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Deriving Rationale Clauses:
Infinitives and Imperatives

Irina Burukina

Eo6tvos Lorand University, Budapest, Hungary; HUN-REN Hungarian Research Centre for Linguistics,
Budapest, Hungary

irina.burukina@btk.elte.hu

Abstract: The paper examines rationale clauses in Mari (Uralic; head-final), which come in two
types: infinitival clauses and imperatives. It develops a uniform semantico-syntactic analysis for both
constructions based on the idea that rationale clauses contain a MoodP with a teleological modal as
its head: in infinitival rationale clauses the MoodP is built on top of the non-finite TP/FinP, and in
imperative rationale clauses the usual imperative modal is utilized with a shifted flavor. The research
fills in a gap in the description of Uralic and contributes to the discussion of the split CP and modality
in adjunct clauses by demonstrating how embedded non-finite and finite CPs can be predicated directly
of the main clause.

Keywords: rationale clauses, adverbial clauses, Mood, modality, infinitive, imperative

1. The Rationale Puzzle

The paper focuses on rationale clauses in Meadow Mari, a Uralic head-final language (henceforth,
Mari).! They come in two types. Infinitival rationale clauses are marked with the suffix /an (1).
They contain either an implicit subject that is controlled by a matrix dependent (1a) or a referentially
independent subject marked dative (1b). The suffix /an and the complementizer manan have null
allomorphs, and either of these items (or even both at the same time) can be silent; similarly, manan
can be dropped in embedded indicative and imperative clauses. The co-occurrence of the two items is
also allowed, although the speakers that I consulted found some of such examples unnecessarily long.
So far [ have not found any correlation between the absence/presence of overt lan and manan and any
other syntactic or semantic properties of the rationale dependents. Throughout the paper I mark both
lan and manan as optional in the examples.

(1) a. [PRO, kudovecs-§  pur-as(-lan) (manan)],
yard-ILL £O-INF-MOD COMP
toj; peco-m stimor-en-at.
you fence-acc break-pST-25G

“You broke the fence in order to get into the yard.’

1 Unless specified otherwise, the Mari data presented in the paper are from the Morkinsko-Sernur dialect of
the language. They were collected in 2020-2023 from two native speakers in individual online elicitations. The
consultants are from the same age group and grew up in the Mari El republic; they are bilingual in Mari and
Russian and use Mari on an everyday basis. All the judgments on the data considered in the paper were robust

and confirmed multiple times.
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b. [Moalanna kudoveCs-§  pur-as§(-lan) (manan)],
We.DAT yard-1LL ZO-INF-MOD COMP
toj; peco-m siimor-en-at.
you fence-acc break-pST-25G

“You broke the fence in order for us to get into the yard.’

The construction is not unusual from a cross-linguistic perspective: consider, for instance, infinitival
rationale clauses in Russian headed by the complementizer cfoby and in order to adverbial clauses in
English, all of which allow overt subjects. What makes Mari stand out is the second type of rationale
clauses available in the language, namely, embedded imperatives. (I use the term imperative in a broad
sense to also include jussives and cohortative-hortatives.) As exemplified in (2) in comparison to (3),
such rationale clauses allow nominative subjects and require subject agreement on the main verb, and
they are identical in the verbal morphology to root imperatives.

(2) a. [Cola-m kalas-en puo-O manon], rveze-vlak-om  per-en-na.
all-acc  tell-cvB  give-IMP  COMP boy-pPL-ACC hit-psT-1pPL
‘We hit the boys in order for you to tell (us) everything.’

b. [Rveze-vlak ¢ola-m kalas-en  pu-@-ost manan],
boy-pPL all-acc tell-cv give-IMP-3PL  COMP
toj-om per-en-na.
yOu-ACC hit-psT-1PL

‘We hit you in order for the boys to tell (us) everything.’

(3) a. Cola-m kalas-en puo-A!
all-acc tell-cv give-IMP
‘Tell us everything.’

b. (Tek) rveze-vlak  ¢sla-m kalas-en  pu-@-ost.
PTCL boy-PL all-acc tell-cv give-IMP-3PL
‘The boys should tell us everything.’

Cross-linguistically embedded imperatives are not uncommon, see Kaufmann (2014) for an overview.
However, their distribution is usually restricted to being embedded