement into a PP. As is well-known, however, syntactic theories exclude all movements to a non-c-commanding position. 

Having dispensed with analyses involving rightward movement as well as leftward movement, I will now consider Koster’s solution. In Koster’s view, the licensing of preverbal elements and right-peripheral elements is different yet related: whereas a preverbal element is directly functionally licensed in primary phrase structure by movement to the specifier position of a functional checking projection, a right-peripheral element is indirectly licensed in parallel structure by means of connection to an associated directly functionally licensed preverbal element. The complement of the verb, which is the target, and the associated right-peripheral element, which is the parallel specification of this target, are connected by means of a lexical or non-lexical  operator ω. In extraposition configurations with a right-peripheral element (cf. (3b)), a non-lexical operator ω, indicated by a colon : , asyndetically connects the preverbal element and the right-peripheral element. In coordination configurations with a right-peripheral element (cf. (4b)), in which ω is lexical, the connection is indicated by the lexical element itself, being the conjunctive marker en “and” or the disjunctive marker of  “or”. Koster’s analysis is as follows: the target is in the specifier position of the operator ω, whereas the parallel specification of the target can be seen as a complement of this operator. 

In order to explain these somewhat abstract notions, I will now illustrate the licensing of the preverbal and right-peripheral elements in (3,4). First, consider the following (partial) tree structure of sentence (4b):
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This tree structure explains the licensing of the preverbal and right-peripheral element in (4b) as follows. The reason for the movement of the direct object in (4b) from a position to the right of V0 to [Spec, AgrOP] is analogous to the one in structure (2): it is taking place in primary phrase structure and is necessary in order to check the [ACCUSATIVE] features of the direct object. The right-peripheral element, however, also contains some [ACCUSATIVE] features that have to be checked. In Koster’s analysis the [ACCUSATIVE] features of the right-peripheral element are indirectly checked, that is: not by the regular checking relation of spec-head agreement in primary phrase structure, but by means of association of the right-peripheral element in the complement position of the operator ω0 in parallel structure to the preverbal element in primary phrase structure. In this way, both the preverbal and right-peripheral element in (4b) are licensed. If we now replace Eva by de vrouw, en by the colon :, and Maria by die alles wist, tree structure (11) also illustrates the licensing of the preverbal and right-peripheral element in (3b).


Now that I have explained how the (b)-sentences in (3,4) are analyzed in Koster’s theoretical framework, I will now discuss the (a)-sentences. In order to understand how the preverbal elements in the (a)-sentences are licensed in Koster’s theoretical framework, consider the following (partial) tree structure of sentence (4a):
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This tree structure explains the licensing of the preverbal elements in (4a) as follows. Contrary to the situation in tree structure (11), where checking is done by the minimal checking phrase (the DP Eva), in tree structure (12) the minimal checking phrase is embedded in a more inclusive phrase, namely the coordinated constituent Eva en Maria. This entire coordinated constituent Eva en Maria is moved from a position to the right of the verb to [Spec, AgrOP] in order to check its [ACCUSATIVE] features. In this way, all the preverbal elements in (4a) are licensed. Again, if we now replace Eva by de vrouw, en by the colon :, and Maria by die alles wist, tree structure (12) also illustrates the licensing of the preverbal and right-peripheral element in (3a).


So, in parallel structure phrases that have to be checked against the features of a head can be embedded in another phrase. This variation in the size of the checking phrase does not entail a change of meaning, however, as is evidenced by the fact that the (a)- and (b)-sentences in (3,4) are semantically equivalent. 

It should be noted that the property that checking can be done by a phrase in which the checking phrase is embedded is a very common phenomenon in grammar, occurring in several checking contexts, like, for example, in the checking context of [WH] feature checking. As is illustrated in the (partial) tree diagrams below, [WH] features can be checked by a simple DP (cf. (13)), but can also be checked by a DP embedded in a PP (cf. (14)):
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In (14), the [WH] features of the DP are percolated to the pied-piped PP, forcing the mechanism of checking not just to check the [WH] features of the DP, but instead to check the [WH] features of the entire PP. According to Koster, in tree structure (12) the same process takes place, for in Koster’s view, in tree structure (12) the [ACCUSATIVE] features  of the minimal checking phrase (the DP Eva) are percolated to ωP, forcing the mechanism of checking to check the [ACCUSATIVE] features of the entire ωP, instead of solely checking the [ACCUSATIVE] features of the DP Eva. All in all, it is now clear that the ability of parallel constructions to maximalize the checking phrase originates from their ability to percolate features via the process of Pied Piping.


It should be noted, however, that the process of feature percolation via Pied Piping is not unlimited, but happens within certain boundaries. In general, the Pied Piping of features is clause-bound, in that the Right Roof Constraint (henceforth: RRC) of Ross (1967) is met; that is: parallel specification is possible as long as the minimal CP containing the target also contains the parallel specification. This can be illustrated by the following examples of extraposition (cf. (15)) and coordination (cf. (16)):

(15)
a. 
*[CP Dat ik de  vrouw bemind heb] is duidelijk [: [die      alles       wist]]



       that I the woman loved  have  is    clear        who everything knew

b. [CP Dat ik de vrouw [: [die      alles       wist]] bemind heb] is duidelijk

     that I the woman   who everything knew    loved have is    clear

“That I loved the woman who knew everything is clear”

(16)
a.
*[CP Dat ik Eva bemind heb] is duidelijk [en [Maria]]



       that I Eva   loved have  is    clear     and Maria

b. [CP Dat ik Eva [en [Maria]] bemind heb] is duidelijk

     that I Eva  and Maria      loved have  is   clear

“That I loved Eva and Maria is clear”

The difference in grammaticality between the (a)- and (b)-sentences can now be explained as follows. Consider, for example, sentence (15). The (a)-sentence is ungrammatical because die alles wist is construed with de vrouw, while the minimal CP containing de vrouw does not contain die alles wist. Since in the (b)-sentence the minimal CP containing de vrouw does contain die alles wist, however, this sentence is grammatical. The story for sentence (16) is the same. 


Another property all forms of parallel construal share is one we met earlier, namely the Coordination Structure Constraint (henceforth: CSC) of Ross (1967), as is illustrated in the following examples of extraposition (cf. (17)) and coordination (cf. (18)):

(17)
a. 
*[De vrouw]i heb  ik [ti die      alles        wist] bemind



   the woman have I     who everything  knew  loved

b. [De   vrouw]i [die        alles     wist]j   heb ik [ti tj bemind]

 the  woman  who  everything knew  have I          loved

“The woman who knew everything I loved”

(18)
a.
*[Eva]i heb ik [ti  en Maria] bemind



   Eva   have I     and Maria   loved

b. [Eva]i [en Maria]j heb ik [ti tj ]bemind

  Eva  and Maria  have I            loved

“Eva and Maria I loved”

Consider, for example, sentence (17). The (a)-sentence involves topicalization, but it is ungrammatical, since in this sentence the target (de vrouw) is moved away from its adjacent parallel specification (die alles wist), a configuration prohibited by the CSC. In the (b)-sentence, however, the target and its parallel specification are not seperated, but adjacent, making the sentence a well-formed one. The story for sentence (18) is the same. 

1.1.2.2 Licensing Dutch right-peripheral elements that are connected to a non-lexical preverbal element

The last theoretic aspect of Koster’s theory I discuss in this chapter is the concept of zero-specification. As some readers might have observed, in the parallel constructions discussed so far (cf. the (b)-sentences of (3,4)), the postverbal parallel elements were always connected to a lexical preverbal element: in the extraposition configuration of (3b) the right-peripheral parallel element die alles wist was connected to the lexical preverbal element de vrouw, and in the coordination configuration of (4b) the right-peripheral parallel element en Maria was connected to the lexical preverbal element Eva. In other words: all examples of parallel construal discussed so far, involve specification of a lexical preverbal element. 


According to Koster, however, it is also possible that a right-peripheral element is connected to a non-lexical, empty preverbal element. In these cases, referred to by Koster as instances of zero-specification, it is argued that the complement of the verb is empty, but that it is, just like the lexical complements I discussed thus far, functionally licensed by movement to [Spec, AgrOP] to the left of the verb. I will illustrate this by the following sentences:

(19) Ik denk dat het/[e]i duidelijk is [CP dat ik haar bemind heb]i
I   think that   (it)      clear     is      that I   her    loved  have

“I think that it is clear that I loved her”

(20) Ik heb het/[e]i betreurd [CP  dat ik haar bemind heb]i
I  have (it)      regretted      that I    her    loved have

“I regretted that I loved her”

As can be seen in these examples, in both sentences, the CPs (in (19) a subject CP, in (20) an object CP)) are in parallel construction with a lexical preverbal element het or a non-lexical preverbal element [e].  

Summarizing the discussion so far, according to Koster, all configurations with a right-peripheral element in Dutch must be seen as instances of parallel construal in which the right-peripheral element is a rightward specification of a functionally licensed (non-)lexical preverbal element. In these parallel construals phrases that have to be checked can be moved to a specifier position, but it is, also possible, via the percolation property of Pied Piping, to place a phrase that contains the phrase that has to be checked in a specifier position, without any change in interpretation. According to Koster, the class of parallel construals (consisting of, for example, extraposition configurations and coordination configurations) shares the same locality properties, namely the RRC and the CSC. Formalizing these notions, we arrive at the following characterization:

(21) Parallel construal equivalence under Pied Piping

… [… [β … α …] [ ω  δ ]] =  … [… [ α  [ω  δ ]]]

where:
(i)
α, β, and δ are XPs

(ii) ω is an operator (and, or, :)

(iii) β is the specifier of ω

(iv)
the minimal CP containing β contains δ

In the next section I discuss the evidence Koster gives for these statements.

1.2 Evidence for Koster’s theory

The first argument in favor of Koster’s theory involves the sentences in (9,10), here for convenience repeated as (22,23): 

(22)     Ik heb [PP met  de  vrouw] gesproken, die    alles        wist

I have     with the woman   spoken,  who everything knew

“I spoke to the woman, who knew everything”
(23) Ik heb [PP met  Eva] gesproken en Maria

I have      with Eva     spoken  and Maria

“I spoke to Eva and Maria”

As I discussed in subsection 1.1.2.1, these sentences cannot be accounted for by traditional movement analyses involving both rightward and leftward movement. Koster’s theory, however, can account for the Dutch data in (22,23) in a satisfying way. Since in Koster’s theory a phrase that has to be checked can be embedded in another phrase, we can assume that in the configurations in (22,23) not the minimal checking phrase (the DP, which is the lexical complement of the verb) is moved, but that in fact the whole PP is moved from a position to the right of the verb to [Spec, AgrOP] in order to check its [ACCUSATIVE] features, something which is possible by the process of feature percolation via Pied Piping. 


Let us now consider the evidence Koster gives in favour of positing a non-lexical, empty element in sentences like (20) and (21). First, consider the following variant of sentence (20):

(24)    Ik denk dat het/[e]i [zonder PROi zeker te zijn] duidelijk is [CP dat ik haar bemind heb]

     I  think that    it      without        certain to be      clear     is       that I   her    loved  have

“Without being certain, I think that it is clear that I loved her”

In Dutch adjuncts introduced by zonder there is a PRO that requires a subject in the matrix clause for its interpretation. However, since there is no legitimate overt element that can control PRO, the presence of a non-lexical, empty subject must be assumed, as in (24). 


Secondly, consider sentence (25), another variant of sentence (20):

(25) Ik denk dat het/[e]i  voor zichzelfi sprak [CP dat ik haar bemind heb]i
I   think that   it         for     itself   spoke      that I  her     loved  have

“I think it spoke for itself that I loved her”

Clearly, the reflexive zichzelf requires an antecedent. However, since there is no legitimate overt c-commanding antecedent present, again the presence of a non-lexical, empty subject must be assumed, as in (25).


The obligatory presence of a non-lexical, empty object in a sentence like (21) can be illustrated by a configuration involving a parasitic gap (pg), as in sentence (26):

(26)
Ik heb het/[e]i [zonder pgi uit te leggen] gezegd [CP dat ik haar bemind heb]i

I  have     it      without           to  explain    said        that I   her    loved  have


“Without explaining it, I said that I loved her”

Since sentence (26) is grammatical, it can be concluded that the parasitic gap in this configuration is licensed. However, since no overt element is able to license the parasitic gap, the presence of a non-lexical, empty object must be assumed. 


Altogether, then, there is strong evidence that in sentences like (20) and (21) the subject or object is not just (optionally) missing, but that it can be argued that these sentences are instances of parallel construal with zero-specification involving non-lexical, empty elements.  


Another empirical argument involves the following sentences:

(27)
a. 
Hij heeft aan zijn vader gedacht



 he   has   of   his father  thought



“He thought of his father”

b. Hij heeft gedacht aan zijn vader

 he  has    thought of   his  father

“He thought of his father”

(28)
a. 
Hij heeft  eraan   gedacht



 he  has  there of  thought



“He thought about it”

b. *Hij heeft gedacht  eraan

   he  has   thought there of

(29)
a. 
Hij heeft ’r bemind



 he  has  ’er  loved



“He loved ’er”

b. *Hij heeft bemind ’r

   he  has     loved ’er

(30)
a. 
Hij heeft aan de weg getimmerd



 he   has   on the road hammered



“He attracted attention/He was in the limelight”

b. *Hij heeft getimmerd aan de weg

   he  has   hammered  on  the road

As can be seen in these sentences, in Dutch, PP complements (cf. (27)) can appear in preverbal and right-peripheral position, while [+R] pronouns (cf. (28)), object clitics (cf. (29)) and idiomatic PPs (cf. (30)) can only appear to the left of the verb.
 Until now, the difference between PP complements on the one hand and [+R] pronouns, object clitics and idiomatic PPs on the other hand with respect to their possibility to occur in right-peripheral position, is not accounted for in a satisfying way. 


Koster’s theory, however, can explain this difference. According to Koster, in the (a)-sentences of (27-30), the lexical complements of the verb are functionally licensed by movement to the left of the verb. In the (b)-sentences the story is almost the same, except that in these sentences the functionally licensed elements are non-lexical complements that are lexically identified by means of specification by a right-peripheral parallel element. Thus, according to Koster, in (27b) the lexically rich PP aan zijn vader specifies the moved non-lexical preverbal element [e]. However, since the (b)-sentences of (28-30) are ungrammatical, Koster has to explain the impossibility of zero-specification in these configurations. His explanation runs as follows. Zero-specification is impossible in (28b) and (29b), since Dutch [+R] pronouns, like eraan in (28), and object clitics, like ’r in (29), do not contain enough lexical content to specify an empty element. The impossibility of zero-specification in (30b) is explained by the fact that an idiomatic expression consists of an established lexical combination of a certain XP and a certain verb. As is evident, this established lexical combination cannot serve as a specification of a non-idiomatic empty element, ruling out the configuration in (30b). 


All in all, there is strong evidence that all Dutch configurations with a right-peripheral constituent are examples of parallel specifications of functionally licensed (non-)lexical preverbal elements. 

1.3 The theory of parallel construal and Dutch imperatives

As I discussed so far, according to Koster all Dutch configurations with a right-peripheral constituent are to be analyzed as examples of parallel construal. However, as some readers might have observed, the examples discussed so far all involved extraposition and coordination configurations. As is well-known, however, these are not the only configurations with a right-peripheral element in Dutch. So, if Koster is right in claiming that all Dutch configurations with a right-peripheral constituent are examples of parallel construal, the notion of parallel structure must be a very broad phenomenon. This is exactly what Koster claims. According to him, the notion of parallel construal is not limited to extraposition and coordination configurations, but happens to be rather general, encompassing configurations involving equatives, relative clauses, appositions and right dislocations.


In this thesis, however, I will examine the validity of Koster’s theoretical framework as applied to the territory of Dutch imperatives involving a right-peripheral element, like the examples in (31) and (32):

(31) Eet  op die appel!

eat  up that apple!

“Eat up that apple!”

(32)
Opeten die appel!

          
 up eat that apple!


“Eat up that apple!”

The construction in sentence (31) is a finite imperative, whereas the construction in sentence (32) is an infinitival imperative. As can be seen, in both sentences some appearance of the compound verb opeten "to eat up", consisting of the particle op "up" and the verb eten "to eat", is present. Since the compound verb opeten is a [particle + verb] combination instead of a [verb + particle] combination (cf. *etenop), it is evident that whereas in (32) the complete verb is in the original verb position in the VP, in (31) the finite verb has moved from the VP to a position to the left, stranding the particle.

This implies that the particle in (31) signals the underlying verb position. This assumption is a right one, as has been demonstrated by Koster (1975), who showed that a stranded particle, like the particle in sentence (33), has exactly the same distributional properties as a finite verb in an embedded clause like (34):

(33) Eet  die  appel op!

eat  that apple up!

“Eat up that apple!”

(34)
...dat   jij   die  appel opeet

...that you that apple up eat


"...that you eat up that apple"  

The correspondence is that all and only those elements that may appear to the right of a finite verb in embedded clauses, like opeet in (34), may appear to the right of a stranded particle, like op in (33), as is shown in the following examples involving a complement clause (cf. (35)), an adjunct clause (cf. 36)), a relative clause (cf. (37)), a free relative (cf. (38)) and a sentence adverb (cf. (39)):

(35)
a.
 ...dat  jij   die  appel opeet om je    honger te stillen



...that you that apple up eat    your hunger to satisfy



"...that you eat up that apple to satisfy your hunger"

b. 
Eet  die appel  op om je    honger te stillen



eat that apple  up     your hunger  to satisfy



"Eat up that apple to satisfy your hunger"

(36)
a. 
...dat   jij   die  appel opeet    als    je   honger krijgt



...that you that apple up eat when you hunger   get



"...that you eat up that apple when you get hungry"

b.
Eet die  appel  op   als     je   honger krijgt



eat that  apple up when you  hunger   get



"Eat up that apple when you get hungry"

(37)
a. 
...dat   jij   die  appel opeet  die lekker is



...that you that apple up eat that tasty  is



"...that you eat up that apple that is tasty"


b.
Eet  die appel op  die lekker is



eat that apple up that tasty  is



"Eat up that apple that is tasty"

(38)
a. 
...dat    jij  opeet  wat  lekker is



...that you up eat what tasty  is



"...that you eat up what is tasty"


b.
Eet  op  wat lekker is



eat  up  what tasty  is



"Eat up what is tasty"

 (39)
a.
...dat   jij   die  appel opeet    morgen



...that you that apple up eat tomorrow



"...that you eat up that apple tomorrow"


b.
Eet  die  appel op   morgen  



eat  that apple up tomorrow



"Eat up that apple tomorrow"


It must be noted that for our purposes Koster’s (1975) observation is an important one. Now that we know that in Dutch finite imperatives the particle of a [particle + verb] combination signals the underlying verb position, whereas in Dutch infinitival imperatives the entire [particle + verb] combination is in V0, we can examine the validity of Koster’s theory with respect to Dutch imperatives, for now we know that every constituent appearing to the left of the particle in Dutch finite imperatives or to the left of the entire [particle + verb] combination in Dutch infinitival imperatives is in preverbal position, whereas every constituent appearing to the right of the particle in Dutch finite imperatives or to the right of the entire [particle + verb] combination in Dutch infinitival imperatives is in right-peripheral position and according to Koster’s theory an example of a parallel specification of a functionally licensed (non-)lexical preverbal element. I examine the validity of these assumptions in the next chapter. 

2.
Dutch imperatives and parallel construal

In this chapter I examine the validity of Koster’s theory, relating Koster’s theoretical framework to the domain of Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives with right-peripheral constituents. In section 2.1 I show, by discussing data that provide evidence for Koster’s theory of parallel construal, that in Koster’s theoretical framework Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives with right-peripheral constituents can be analyzed as instances of parallel specification. In section 2.2 the validity of this analysis is examined and questioned, by a discussion of data that seem to be problematic for the treatment of Dutch imperatives with a right-peripheral constituent in terms of parallel specification. 

2.1 Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives with right-peripheral constituents as parallel construal

In this section I show that in Koster’s theoretical framework Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives with right-peripheral constituents can be analyzed as instances of parallel construal. In subsection 2.1.1 I discuss Dutch finite imperatives with right-peripheral constituents. In subsection 2.1.2 I discuss Dutch infinitival imperatives with right-peripheral constituents.

2.1.1 
Dutch finite imperatives with right-peripheral constituents as parallel construal

Consider the following sentences:

(1)
a. 
Eet [’m]i eens [SC ti op] [die appel]i!



eat  ’em  just          up   that apple!



“Just eat ’em up, that apple!”


b. 
Eet      jij     [’m]i  eens [SC ti op] [die appel]i!

eat  you-sg  ’em   just          up   that apple!

“Just eat ’em up, that apple!”

c. 
Eet      u     [’m]i eens  [SC ti op] [die appel]i!

 eat you-sg  ’em   just          up   that apple!

“Just eat ’em up, that apple!”

d. 
Eten jullie  [’m]i  eens [SC ti op] [die appel]i!

 eat  you-pl ’em    just          up   that apple!

“Just eat ’em up, that apple!”

Since, as I illustrated in chapter 1, in these sentences the DP die appel is to the right of the particle which signals the underlying verb position, in Koster’s theory this DP must be a case of parallel specification of a functionally licensed preverbal element. This is exactly what Koster argues for. According to him, the object clitic ’m, being the the complement of the verb, is directly functionally licensed in primary phrase structure by movement from a position to the right of V0 to [Spec, AgrOP] to the left of V0. The right-peripheral DP die appel, however, is indirectly licensed in parallel structure by means of connection to the associated directly functionally licensed preverbal element ’m by the operator ω.


The following (partial) tree structure of the finite imperatives in (1) illustrates this:

(2)
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Tree structure (2), as a (partial) representation of the sentences in (1), with the stranded particle op as the head of the small clause, with the object clitic ’m moved from the subject position of the small clause to [Spec, AgrOP], with the non-lexical operator in ω0 and with AgrOP as the maximal projection in which the [ACCUSATIVE] features of the object clitic ’m are checked, illustrates that, according to Koster, in the sentences in (1) the right-peripheral DP die appel is in parallel construction with the directly functionally licensed preverbal object clitic ’m. 

As the reader will recall from chapter 1, apart from examples in which a right-peripheral constituent is connected to a lexical element, like the sentences in (1), in Koster’s theory parallel construal is also possible in instances of zero-specification, that is: in configurations in which a right-peripheral element is connected to a non-lexical preverbal element, as in (3): 
(3)
Eet [e]i eens [SC ti op] [die appel]i!


 eat        just          up   that apple!


“Just eat up, that apple!”

In sentence (3) the complement of the verb is the empty element [e], which is directly functionally licensed in primary phrase structure by movement to [Spec, AgrOP], where it is lexically identified by means of parallel specification by the lexically rich right-peripheral  DP die appel. This right-peripheral DP, in turn, is, indirectly licensed in parallel structure, since it is connected to the associated directly functionally licensed preverbal element [e] by the operator ω.  In other words: if we replace the object clitic ’m by the empty element [e], sentence (3), just like the sentences in (1), can be illustrated by tree structure (2). 


However, before assuming the structural analysis of sentence (3) to be the right one, we first have to ask ourselves whether Koster’s evidence for positing a non-lexical, empty preverbal element in indicative head clauses, as discussed in chapter 1, also manifests itself in Dutch finite imperatives. In order to do this, I will consider the following Dutch finite imperatives involving parasitic gap (pg) constructions, as discussed by Den Dikken (1992):

(4)
a. 
Leg (zonder pg in te kijken) neer  dat boek!



 put (without     in to  look)  down that book!



“Put down that book (without dipping into it)!”



(Den Dikken (1992:54, (12a))

b. Leg (zonder pg in te kijken) neer!

 put (without     in to   look) down!

“Put down (without dipping into it)!”

(Den Dikken (1992:54, (12b))

As can be seen, these sentences contain a parasitic gap, which, in order to be licensed, must be bound. At first sight, the most likely candidate to do this, is the right-peripheral DP dat boek, since, as far as the meaning goes, the parasitic gap is interpreted as being co-referential with it. However, since Dutch finite imperatives in which there is no such DP present at all are also grammatical, as is shown in (4b), it can be concluded that parasitic gaps in Dutch finite imperatives must be licensed by some other element. 


A potential solution can be deduced from Bennis and Hoekstra’s (1984) observation that parasitic gaps in Dutch are licensed by scrambled objects, as is illustrated in the following variants of the sentences in (4):

(5)
a. 
*…dat hij  (zonder pgi in te kijken) dat boeki neergelegd heeft



 …that he   without      in to  look    that book  down put   has

b. … dat hij [dat boek]i (zonder pgi in te kijken) [t]i neergelegd heeft

…that he  that book   without      in to   look         down put    has

“…that he put down that book (without dipping into it)”

In (5a) the parasitic gap in the adjunct clause is not bound and therefore not licensed. Hence, the sentence is ungrammatical. In (5b) the direct object dat boek is moved from the position indicated by the trace across the adjunct clause as an instance of scrambling, with the result that the parasitic gap now is bound by the scrambled object and therefore licensed, making the sentence a grammatical one.


Applying these insights to the sentences in (4), we can conclude that, since parasitic gaps in Dutch are licensed by scrambled objects, and since Dutch finite imperatives involving parasitic gap constructions are also grammatical without a right-peripheral DP, the parasitic gaps in (4) must be licensed by a scrambled non-lexical object DP. In other words, the sentences in (4) must have the following structure:

(6) Leg [e]i (zonder pgi in te kijken) [SC ti  neer] (dat boek)i! 

 put         without      in to  look           down   that book

“Put down (that book) (without dipping into it)!”

In this structure the empty complement [e] is scrambled across the adjunct clause to a position to the left of V0, where it can bind the parasitic gap, which, in its turn, is being licensed in this way. As is evident, the possibility of parasitic gap constructions in Dutch finite imperatives is therefore strong evidence for the presence of non-lexical, empty elements to the left of V0 in such constructions.

Now that I have explained that in Koster’s theory of parallel construal Dutch finite imperatives with right-peripheral constituents can be analyzed as instances of parallel specification, I will show that the same story goes for Dutch infinitival imperatives with right-peripheral constituents.  

2.1.2 
Dutch infinitival imperatives with right-peripheral constituents as parallel construal

Consider the following infinitival imperative construction:

(7) 
 [e]i Opeten [t]i  [die appel]i! 

        up eat         that apple!

“Eat up, that apple!

Whereas in the finite imperatives in (1) and (3) the finite verb has moved from the VP to a position to the left, with the particle signalling the underlying verb position, in the infinitival imperative in (7) no verb movement seems to have taken place, implying that the entire [particle + verb] combination is in the original verb position. This means that, if we follow Koster’s theory of parallel construal, elements like the DP die appel in (7) that are to the right of the [particle + verb] combination, are to be analyzed as parallel specifications of a functionally licensed preverbal element. Again, this is exactly what Koster argues for. According to him, whereas in (7) the empty element [e] is directly functionally licensed in primary phrase structure by movement from a position to the right of V0 to [Spec, AgrOP], the right-peripheral DP die appel in this sentence is indirectly licensed in parallel structure by means of connection to the associated directly functionally licensed preverbal element by the operator ω. 


The following (partial) tree structure of the infinitival imperative in (7) illustrates this:
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Tree structure (8), as a (partial) representation of sentence (7), with the compound verb in V0, with the empty element [e] moved from the object position to [Spec, AgrOP], with the non-lexical operator in ω0 and with AgrOP as the maximal projection in which the [ACCUSATIVE] features of the empty element [e] are checked, illustrates that, according to Koster, in sentence (7) the right-peripheral DP die appel is in parallel construction with the directly functionally licensed preverbal element [e].        


Having discussed an example of zero-specification in a Dutch infinitival imperative, let us now consider an example of a Dutch infinitival imperative in which a right-peripheral constituent is connected to a lexical element, as in (9):    


(9)
?? [’m]i Opeten [t]i  [die appel]i!

     ’em   up eat         that apple!

“Eat ’em up, that apple!” 

As it stands, the deviance of sentence (9) seems to show us that whereas in Dutch infinitival imperatives zero-specification is possible (cf. (7)), parallel specification of a preverbal lexical element is very problematic, something which is totally unforeseen and not accounted for in Koster’s theory of parallel construal. 


However, before claiming that sentence (9) really is problematic for Koster’s theory of parallel construal, we have to ask ourselves the question whether the deviant character of sentence (9) could be due to some restrictions being put on the object clitic ’m. Let us therefore consider the variant of sentence (9) in which the right-peripheral DP die appel is absent, as in (10):

(10)
?? [’m]i Opeten [t]i!

     ’em  up eat!

“Eat ’em up!”

Since sentence (10) is as deviant as sentence (9), the marginal character of sentence (9), rather than illustrating that parallel specification of a preverbal lexical element in Dutch infinitival imperatives is very problematic, seems to indicate that it is the preverbal occurrence of object clitics in Dutch infinitival imperatives that makes sentences like (9) have a status close to ungrammaticality. 


However, before arguing that the deviant character of a sentence like (10) is due to a restriction being put on object clitics, we have to ask ourselves the question whether this sentence would be grammatical if we replace the object clitic ’m by some other element, like for instance a full DP, for, as is well-known, clitics have some distributional peculiarities not shared by full DPs. In order to investigate this matter, consider sentence (11):

(11)
?? [Die appel]i opeten [t]i!

      that apple   up eat!

“Eat up, that apple!”

As can be seen, in sentence (11) the object clitic ’m has been replaced by the full DP die appel. However, just like the sentence in (10), the sentence in (11) has a status close to ungrammaticality, implying that in Dutch infinitival imperatives not only object clitics but also full DPs are impossible in preverbal position.  


It should be noted, that if preverbal elements are indeed disallowed in Dutch infinitival imperatives, we would have to replace our analysis of Dutch infinitival imperatives involving zero-specification, for, as I illustrated, according to Koster, such constructions are to be analyzed as instances where the right-peripheral constituent in fact is connected to a non-lexical preverbal element [e]. However, since the data in (10) and (11) seem to imply that no preverbal element is allowed in Dutch infinitival imperatives, assuming the right-peripheral constituent in Dutch infinitival imperatives to be connected to a non-lexical preverbal element, as in Koster’s analysis, would be a strange thing to do. Rather, the contrast in grammaticality between sentence (7) on the one hand and sentence (11) on the other hand, could be taken to indicate that, contrary to all our assumptions so far, the verbs in infinitival imperative constructions in fact have moved and are thus not any longer in the original verb position. If this insight is true, the structural analysis of Dutch infinitival imperatives with a right-peripheral constituent, as illustrated in (7) and its (partial) tree structure (8), must be replaced by the structural analysis in (12) and its (partial) representation in (13):   

(12)
[Opeten]i  [e]j  [t]i  [t]j  [die appel]j!


  up eat                        that apple!


“Eat up, that apple!”

(13)
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So, instead of treating Dutch infinitival imperatives with a right-peripheral constituent as instances of zero-specification, we would now arrive at an analysis in which the compound verb opeten, which is base-generated in the VP, is moved to the specifier position of a featural projection FP in order to check some features (in tree structure (13) indicated by the feature [F]), in which the empty element [e], which is base-generated in the object position, is moved to [Spec, AgrOP] to check its [ACCUSATIVE] features, and in which the right-peripheral DP die appel is in parallel construction with the directly functionally licensed preverbal element [e] by means of the operator ω. 


However, as I will show, Koster’s analysis of Dutch infinitival imperatives with right-peripheral constituents in terms of parallel construal, as illustrated in (7) and its (partial) tree structure (8), does not have to be replaced by the structural analysis in (12) and its (partial) representation in (13). I will present two arguments for this claim. 


The first argument is that, contrary to what the sentences in (10) and (11) seem to indicate, in some specific contexts lexical elements in fact are allowed in the preverbal position of Dutch infinitival imperatives, making our alternative analysis in (12) and its (partial) representation in (13), in which it is assumed that the verbs in Dutch infinitival imperatives undergo leftward movement, an invalid one. Consider for instance the following Dutch infinitival imperatives involving the full DP die appel:   

(14)
a. 
[Die appel]i opeten [t]i , jij!

 that apple   up eat      ,you!



“Hey you, eat up that apple!”


b.
  Jij  daar, [die appel]i opeten [t]i!



 you there,  that apple   up eat!



“Hey you, eat up that apple!”

c. [Die appel]i wel opeten [t]i, hoor!

                          that apple   do  up eat,       hey!

“Hey, you do have to eat up that apple!”

d. Niet [die appel]i opeten [t]i !

  not   that apple   up eat!

“Do not eat up that apple!”

e. Onmiddellijk [die appel]i opeten [t]i !

 immediately   that apple  up eat!

“Eat up that apple, immediately!”

f. En    nu   onmiddellijk [die  appel]i opeten [t]i !

 and now immediately   that apple   up eat!

“Eat up that apple, immediately!”

Whereas sentence (11) seems to indicate that a full DP is impossible in the preverbal position of Dutch infinitival imperatives, the sentences in (14) illustrate that if the full DP die appel is in a specific context, it can appear in the preverbal position of Dutch infinitival imperatives without any problem.
 In (14a) grammaticality is accomplished by the addition of a right-dislocated subject jij “you”, in (14b) the infinitival imperative is made possible by the addition of the left-dislocated combination of a subject jij "you” and the locative element daar "there", in (14c) the full DP die appel is possible in preverbal position by means of the appearance of the adhortative marker wel “do” and the tag hoor “hey”, and in (14c-e) the preverbal occurrence of the full DP die appel is made acceptable by the inclusion of the adverbs niet “not”, onmiddellijk “immediately” and the cluster en nu onmiddellijk “immediately”.


Let us now examine the question whether the same conclusions can be applied to the object clitic ‘m. Consider the following sentences:

(15)
a. 
* [’m]i Opeten [t]i , jij!



    ’em  up eat       ,you!

b.  
??Jij  daar, [’m]i opeten [t]i!

  you there, ’em   up eat!

c. 
   [’m]i Wel opeten [t]i, hoor!

   ’em    do up eat       , hey!



“Hey, you do have to eat ’em up!”


d.  
* [’m]i Niet opeten [t]i!



    ’em  not up eat!

e.  
?? [’m]i Onmiddellijk opeten [t]i!

     ’em  immediately up eat!

“Eat ’em up, immediately!”

f. 
En  [’m]i  nu   onmiddellijk  opeten [t]i!

and ’em now immediately   up eat!

“Eat ’em up, immediately!”

As these sentences illustrate, in contrast to the sentences involving a full DP (cf. (14)), the possibility of sentences involving an object clitic to occur in the preverbal position of Dutch infinitival imperatives is a lot more restricted, but sentences (15c) and (15f) certainly are grammatical. 


So, as the sentences in (14a-f) and (15c,f) illustrate, in some specific contexts lexical elements in fact are allowed in the preverbal position of Dutch infinitival imperatives, making an analysis in which the verbs in Dutch infinitival imperatives undergo leftward movement an invalid one. 


Now that I have showed that the verbs in Dutch infinitival imperatives stay in their original verb position instead of undergoing leftward movement, I will present an argument from which it can be concluded that in Dutch infinitival imperatives there is an empty element present in preverbal position, again giving evidence for a treatment of Dutch infinitival imperatives with a right-peripheral constituent in terms of parallel construal, as illustrated in (7) and its (partial) representation in (8).  


Consider the following Dutch infinitival imperatives involving parasitic gap (pg) constructions, as discussed by Den Dikken (1992):

(16)
a. 
(Zonder pg in te kijken) neerleggen dat boek!



(without    in to  look)    down put  that book!



“Put down that book (without dipping into it)!”



(Den Dikken (1992:54, (13a))

b. (Zonder pg in te kijken) neerleggen!

(without    in to   look)    down put!

“Put down (without dipping into it)!”

(Den Dikken (1992:54, (13b))

Just like in our discussion of Dutch finite imperatives in subsection 2.1.1, the only explanation for the grammaticality of the sentences in (16) is that the parasitic gaps in these constructions are being licensed by a scrambled non-lexical element binding them. In other words: the sentences in (16) must have the following structure:

(17) [e]i (Zonder pg i in te kijken) neerleggen [t]i (dat boek)i!

       (without      in to  look)   down put         that book!

“Put down (that book) (without dipping into it)!”

As is evident, this structure is equivalent to Koster’s analysis of Dutch infinitival imperatives with right-peripheral constituents in terms of zero-specification, as illustrated in (7) and its (partial) representation in (8). 


Making use of the insights just described, we can now finally give an example of a Dutch infinitival imperative in which a right-peripheral constituent is connected to a lexical element:

(18)  
 En   [’m]i  nu  onmiddellijk opeten [t]i [die appel]i !

 and  ’em  now immediately  up eat       that apple!

“Eat ’em up that apple, immediately!”

If we replace the empty element [e] by the object clitic ’m, sentence (18), being a variant of sentence (15f), can be illustrated by tree structure (8).

Now that I have explained that in Koster’s theory of parallel construal Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives with right-peripheral constituents are analyzed as instances of parallel specification, I will examine the validity of this analysis in the next section. 

2.2 Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives with right-peripheral constituents as parallel construal?

In this section, making use of the arguments being put forward in support of Koster’s theory of parallel construal, as discussed in chapter 1, I will examine the validity of Koster’s claim that Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives with right-peripheral constituents are instances of parallel specification. Before doing this, however, it must be emphasized that we have to look only at Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives involving a right-peripheral constituent, for Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives without a right-peripheral specifying element are irrelevant to our examination of Dutch imperatives in terms of parallel construal. In order to make this point clear, an example of an apparent problem for the treatment of Dutch imperatives in terms of parallel construal is discussed in subsection 2.2.1. In the rest of this section only aspects of Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives with a right-peripheral constituent are discussed. In subsection 2.2.2 the Pied Piping property of parallel construals in Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives with a right-peripheral constituent is dealt with. In subsection 2.2.3 the alleged impossibility of zero-specification with [+R] pronouns in Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives will be discussed. 

2.2.1 
An apparent problem for the theory of parallel construal

The imperative sentences with right-peripheral constituents discussed so far seem to illustrate that Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives with right-peripheral constituents are indeed to be analyzed as instances of parallel construal. However, as some readers might have observed, contrary to our discussion of Dutch imperatives involving specification of a lexical element, our discussion of Dutch imperatives involving zero-specification did not involve configurations with an overt subject. We therefore can ask ourselves the question whether zero-specification is also possible in Dutch imperatives with an overt subject. Since Dutch infinitival imperatives cannot have an overt subject, we cannot examine these constructions in this respect. Dutch finite imperatives, however, can have an overt subject, so that we can examine if zero-specification is possible in Dutch finite imperatives with an overt subject. 

Consider now the following sentences:

(19)
a. 
  Eet  [e]i eens [SC ti op] (die appel)i!

  eat         just          up  (that apple)!

  “Eat just up (that apple)!”

b.
*Eet     jij      [e]i eens [SC ti op] (die appel)i!

  eat   you-sg       just          up  (that apple)!

c. 
*Eet     u       [e]i  eens [SC ti op] (die appel)i!

  eat  you-sg         just          up  (that apple)!

d.
*Eten  jullie  [e]i eens [SC ti op] (die appel)i!

  eat   you-pl        just          up  (that apple)!

These sentences seem to show that, whereas zero-specification is possible in a configuration without an overt subject (cf. (19a)), in configurations with an overt subject zero-specification is excluded (cf. (19b-d)). However, despite the fact that the correlation between the presence of a (non-)overt subject and the (im)possibility of parallel construal is totally unforeseen and not accounted for in Koster’s theory, the ungrammaticality of the sentences in (19b-d) is not problematic for Koster’s theoretical framework, for the sentences in (19b-d) are also excluded without the presence of the specifying right-peripheral element between the parentheses. The ungrammaticality of the sentences in (19b-d), as opposed to the grammaticality of sentence (19a), is therefore irrelevant to a discussion of Koster’s theory of parallel construal. 


However, despite its irrelevance for Koster’s theory of parallel construal, the ungrammaticality of the sentences in (19b-d), as opposed to the grammaticality of sentence (19a), begs for a solution. I will therefore tackle this issue, trying to solve the problem. 


Let us again focus on the problem itself. As has become clear, the problem to be solved is the difference in grammaticality  between Dutch finite imperatives with and without a subject. As the following sentences illustrate, whereas the possibility of Dutch finite imperatives with a subject is severely restricted, in the sense that a lexical object is obligatory present and the presence of a modal adverb like eens is preferred (by some people) (cf. 20)), Dutch subjectless finite imperatives do not have such limitations (cf. (21)): 

(20)
a. 
*Eet    jij      [e]i  [SC ti op]! 


  eat you-sg                 up!

b. *Eet      jij   [e]i eens [SC ti op]!

  eat you-sg       just          up!

c. (?)Eet      jij    [die appel]i [SC ti op]!

     eat  you-sg  that apple           up!

“Eat that apple up!”

d. Eet     jij    [die appel]i eens [SC ti op]!

eat you-sg  that apple   just          up!

“Just eat that apple up!”

(21)
a. 
Eet [e]i [SC ti op]!



eat                up!



“Eat up!”

b. Eet [e]i eens [SC ti op]!

 eat        just          up!

“Just eat up!”

c. Eet [die appel]i [SC ti op]!

eat  that apple           up!

“Eat that apple up!”

d. Eet [die appel]i eens [SC ti op]!

eat  that apple   just          up!

“Just eat that apple up!”

As I will now show, the dichotomy with respect to the sentences in (20) and (21) can be attributed to a combination of changes in the Dutch imperative verb paradigm, pragmatic factors and an overextended use of the function of modal adverbs like eens as imperative markers. 

As has been pointed out by Verdenius (1940), the original situation in Dutch was that there was only one imperative verb form for the singular: the stem of the verb. Thus, taking the intransitive verb binnenkomen “to enter” as an example, the only non-infinitival imperative verb construction available in Dutch was the following configuration:

(22)  Kom binnen!

 come    in!

“Enter!”

As Verdenius (1940) points out, however, as time went on, it became clear that, since the imperative verb construction in (22) was inable to indicate the relation between speaker and addressee and to indicate the number of addressees to which the imperative is uttered, the imperative verb construction in (22) was not appropriate in all situations. I will illustrate this with some examples. 


Let us first explain the inability of the imperative verb form in (22) to indicate the relation between speaker and addressee. Picture a situation in which an angry headmaster calls for a young, disobedient student to come in his room. In such a situation, it would be strange for the headmaster to use a sentence like (22), for in Dutch, a sentence like (22) can only be used if the relation between speaker and addressee is a relation based on equality and familiarity. However, since the relation between the angry headmaster and the young, disobedient student is not based on equality and familiarity at all, the headmaster will avoid using a sentence like (22). Instead, he will, in order to stress the fact that the role of the student is subordinate to the role he has, use a variant of sentence (22) in which the student will be addressed with the pronoun jij “you-sg”.


Picture now a situation in which the young, disobedient student is visited by the angry headmaster. If the student now would use a sentence like (22), he would be rude, for, as I just explained, in Dutch a sentence like (22) can only be used if the relation between speaker and addressee is a relation based on equality and familiarity, which certainly is not the case in the situation I just sketched. The student therefore has to indicate that his role is subordinate to the one of the headmaster. In order to do so, the student will avoid using a sentence like (22), but instead, will use a variant of sentence (22) in which the politeness pronoun u “you-sg” is present. 


Now that I have described the inability of the imperative verb form in (22) to indicate the relation between speaker and addressee, I will now show its inability to indicate the number of addressees to which the imperative is uttered. Picture a situation in which the angry headmaster is face to face to two young, disobedient students. If the angry headmaster now would use a sentence like (22), some confusion would arise, for then it would be totally unclear how many students exactly must comply with the request. In order to overcome this defect of the imperative verb form in (22), the headmaster must therefore specify how many students must come in his room. Thus, if only one student must come in his room, the headmaster will use the singular pronoun jij “you”, while in the situation where both students must come in his room, the headmaster will use the plural pronoun jullie “you”. 


All in all, the inability of the original imperative verb form in (22) to indicate the relation between speaker and addressee as well as its inability to indicate the number of addressees to which the imperative is uttered, was overcome in Dutch by the addition of pronouns. The addition of pronouns, however, was not the only mechanism to overcome the defects of the original imperative verb form in (22), for in order to diminish the intensity of an imperative, in Dutch also modal adverbs like eens, maar and toch “just” were used. 


Let us now turn back to the dichotomy with respect to the sentences in (20) and (21). Let us first examine the role of the modal adverb eens in (20). As is indicated by the question mark(s) between the parentheses in (20c), the obligatory character of the modal adverb eens in Dutch finite imperatives with a subject is controversial. Some people consider a sentence like (20c) to be fully grammatical, while other people consider it marginal. In my view, the crucial thing to notice is that the reason behind this lack of consensus must be attributed to pragmatic factors as well as to an overextended use of the function of modal adverbs as imperative markers. I will now discuss my hypothesis.  


Let us first account for the judgements of people who think sentences like (20c) are fully grammatical without the presence of a modal adverb like eens. As I will argue now, this fact can be explained pragmatically. By using the subject pronoun jij “you” in (20c), the speaker of the imperative deliberately indicates that he considers the role of the addressed person to be subordinate to his own role. The only function the insertion of a modal adverb like eens would now have, is to diminish the intensity of the imperative, the same intensity the speaker so deliberately chose. In other words: by adding the subject jij “you”, the speaker strengthens the intensity of the imperative, while at the same time, the same speaker diminishes this intensity by inserting the modal adverb eens. This implies that, pragmatically, a modal adverb like eens is optional in a Dutch finite imperative with a subject, making a sentence like (20c) fully grammatical without a modal adverb like eens.


However, as I discussed, according to some people, sentences like (20c) (more or less) require the presence of a modal adverb like eens. Note, however, that since the insertion of a modal adverb like eens in Dutch finite imperatives with a subject is, as I explained above, in fact a sort of contradictio in terminis, the reason for people to argue for a modal adverb like eens in a sentence like (20c) cannot be a pragmatic one. Instead, as I will argue now, the preference of a modal adverb like eens in a sentence like (20c) by some people, can be attributed to an overextended use of the function of modal adverbs as imperative markers. 


The idea stems from an observation by Paardekooper (1951:102) that Dutch non-compound finite imperatives with a subject always require a third element, as is illustrated by the following examples:

(23)
a. 
*Kom      jij!



 come you-sg!

b.  Kom      jij?

 come you-sg?

“Do you come?”

(24)
a. 
 Kom      jij    eens!



come you-sg just!



“Just come!”

b. *Kom      jij     eens?

 come you-sg  just?

As can be seen by the grammaticality of (23b), as opposed to the ungrammaticality of (23a), when a Dutch non-compound finite imperative with a subject is not accompanied by a third element, the sentence automatically receives the character of a question. Interesting, when the Dutch non-compound finite imperative with a subject is accompanied by a modal adverb like eens, however, the only available interpretation is that of an imperative, as is evidenced by the contrast between (24a) and (24b). Departing now from Paardekooper’s (1951) analysis, I conclude from these observations that a modal adverb like eens is an imperative marker, in the same sense that the modal adverb maar “just” is an imperative marker, too, and the adverb ook “also” a question marker, as is evidenced by the dichotomy in the following sentences:

(25)
a. 
 Kom      jij   maar!



come you-sg just!



“Just come!”

b. *Kom      jij   maar?

 come you-sg just?

(26)
a. 
*Kom       jij   ook!



 come you-sg also!

b.  Kom       jij    ook?

come you-sg also?

“Do you also come?”

Consider now again (20c), here for convenience repeated as (27):

(27)
(?)Eet      jij     die appel  op!

         
     eat you-sg  that apple  up!

 “Eat that apple up!”

As I discussed earlier on, some people consider a sentence like (27) to be fully grammatical, while other people consider it marginal. The interesting fact, however, is that people who think sentence (27) to be deviant, always argue that its deviance is due to the fact that it has some structural characteristics of a question, like the question in (28):

(28)
Eet      jij     die appel op?

            eat you-sg  that apple up!

“Do you eat up that apple?”

As I explained above, however, this question reading disappears by adding a modal adverb like eens, which makes the imperative reading of (27) the only available interpretation. From this I conclude that a sentence like (27), contrary to a sentence like (23a) which require the presence of a modal adverb like eens in the function of imperative marker in order to be grammatical, syntactically is grammatical, but that it is judged as deviant by  people who also require the presence of modal adverbs like eens in the function of imperative marker in contexts that do not require such an imperative marker, like the one in (27).


Let us now discuss the role of the object DP die appel “that apple”. As can be seen, in Dutch finite imperatives with an overt subject the DP is obligatory present (cf. (20a,b)), while in Dutch subjectless finite imperatives this DP is optionally present (cf. (21a,b)). In my view, the reason behind this difference presumably must be attributed to a complex interplay of pragmatic factors. Since I did not succeed in characterizing these pragmatic factors, however, the ungrammaticality of (20a,b), as opposed to the grammaticality of (21a,b) is a subject deserving further investigation.  

All in all, the fact that the possibility of Dutch finite imperatives with a subject is severely restricted, in the sense that the presence of a modal adverb like eens is preferred (by some people), whereas Dutch subjectless finite imperatives do not have such limitations, can be attributed to a combination of changes in the Dutch imperative verb paradigm, pragmatic factors and an overextended use of the function of modal adverbs like eens as imperative markers. The factors behind the ungrammaticality of the sentences in (19b-d), as opposed to the grammaticality of sentence (19a), were not discovered, however. Despite this unsatisfying result, let us return to Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives with a right-peripheral constituent.

2.2.2 The Pied Piping property of Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives

In this subsection I will discuss the Pied Piping property attributed by Koster to all instances of parallel construal. Consider the following sentences from chapter 1, here repeated for convenience:

(29)
a.
Ik heb [de vrouw]i      [die alles wist]i     bemind



I have the woman who everything knew  loved



“I loved the woman who knew everything”

b.       Ik heb [de vrouw]i bemind     [die alles wist]i
I have the woman   loved who everything knew

“I loved the woman who knew everything”

(30)
a.
Ik heb [Eva]i [en Maria]i bemind



I have  Eva    and Maria    loved



“I loved Eva and Maria”

b. 
Ik heb [Eva]i bemind [en Maria]i
I  have Eva     loved   and Maria

“I loved Eva and Maria”

Recall that in Koster’s theory the difference in word order between the (a)- and (b)-sentences was explained by stating that in the (a)-sentences the target consists of the minimally required element (the DP), whereas in the (b)-sentences the target consists of the entire AgrOP, via the Pied Piping property of parallel construals, by which phrases that have to be checked against the features of a head can be embedded in another phrase. 


Let us now apply these insights to the territory of Dutch imperatives. Consider sentences (1a), (1b) and (18), here repeated for convenience as (31a), (31b) and (32):

(31)
a.
Eet [’m]i eens [SC ti op] [die appel]i!



eat  ’em  just          up   that apple!



“Just eat ’em up, that apple!”


b. 
Eet      jij     [’m]i  eens [SC ti op] [die appel]i!

eat  you-sg  ’em   just          up   that apple!

“Just eat ’em up, that apple!”

(32)
 En   [’m]i  nu  onmiddellijk opeten [t]i [die appel]i !

and ’em  now immediately  up eat        that apple!

“Eat ’em up that apple, immediately!”

As is evident, these sentences are equivalent to the (b)-sentences in (29) and (30), for in all these instances the target consists of the entire AgrOP, via Pied Piping. So far, Koster’s theory works well. However, if we apply the word order of the (a)-sentences in (29) and (30) to Dutch imperatives, only ungrammatical results are obtained, as is shown in the following sentences:

(33)
a. 
*Eet [’m]i , [die appel]i , eens [SC ti op]!



  eat  ’em   ,that apple,    just           up!


b. 
*Eet      jij     [’m]i , [die appel]i , eens [SC ti op]!

  eat  you-sg ’em   ,  that apple   , just          up!

(34)
*En  [’m]i , [die appel]i , nu onmiddellijk opeten [t]i!

             and ’em ,   that apple,  now immediately up eat!

At first sight, the possibility of the sentences in (31-32), as opposed to the impossibility of the sentences in (33-34), is very problematic for Koster’s theory, since it ultimately implies that in Dutch imperatives parallel specification of the minimal checking phrase (the DP) is excluded (cf. (33-34)), whereas parallel specification of a checking phrase embedded in another phrase yields grammatical results (cf. (31-32)). If this were correct, the only way out now available for Koster is to assume that, contrary to other instances of parallel specifications, like extraposition configurations (cf. (29)) and coordination configurations (cf. (30)), parallel specification in Dutch imperatives is only possible with a maximalized checking phrase. As is evident, however, such an explanation would be nothing more than a reformulation of the problem discussed, only emphasizing that the possibility of the sentences in (31-32), as opposed to the impossibility of the sentences in (33-34), indeed is problematic for Koster’s theory, even raising the question whether Dutch imperatives with right-peripheral constituents are to be analyzed as parallel construals at all. 


However, as Koster argues, assuming all of this to be correct would be a misconception, for in indicative head clauses exactly the same results as in the imperative constructions in (31-34) are obtained, as is illustrated in the following sentences:

(35)
a. 
Ik heb  [’m]i opgegeten [t]i [die appel]i


I  have ’em    up eaten         that apple



“I ate ’em up, that apple”


b. 
*Ik  heb  [’m]i , [die appel]i ,opgegeten [t]i


   I have  ’em  ,  that apple,    up eaten

As can be seen, sentence (35a), in which the target consists of the entire AgrOP, is grammatical, just like the imperative constructions in (31-32). Sentence (35b), on the other hand, in which the target consists of the minimally required DP, is ungrammatical, just like the imperative constructions in (33-34). 


So, instead of being a problem specifically for Koster’s treatment of Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives with right-peripheral constituents in terms of parallel construal, the ungrammaticality of the sentences in (33-34), as opposed to the grammaticality of the sentences in (31-32), seems to originate from an independent, general restriction on (object)  clitics. 

This is exactly what Koster argues for. According to him (Jan Koster (p.c.)), the ungrammaticality of both the imperative constructions in (33-34) and the indicative head clause in (35a), originates from the fact that in Dutch, clitics like the object clitic ’m do not allow adjacent appositions, a conclusion that is emphasized by the following examples in which a subject clitic (cf. (36)) and an object clitic (cf. (37)) are impossible with an adjacent CP apposition:

(36)
a. 
Ik denk  dat [DP ’t]  duidelijk is [CP dat ik haar bemind heb]



 I  think that     it-cl    clear    is      that I   her    loved  have 



“I think that it is clear that I loved her”

b. *Ik denk  dat [DP ’t] [CP dat ik haar bemind heb] duidelijk is

   I  think that     it-cl     that I   her    loved  have    clear    is

(37)
a. 
Ik heb [DP ’t]   betreurd [CP dat ik haar bemind heb]



 I have     it-cl regretted      that I   her   loved   have



“I regretted it that I loved her”

b. *Ik heb [DP ’t] [CP dat ik haar bemind heb] betreurd

  I  have     it-cl     that I   her   loved  have regretted

As is evident by now, the ungrammaticality of the sentences in (33-34), as opposed to the grammaticality of the sentences in (31-32), is not specifically problematic for Koster’s treatment of Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives with right-peripheral constituents in terms of parallel construal, but a problem for any theory that cannot adequately explain the fact that Dutch clitics are impossible with adjacent appositions. 

2.2.3 Zero-specification by [+R] pronouns in Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives

In this subsection the alleged impossibility of zero-specification with [+R] pronouns is discussed. Recall from chapter 1 that in Koster’s account the possibility of [+R] pronouns to appear in a position to the left of V0 in indicative head clauses, as opposed to their impossibility to occur in right-peripheral position in indicative head clauses, is explained as follows. In configurations where [+R] pronouns are in a position to the left of V0, they, being the lexical complement of the verb, are functionally licensed by movement from a position to the right of the verb to a position to the left of the verb. In configurations where the [+R] pronouns are in right-peripheral position, however, Koster assumes that the non-lexical element [e], instead of the [+R] pronoun, is the complement of the verb. This non-lexical complement is also functionally licensed by movement from a position to the right of the verb to a position to the left of V0, but since it is an empty element, lacking lexical content, it must be lexically identified by means of parallel specification by a right-peripheral element. However, according to Koster, with respect to [+R] pronouns such an instance of zero-specification is excluded, since Dutch [+R] pronouns do not contain enough lexical content to specify an empty element. Hence, their impossibility to occur in right-peripheral position. 


Let us now apply these insights to the domain of Dutch imperatives. Consider the following imperative constructions involving [+R] pronouns:

(38)
a.
Blijf  [ervan]i  [SC ti af]!

  

keep  there of         off!



“Keep your hands off of it!”

b. *Blijf [e]i  [SC ti af]   [ervan]i!

 keep                off   there of!

c. 
 En    nu  onmiddellijk [ervan]i  afblijven [t]i!



and now immediately there of   off keep!



“Keep your hands off of it, immediately!”


d.
 *En   nu  onmiddellijk [e]i  afblijven [t]i [ervan]i!



 and now immediately        off keep        there of!

As these sentences illustrate, at first sight, the pattern predicted by Koster’s account is present in Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives, with [+R] pronouns only allowed in a position to the left of the verb.

A closer look, however, reveals that in some instances the presence of [+R] pronouns in a position to the right of V0 does not yield such clear results, as can be seen in the following sentences:

(39)
a. 
Doe [eraan]i  [SC ti mee]!

  

 do  there on          with!



“Join it!”

b. 
*Doe [e]i  [SC ti mee]   [eraan]i!

   do                 with   there on!

c. 
 En    nu  onmiddellijk [eraan]i  meedoen [t]i!



and now immediately there on   with do!



“Join it, immediately!”

d. 
?? En    nu  onmiddellijk [e]i  meedoen [t]i [eraan]i!



    and now immediately         with do       there on!

“Join it, immediately!”

(40)
a. 
Werk [eraan]i   [SC ti mee]!

work  there on         with!



“Co-operate!”

b. 
*Werk [e]i  [SC ti mee]  [eraan]i!

  work                 with  there on!

c. 
 En   nu  onmiddellijk [eraan]i meewerken [t]i!



and now immediately there on  with work!





“Co-operate, immediately!”

d. 
? [e]i Meewerken [t]i [eraan]i!

          with work       there on!

“Co-operate!”

(41)
a. 
Hou   [ermee]i  [SC ti op]!

hold  there with        up!



“Stop (doing) it!”

b. *Hou  [e]i  [SC ti op]  [ermee]i!

  hold                 up there with!

c.
 En   nu  onmiddellijk   [ermee]i   ophouden [t]i!



and now immediately there with   up hold!



“Stop (doing) it!”

d. 
[e]i Ophouden [t]i [ermee]i!

        up hold       there with!

“Stop (doing) it!”

As these sentences illustrate, whereas in the finite imperatives the [+R] pronoun is only possible in a position to the left of V0, in the infinitival imperatives things are different, for whereas the presence of the [+R] pronoun in the infinitival imperative in (39d) renders a not completely ungrammatical, but still marginal construction, the infinitival imperative in (40d) is almost acceptable, while the infinitival imperative in (41d) is a configuration that is by all means acceptable.


As it stands, an adequate syntactic theory has to answer the following two questions:

-What causes the difference in acceptability between the infinitival imperatives with a right-peripheral [+R] pronoun?

-What causes the difference in acceptability between the finite and infinitival imperatives with a right-peripheral [+R] pronoun?

These questions cannot be answered by appealing to Koster’s theory of parallel construal. True, Koster can claim that the acceptability of an infinitival imperative with a right-peripheral [+R] pronoun corresponds with an increased lexical richness of the [+R] pronoun in question. This explanation, however, seems to me ad hoc, for I fail to see why ermee in (41d) should contain sufficient lexical content to specify an empty element, whereas ervan in (38d) does not. Moreover, even if the claim that ermee in (41d) contains sufficient lexical content to specify an empty element is a valid one, it does not explain why this same [+R] pronoun ermee is unable to specify the empty element [e] in a finite imperative, as is illustrated by the ungrammaticality of (41b). 

All in all, the difference in acceptability between infinitival imperatives with a right-peripheral [+R] pronoun and the difference in acceptability between finite and infinitival imperatives with a right-peripheral [+R] pronoun are problematic aspects for Koster’s treatment of Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives with a right-peripheral constituent in terms of parallel construal.

3.
The position of the verbs in Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives

In this chapter I discuss the question of which position the verbs in Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives occupy. In section 3.1 I show how this question is answered in syntactic theory. In section 3.2 I examine the validity of the treatment of the verbs in Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives generally being assumed.

3.1
The treatment of the verbs in Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives in syntactic theory

As I discussed earlier, whereas in Dutch finite imperatives the verb moves from the VP to a position to the left, in Dutch infinitival imperatives the verb stays in its original verb position in the VP. This insight raises the following three questions:

-Where exactly does the verb in Dutch finite imperatives move to?

-Why does the verb move (to that position)?

-Why doesn't the verb in Dutch infinitival imperatives move (to that position)?


An answer to these questions can be found in the work of Den Besten (1977). Translating this work into current terminology, the crux of Den Besten's (1977) analysis can be described as follows: in Dutch there is a rule of Verb Second which is responsible for the fact that in constructions where C0 is lexically filled by a complementizer, as in embedded clauses (cf. (1)), movement of the finite verb to C0 is blocked, whereas in constructions where C0 is not lexically filled by a complementizer, as in topicalization constructions (cf. (2)) and wh-questions (cf. (3)), the finite verb obligatorily moves from V0 to C0. This insight is illustrated by the following sentences:

(1) 
a.
*...dat   eet  jij   die  appel op


  ...that  eat you that apple up


b.
...dat   jij   die  appel opeet



...that you that apple up eat



"...that you eat up that apple" 

(2)
a.
Die  appel  eet  jij  op



that apple eat you up



"It is that apple you are eating up"


b.
*Die appel  jij  opeet


that apple you up eat

(3)
a.
Wat   eet  jij  op?



what eat you up?



"What do you eat up?"


b.
*Wat  jij   opeet?



 what you up eat?

These sentences imply that whereas in Dutch non-inversion constructions (cf. (1)) the finite verb may not move to C0, in Dutch inversion constructions (that is: VSO constructions) (cf. (2,3), the finite verb must move to C0.


In order to support his claim that in Dutch VSO constructions the finite verb obligatorily moves to C0, Den Besten (1977) gives two arguments. First, according to him, C0 is a [± TENSE] position, as is supported by the fact that in Dutch, some complementizers, like dat, specifically require a finite verb, which is [+TENSE], whereas a complementizer like om specifically requires a te-infinitive, which is [-TENSE], as is demonstrated by the following example:  

(4)
...dat   jij   die   appel opeet/*opeten om je   honger *stilt/te stillen


...that you that  apple up eat/to eat up   your hunger satisfy/to satisfy


"...that you eat up that apple to satisfy your hunger"


The second argument of Den Besten (1977) to posit movement of the finite verb from V0 to C0 in Dutch VSO constructions can be illustrated by the following sentences:

(5)
a. 
...dat       je   die appel   hebt opgegeten



...that you-cl that apple have up eaten



"...that you ate up that apple"


b.
*...dat  gisteren       je    die appel  hebt opgegeten



 ...that yesterday you-cl that apple have  up eaten

(6)
a. 
 Die  appel  heb       je    opgegeten



 that  apple have you-cl  up eaten



"It is that apple you ate up"


b.
*Die appel   heb  gisteren       je    opgegeten



 that apple have yesterday you-cl  up eaten

(7)
a.
 Wat   heb       je   opgegeten?



what have you-cl  up eaten?



"What did you eat up?"


b. 
*Wat   heb  gisteren        je    opgegeten?



 what have yesterday you-cl   up eaten?

As is illustrated in (5), the subject clitic je, which is a weak form of the strong 2nd person, singular subject pronoun jij "you", must be adjacent to the complementizer; if, for example, an adverb like gisteren "yesterday" seperates the clitic from the complementizer, the sentence will be ungrammatical. In exactly the same way, the clitic je must also be adjacent to the finite verb in the topicalization construction (6) and the finite verb in the wh-question (7). These observations can be easily captured in a single statement if we assume that the finite verb in Dutch topicalization constructions and wh-questions is in exactly the same position as the complementizer, that is: in C0, as is being put forward by Den Besten (1977). 


Consider now the following Dutch finite imperatives:

(8)
a. 
Eet  jij   die  appel eens op!



eat you that apple just up!



"Just eat up that apple!"


b. 
*Jij  die appel  eens opeet!



 you that apple just up eat!

As these sentences illustrate, the verb in Dutch finite imperatives, just like the finite verb in Dutch topicalizations (cf. (2)) and Dutch wh-questions (cf. (3)) obligatorily moves to the left of the subject.
 If we now assume that the finite verb in all Dutch VSO constructions, that is: in  topicalizations (cf. (2)), wh-questions (cf. (3)) and finite imperatives (cf. (8)), moves to C0, Den Besten's (1977) analysis already provides us with all the answers to our earlier asked questions. First, the verb in Dutch finite imperatives moves from V0 to C0. Second, the reason that the verb in Dutch finite imperatives moves to C0 is that the [+TENSE] features of the finite verb are expressed on the complementizer in C0. Third, the reason that the verb in Dutch infinitival imperatives does not move to C0 is that an infinitival verb has [-TENSE] features. 

Note by the way that Den Besten’s (1977) empirical argument involving the subject clitic je as applied to Dutch embedded clauses (cf. (5)), Dutch topicalizations (cf. (6)) and Dutch wh-questions (cf. (7)) cannot be applied to Dutch finite imperatives, for in Dutch finite imperatives only the strong 2nd person subject pronoun jij is allowed, as is evidenced by the grammaticality of (8a), as opposed to the ungrammaticality of (9):

(9)   
*Eet      je    die appel eens op!

  eat you-cl that apple just  up!

Since in Den Besten’s (1977) analysis the subject pronoun in Dutch is enclitic to the element in C0, being the complementizer in embedded clauses or the finite verb in VSO constructions, one could be tempted to assume that the ungrammaticality of sentence (9) implies that the verb in a Dutch finite imperative, contrary to the complementizer in embedded clauses or the finite verb in Dutch topicalizations and Dutch wh-questions is not in C0 at all, thus constituting a counterexample to Den Besten’s (1977) analysis. However, as I will now show, to assume all of this, would be a misconception. Recall from chapter 2 that, as has been pointed out by Verdenius (1940), the only imperative verb form originally available for the singular in Dutch (the stem of the verb), was inable to indicate both the relation between speaker and addressee and the number of addressees to which the imperative was uttered, making it not appropriate for all situations. One of the mechanisms Dutch used to overcome these defects was the addition of a subject pronoun to the default imperative verb form. As is evident, such a subject pronoun must always be emphasized and therefore can never be a clitic.

The validity of Den Besten’s (1977) analysis is supported by data from Den Dikken (1992:62) who showed that Kayne’s (1991) analysis of Romance infinitival imperatives featuring an empty modal verb preceding the infinitival verb phrase carries over to Dutch as well. In order to get Den Dikken’s (1992) point, consider the following infinitival imperatives:

(10)
a. 
(Op  je    stoel)  blijven zitten, jij!



(on your chair)    stay     sit,   you!



“You remain seated (on your chair)”

b. (*Op   je   stoel) zitten blijven, jij!

(   on your chair)  sit     stay,   you!

(cf. Den Dikken (1992:62, (38a,b))

Adopting Koster’s theoretical framework, in which all languages have a VO word order as base structure, we can say that in the example in (10a), which represents the normal word order in Dutch verbal clusters, no inversion of the underlying order of the verbs has taken place. In (10b), however, the verb zitten “to sit” has moved to the left of the verb blijven “to stay”. 

Let us now consider the effect of the locational PP op je stoel “on your chair” on the infinitival imperatives in (10). As these sentences illustrate, whereas in the example in which no inversion of the two verbs has taken place the locational PP is optionally present (cf. (10a)), in the inversion example this locational PP is obligatory absent (cf. (10b)). From this, it can be deduced that normally, the process of verb inversion in Dutch infinitival imperatives is an optional one, but that it is excluded when a locative phrase is present. 


As Den Dikken (1992) points out now, this state of affairs has a direct parallel in indicative constructions containing a modal verb like moeten “must”, for as the sentences in (11) show, in indicative constructions containing a modal verb, inversion is optional (though dispreferred), but excluded if there is a locative phrase:

(11)
a. 
  Jij  moet (op   je   stoel) blijven zitten



you must (on your chair)   stay     sit



“You must remain seated (on your chair)”

b. ?Jij  moet (*op   je   stoel) zitten blijven

you must (  on your chair)   sit     stay

(cf. Den Dikken (1992:62, (39a,b))

As Den Dikken (1992) points out, this parallelism between infinitival imperatives and indicative constructions containing a modal suggests that Kayne’s (1991) analysis of Romance infinitival imperatives featuring an empty modal verb preceding the infinitival verb phrase carries over to Dutch as well.


Assuming Den Dikken’s (1992) analysis to be correct, we can now argue that since the empty modal verb in Dutch infinitival imperatives selects an infinitival verb as complement, which is [-TENSE], it is exactly this empty modal verb that blocks movement of the infinitival verb to C0 in Dutch infinitival imperatives. As is evident, this analysis is additional evidence for Den Besten’s (1977) hypothesis that Dutch infinitival imperative verbs do not move to C0 because of their lack of [+TENSE] features. 

Now that I have showed how the question of which position the verbs in Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives occupy is answered in syntactic theory, I will now examine the validity of these analyses. This will be done in the next section. 

3.2 Evidence for the treatment of the verbs in Dutch finite and infinitival verbs in syntactic theory (?)
In this section I examine the validity of the treatment of the verbs in Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives by trying to find (additional) evidence for the adopted hypotheses. In subsection 3.2.1 I discuss some historical data. In subsection 3.2.2 I discuss some coordinated constructions. 

3.2.1
Historical data

Until now, in all instances of this thesis in which I discussed infinitival imperatives, imperative constructions formed by means of a bare infinitive were meant. Theoretically, however, the infinitival imperative formed by the combination of the infinitival marker te “to” and the infinitive verb itself should also be possible in Dutch, but as is indicated by the following example, such constructions in fact are ungrammatical:

(12) 
*Op te eten (die appel)!

 
  up to eat  (that apple)!


As has been pointed out by Verdenius (1939), however, Dutch infinitival imperatives formed by means of a “te + infinitive” construction were used in the earlier stages of Dutch, as is evidenced by examples from 17th and 18th century Dutch comedies recorded by Verdenius (1939). Since Verdenius (1939) reproduced some of these examples without the context in which they are uttered, the imperative status of these particular constructions is hard to determine. The following examples, however, are convincing enough to me:

(13)
a. 
…niet  veel  te preutelen, of ‘t    wordt      u   beurt



 …not much to grumble,  or  it becomes your turn



“Do not grumble about it (so much), or you will be next”

b. Niet veel  te jouwen, of ick      smijtje     voor  je     beck

not much to  scold,   or  I  throw+you-cl  for your mouth

“Stop scolding (so much), or I will slap you in the face”

c. Ook niet lang te pruylen, rep       je     wat

also not long to    sulk, hurry you-cl what

“Do not sulk (so long), (but) hurry up”

d
 …haal mijn lancie, niet te  draalen

…fetch  my  lance,  not  to dawdle

“Fetch my lance, (and) do not dawdle”

(cf. Verdenius (1939:262) for the exact sources the examples in (13a-d) stem from).

Interesting, according to Verdenius (1939:263), the Dutch “te + infinitive” imperative, can be argued to be an elliptic variant of a configuration consisting of an imperative form of the verbs passen or maken (originally having an adhortative meaning like “to take care of, to look after, to attend to, to see to”), followed by a “te + infinitive” construction, with or without a preceding negative element, expressing the actions that one is commanded or prohibited to do. The following example illustrates this with respect to the verb passen:

(14) …past   niet te krackeelen

 …attend not  to  quarrel

“Attend that you will not quarrel!”

(cf. Verdenius (1939:273) for the exact source the example in (14) stems from).

As Verdenius (1939) now points out, in a strong “affective” situation, a “complete” infinitival imperative sentence, like the one in (14), can, by the process of ellipsis, be reduced to a Dutch “te + infinitive” imperative construction, like the one in (15):

(15) Niet te krackeelen

 not to    quarrel

“Do not quarrel!”

(cf. Verdenius (1939:273))

Contrary to the attested use of the “te + infinitive” imperative, surprisingly no satisfying examples of bare infinitival imperatives were recorded in the early stages of Dutch (cf. for instance the remarks in Stoett (19233:241) and Overdiep (1935:392-393)). As has been pointed out by Verdenius (1939:260), if these bare infinitival imperatives were used in spoken Dutch in the 17th and 18th century, it is hard to assume that these constructions were systematically neglected in both elitist and non-elitist literature (the Dutch comedies earlier mentioned). I will therefore assume that bare infinitival imperatives were absent in the early stages of Dutch and that these constructions in fact are relatively new. 


Assuming this to be correct, the following two questions can be raised:

-Why is it that in the early stages of Dutch, “te + infinitive” imperatives were the only infinitival imperative option, whereas nowadays these same imperative constructions are excluded?

-Why is it that in the early stages of Dutch, bare infinitival imperatives were absent, whereas nowadays these constructions are the only infinitival imperative option?

The answers to these questions are simple, if we assume that Dutch bare infinitival imperatives are derived from Dutch “te + infinitive” imperatives. This explanation answers the two questions now as follows. In the early stages of Dutch, “te + infinitive” imperatives were the only available infinitival imperative option. However, as time went on, Dutch “te + infinitive” imperatives more and more got replaced by the bare infinitival imperative featuring an empty modal verb preceding the infinitival verb phrase. Ultimately, this bare infinitival imperative completely  replaced the “te + infinitive” imperative option in Dutch, (even) rendering configurations involving this construction ungrammatical. As is evident, this account explains the disappearance of the "te + infinitive” imperative in Dutch, as well as the absence of the bare infinitival imperative in the early stages of Dutch. 

3.2.2 Coordinated constructions

In this section I will examine the validity of the treatment of the verbs in Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives by trying to find (additional) evidence for the adopted hypotheses by a discussion of coordinated constructions. Consider the following sentences:

(16)
a. 
Eet  die appel op en  ik eet  die  banaan op

eat that apple up and I  eat that banana up

“Eat up that apple and I will eat up that banana”

b.
*Die  appel  opeten, jij,   en  ik eet  die  banaan op



 that apple  up eat, you, and  I  eat that banana up

At first sight, the sentences in (16) seem to illustrate the difference between Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives with respect to their possibility to be combined with a declarative sentence. Thus, in Dutch finite imperatives there seems to be a possibility to be combined with a declarative sentence (cf. (16a)), whereas in Dutch infinitival imperatives this possibility seems to be excluded (cf. (16b)). However, since, as is well-known, in Dutch an imperative sentence is only permitted to be connected to another imperative sentence, we could raise the question whether the first conjunct of the sentence in (16a) is an imperative construction at all.


An argument against treating constructions like (16a) as real imperatives is that, contrary to the situation of real imperatives, in which the subject, and hence the modal adverb, are optionally present (cf. Chapter 2 for discussion), in constructions like (16a) the presence of the subject and the modal adverb renders ungrammaticality:

(17)
*Eet  jij   die  appel eens op en  ik eet  die  banaan op

  eat you that apple  just up and I  eat  that banana up


Another argument against treating constructions like (16a) as real imperatives is that, as has been pointed out by Lakoff (1966), cited by Kraak & Klooster (1968) and De Waart (1971), whereas stative verbs cannot be used in real imperative constructions, they are possible in constructions like (16a), as is illustrated in the following examples:

(18)
Woon maar eens in een kamer van twee bij twee en je zult begrijpen hoe die                          mensen leven.

live but just in a room of two by two and you will understand how those people live.

“Just live (a little while) in a room of two by two and you will understand how those people live”

(Geerts et al. (1984:1150, (6a))


(19)
Lig als leek maar eens een dag op zo’n spijkerbed en je bent rijp voor het knekelhuis.

 lie as lay-man but just a day on such a bed of nails and you are ready for the charnel-house.

“Just lie as a lay-man one day on such a bed of nails, then you’re fit for the charnel-house!”

(Geerts et al. (1984:1150, (7a))

(20) *Woon in een kamer van twee bij twee!

  live  in   a   room    of   two  by two!

(Geerts et al. (1984:1150, (6b))


(21) *Lig op zo’n    spijkerbed!

   lie on such a bed of nails!

(Geerts et al. (1984:1150, (7b))

As these sentences demonstrate, whereas stative verbs like wonen “to live” and liggen “to lie” are possible in constructions like (16a) (cf. (18-19)), the occurrence of these verbs in real imperative constructions render nothing but ungrammatical results (cf. (20-21)). 

Now that we have concluded that constructions like (16a) are not real imperatives, we have to point out what kind of a construction the configuration in (16a) really is. According to Jespersen (1940:474-480) constructions like (16a) are pseudo-imperatives, that is: constructions that have the form of a real imperative, but whose meaning in fact strongly resembles that of a conditional construction. This is evidenced by the construction in (16a), for semantically, this construction, instead of being a real imperative, that is: a construction in which its speaker(s) urge(s) some person(s) to perform (a) certain act(s) in order to realize (a) certain wish(es) the speaker(s) has/have, more or less equals the meaning of a conditional (cf. “If you will eat up that apple, then I will eat up that banana”). 

Since the meaning of pseudo-imperatives strongly resembles the meaning of a conditional, pseudo-imperatives are only with respect to their form reminiscent of imperative constructions. For our purposes, this is an interesting observation, for, as is well-known, conditional constructions in Dutch are only allowed with a finite verb, as is illustrated in the following example:

(22)
a. 
Eet      je    die appel  op, dan  eet ik die  banaan op

eat you-cl that apple up, then eat  I  that banana up

“If you will eat up that apple, then I will eat up that banana”

b. 
*Opeten, jij,   die appel,  dan  eet ik die  banaan op



  up eat, you, that apple, then eat  I  that banana up

Should all pseudo-imperatives in Dutch only be possible with a finite verb, we might be tempted to assume that, since the only aspect of pseudo-imperatives reminiscent of real imperatives is their finite form, infinitival verbs are not allowed in pseudo-imperatives and conditionals because they have no finite form, again evidencing Den Besten’s (1977) argument that the verb in Dutch finite imperatives moves to C0 because the [+TENSE] features of the finite verb are expressed on the complementizer in C0.


In order to investigate this matter, let us consider some examples of pseudo-imperatives, and let us examine whether they are also possible with an infinitival verb:

(23)
a. 
Kom    boven   en  ik breek   je   de benen



come upstairs and I   break you the  legs



“If you will come upstairs, I will break your legs”

(Kraak & Klooster (1968:259, (71a))

b. *Boven  komen, jij,   en ik breek  je    de benen

 up stairs come, you, and I break you the  legs

(24)
a. 
Lees  de  krant  en     je  zal het allemaal begrijpen



 read the paper and you will it        all    understand



“If you will read the paper, you will understand it all”

(Geerts et al. (1984:1147))

b. *De krant lezen, jij,   en    je   zal het allemaal begrijpen

 the paper read, you, and you will it       all     understand

(25)
a. 
Betaal die oude man  en ik laat je gaan



  pay  that old    man and I  let you go



“If you will pay that old man, I will let you go”

(Geerts et al. (1984:1150, (5a))

b. *Die oude man betalen, jij,    en ik laat je gaan

  that old   man    pay,   you, and I   let you go

(26) a. 
Hou  op  en ik laat je gaan

 hold up and I  let you go

“If you will stop with it, I will let you go”

b. Ophouden, jij,   en ik laat je gaan

  up hold, you, and I  let you go

“Hey you, if you will stop with it, I will let you go”

(27) a.
Studeer flink  en   je   zult  slagen

  study  hard and you will succeed

“If you will study hard, you will succeed”

(Geerts et al. (1984:1147))

b. Flink studeren, jij,   en    je  zult   slagen

 hard   study,   you, and you will succeed

“Hey you, If you will study hard, you will succeed”

(28)
a.
Hou op of ik ga gillen

hold up or I  go  yell

“If you do not stop with it, I will yell” 

(Geerts et al. (1984:450))

b. 
Ophouden, jij, of ik ga gillen

  up hold,   you, or I go yell

“Hey you, if you do not stop with it, I will yell” 

(29)
a. 
Loop   door    of   je krijgt een bekeuring

walk through or you get      a  summons

“If you do not walk on, you will get a summons”

(Geerts et al. (1984:1151))

b. 
   Doorlopen,     jij,  of   je krijgt een bekeuring



through walk, you, or you get      a   summons

“Hey you, if you do not walk on, you will get a summons”

As these sentences illustrate, however, the results are negative: whereas some pseudo-imperatives are impossible with an infinitival verb (cf. (23-25)), other pseudo-imperatives are possible with an infinitival verb (cf. (26-29)). Pseudo-imperatives in Dutch are therefore not only possible with finite imperatives and therefore do not constitute additional evidence for Den Besten’s (1977) claim that the verb in Dutch finite imperatives moves to C0 because the [+TENSE] features of the finite verb are expressed on the complementizer in C0. 

Despite the fact that the contrast between the sentences in (23-25) and the sentences in (26-29) with respect to their possibility to have a infinitival verb is very intruiging, and deserving much further investigation, it is clear that we can only get a clear insight in the factors playing a role here by means of an extensive, independent study. Since such a study would already exceed the scope of a normal article, however, I will let it rest.

4. Conclusion

In this thesis I discussed the issue of Dutch imperatives. In chapter 1 I discussed Koster’s theory of parallel construal, by explaining the concepts of Object Shift, feature percolation via Pied Piping, parallel specification of a lexical element and zero-specification, besides considering the evidence Koster gives in favor of his analysis. 


In chapter 2 I discussed the issue of Dutch imperatives in Koster’s theoretical framework. After having discussed that in Koster’s theoretical framework Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives with a right-peripheral constituent can be analyzed as instances of parallel specification, I examined the validity of Koster’s theory of parallel construal by a close examination of Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives with right-peripheral constituents. 

As we saw, the problem that zero-specification is possible in Dutch subjectless finite imperatives and impossible in Dutch finite imperatives with a subject, was not problematic for Koster’s treatment of Dutch imperatives with a right-peripheral constituent, because the same results were obtained without the presence of a right-peripheral constituent. As I have shown, this difference between Dutch subjectless finite imperatives and Dutch finite imperatives with a subject, is caused by a dichotomy between the two constructions in the sense that in the latter configuration a lexical object is obligatory present and the presence of a modal adverb like eens is preferred (by some people), while the former configuration does not have such limitations. As I pointed out, the fact that, contrary to Dutch subjectless finite imperatives, in Dutch finite imperatives with a subject the presence of a modal adverb like eens is preferred (by some people), can be attributed to a combination of changes in the Dutch imperative verb paradigm, pragmatic factors and an overextended use of the function of modal adverbs like eens as imperative markers. The factors behind the obligatory presence of a lexical object DP in a Dutch finite imperative with a subject were not discovered, however. 

Another apparent problematic aspect for Koster’s theory of parallel construal involved the Pied Piping property of parallel constructions and ultimately implied that in Dutch imperatives parallel specification of the minimal checking phrase is excluded, whereas parallel specification of a checking phrase embedded in another phrase yielded grammatical results. As we have seen, however, assuming all of this would be a misconception, for, as has been pointed out by Jan Koster (p.c.), all these results can be attributed to the fact that Dutch clitics do not allow adjacent appositions. 

A real problematic aspect for Koster’s treatment of Dutch imperatives with right-peripheral constituents in terms of parallel construal was the difference in acceptability between infinitival imperatives with a right-peripheral [+R] pronoun and the difference in acceptability between finite and infinitival imperatives with a right-peripheral [+R] pronoun. 

All in all, the property of Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives to allow a constituent to surface in right-peripheral position can largely be made to follow from the assumption that these constructions are instances of parallel construal. This analysis of right-peripheral elements in Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives renders apparent cases of rightward movement compatible with Kayne’s (1994) restrictive claim that only leftward movement is allowed, but faces some problematic aspects with respect to Dutch [+R] pronouns. 

In chapter 3 I discussed the question of which position the verbs in Dutch finite and infinitival imperatives occupy. As I have illustrated, in syntactic theory the analysis of Den Besten (1977) is adopted, in which it is argued that since the [+TENSE] features of the finite verb are expressed on the complementizer in C0, the verb in Dutch finite imperatives moves from V0 to C0, whereas the verb in Dutch infinitival imperatives does not move to C0, but stays in its original verb position because of its [-TENSE] features. 

As I pointed out, this analysis is supported by observations by Den Dikken (1992), who argued that since in infinitival imperatives as well as in indicative constructions containing a modal like moeten “must” the process of verb inversion is optional, but excluded if there is a locative phrase present, Dutch infinitival imperatives must be analyzed as featuring an empty modal verb preceding the infinitival verb phrase. As I noted, since the empty modal verb in Dutch infinitival imperatives selects an infinitival verb as complement, which is [-TENSE], it is exactly this empty modal verb that blocks movement of the infinitival verb to C0 in Dutch infinitival imperatives, evidencing Den Besten’s (1977) hypothesis that Dutch infinitival imperative verbs do not move to C0 because of their lack of [+TENSE] features. 

I then tried to solve the following two questions:

-Why is it that in the early stages of Dutch, “te + infinitive” imperatives were the only infinitival imperative option, whereas nowadays these same imperative constructions are excluded?

-Why is it that in the early stages of Dutch, bare infinitival imperatives were absent, whereas nowadays these constructions are the only infinitival imperative option?

The answer to these questions was that in the early stages of Dutch, “te + infinitive” imperatives were the only available infinitival imperative option, but that, as time went on, Dutch “te + infinitive” imperatives more and more got replaced by the bare infinitival imperative featuring an empty modal verb preceding the infinitival verb phrase. Ultimately, this bare infinitival imperative completely  replaced the “te + infinitive” imperative option in Dutch, (even) rendering configurations involving this construction ungrammatical. 

I also examined the validity of Den Besten’s (1977) argument that the verb in Dutch finite imperatives moves to C0 because the [+TENSE] features of the finite verb are expressed on the complementizer in C0 with respect to pseudo-imperatives in Dutch, for as I explained, if all pseudo-imperatives in Dutch should only be possible with a finite verb, we might be tempted to assume that, since the only aspect of pseudo-imperatives reminiscent of real imperatives is their finite form, infinitival verbs are not allowed in pseudo-imperatives and conditionals because they have no finite form. As I illustrated, however, the results were negative: pseudo-imperatives in Dutch were not only possible with finite verbs, but also with some infinitival verbs. As I pointed out, the set of questions that come up under a close examination of the factors playing a role in the intriguing difference between configurations in which pseudo-imperatives are possible or impossible with an infinitival verb, constitutes a research program in its own rights, which exceeds the scope of this thesis. 

Notes

� In this thesis, the checking of features (in (2): [ACCUSATIVE] features)) in a spec-head configuration is indicated by striking through the relevant features. 


� For case of exposition, the class of locative, demonstrative and interrogative pronouns that carry the letter “r” will be referred to by the feature [+R], following Van Riemsdijk (1978). 


� Though not represented, I follow the general assumption that in Dutch subjectless finite imperatives like (31) the non-overt element pro is present in the subject position. It must be noted, however, that the reason to assume pro in Dutch subjectless finite imperatives is different from the reason to assume pro in languages with a rich verb inflection, like Italian. In Italian, the one-to-one correspondence between specific [TENSE] forms and specific [PERSON] + [NUMBER] combinations allows one to identify the [PERSON] and [NUMBER] features of the subject, even when there is no overt subject present. However, since Dutch is a morphological poor language, in Dutch subjectless finite imperatives pro cannot be licensed by inflectional richness. In Dutch subjectless finite imperatives pro therefore is licensed by the paradigmatic predictability that the addressed persons in these constructions are limited to 2nd person  subjects. 


	This can be illustrated by sentences involving reflexive verbs, like zich schamen “to be ashamed of oneself”. In Dutch subjectless finite imperatives involving reflexive verbs only reflexive pronouns of the 2nd person are allowed, being singular (cf. (ia)) or plural (cf. (ib)):





(i)	a. 	Schaam pro       je/u!


		shame        yourself-sg!


		“Shame yourself!”


Schaam pro      jullie!


shame         yourself-pl!


		“Shame yourself!”





Since, as is well-known, reflexive pronouns co-refer with the subject of the sentence with respect to the features of [PERSON] and [NUMBER], it must be assumed that Dutch subjectless finite imperatives always have a non-overt 2nd person subject pronoun, pro. 


� At first sight, the imperative verb in (32), being an infinitive, appears to have a PRO subject. As I will show in chapter 3, however, assuming this would be a misconception. 


� In this thesis all finite imperatives involving a [particle + verb] combination are assumed to have a structure in which the particle of the compound verb is the predication of a small clause (SC), as has been proposed by Kayne (1985) and many linguists since then. 


� It should be noted that a sentence like (11) is grammatical when it is used as an answer to a question like “What is it that you must do?” Sentence (11) then receives an interpretation like “I must eat up that apple!” However, since in this thesis only imperative constructions are examined, I will not discuss this grammatical version of sentence (11) any further.


� It should be noted that in fact there are lexical elements possible in the preverbal position in Dutch infinitival imperatives without the specific contexts outlined in (14a-f). These are the infinitival imperatives used on inscriptions and warning signs, like the following ones:





(i)	Toilet  doortrekken a.u.b.!


	toilet through pull please!


	"Please, flush the toilet!"


(ii)	Uitrit vrijlaten graag!


	 exit   free let  please!


	"Please, keep the exit clear!"





However, since these infinitival imperatives are extra-grammatical constructions,  they are not counterexamples to my generalization that in Dutch lexical elements are only possible in the preverbal position in infinitival imperatives in the specific contexts of (14a-f).


� From now on finite imperatives with a subject will only be represented by the finite imperative with the 2nd person singular form jij “you” as subject. It should be noted, however, that all conclusions mentioned with respect to this finite imperative also apply to finite imperatives with the 2nd person singular form u “you” and finite imperatives with the 2nd person plural form jullie “you”.


� Cf. Paardekooper (1986:141-142) for the original observations. 


� Note that the finite verb in Dutch finite imperatives in fact does not have to be moved to the left of the subject, for, pragmatically, a sentence in the form of an ordinary declarative clause, with only a specific intonation implying that such a construction is to be understood as a request, can also function as an imperative in Dutch, as is illustrated by the following example:





(i)	    Je   eet die  appel op


  you eat that apple up


“You will eat up that apple/Eat up that apple”





� The only exceptions to this generalization I am aware of, are constructions like the following one:





Hou       je   nou  eens op!?


hold you-cl now just  up!?


“Will you stop it!?”





Constructions like these, however, cannot be considered as having the same imperative status as a real imperative construction, like (8a), for as is indicated by the combination of exclamation mark and question mark and the English translation, constructions like (i) have characteristics of both imperatives and questions. Verdenius (1940:320-321), however, mentions some examples of Dutch 17th century farces in which the subject clitic je is present in real imperative constructions. 


�Note that according to this analysis, infinitival imperatives do not have a PRO subject. Instead, there is a  pro subject in the specifier position of the empty modal verb preceding the infinitival verb phrase. 























































































































References





Bennis, H. and T. Hoekstra (1984) “Gaps and Parasitic Gaps”. The Linguistic Review 4, 29-87.


Besten, H. den (1977) “On the Interaction of Root Transformations and Lexical Deletive  Verbs”. Ms., MIT and University of Amsterdam. 


Chomsky, N. (1995) The Minimalist Program. MIT Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts.


Dikken, M. den (1992) “Empty Operator Movement in Dutch Imperatives”. In: D. Gilbers and S. Looyenga (eds.) Language and Cognition 2 Yearbook 1992 of the Research Group for Linguistic Theory and Knowledge Representation of the University of Groningen, University of Groningen, pp. 51-64.


Geerts, G., W. Haeseryn, J. de Rooij & M. C. van den Toorn (1984) Algemene Nederlandse Spraakkunst. Wolters-Noordhoff, Groningen, Wolters, Leuven.


Jespersen, O. (1940) A Modern English Grammar on Historical Principles. Part V. George Allen & Unwin, London and Ejnar Munksgaard, Copenhagen. 


Kayne, R. (1985) “Principles of Participle Constructions”. In: J. Guéron, H.–G. Obenauer and J.–Y. Pollock (eds.) Grammatical Representation, Foris, Dordrecht, pp. 101-140.


Kayne, R. (1991) “Italian Negative Imperatives and Clitic Climbing”. Ms., CUNY.


Kayne, R. (1994) The Antisymmetry of Syntax. MIT Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts.


Koster, J. (1975) “Dutch as an SOV Language”. Linguistic Analysis 1, 111-136.


Koster, J. (1999) “Pied Piping and the Word Orders of English and Dutch”. To appear in: Proceedings of NELS 30, GLSA, Amherst.


Koster, J. (2000) “Extraposition as Parallel Construal”. Ms., University of Groningen, Groningen.


Koster, J. (2001) “Links en rechts van het Werkwoord”. Ms., University of Groningen, Groningen.


Kraak, A. & W. G. Klooster (1968) Syntaxis. Stam-Kemperman, Culemborg. 


Lakoff, G. (1966) “Stative Adjectives and Verbs in English”. In: Mathematical Linguistics and Automatical Translation. Report no. NSF –17. Cambridge, Massachusetts, section I, pp. 1-16.


Overdiep, G. S. (1935) Zeventiende-eeuwsche Syntaxis. Deel 3. J. B. Wolters, Groningen, Batavia.  


Paardekooper, P. C. (1951) “De Imperatief als Grammatische Categorie in het ABN”. De Nieuwe Taalgids 44, 98-107.


Paardekooper, P. C. (1986) Beknopte ABN-syntaksis. S.n., s.l.


Riemsdijk, H. van (1978) A Case Study in Syntactic Markedness. Foris, Dordrecht. 


Ross, J. R. (1967) Constraints on Variables in Syntax. PhD Dissertation MIT, Cambridge, Massachusetts. 


Stoett, F. A. (19233) Middelnederlandsche Spraakkunst: Syntaxis. Martinus Nijhoff, ‘s-Gravenhage.


Vanden Wyngaerd, G. (1989) “Object Shift as an A-movement Rule”. MIT Working Papers in Linguistics 11, 256-271. 


Verdenius, A. A. (1939) “Imperatieven van het type Niet lang te pruylen”. De Nieuwe Taalgids 33, 260-264.


Verdenius, A. A. (1940) “Congruerende Imperatieven”. De Nieuwe Taalgids 34, 321-321.


Waart, A. A. J. de (1971) Constructies met en + “Imperatiefzin” in het Moderne Westerlauwerse Fries. MA Thesis, University of Amsterdam, Amsterdam. 


Zwart, C. J. W. (1993) Dutch Syntax. A Minimalist Approach. PhD Dissertation, University of Groningen, Groningen.











1
1

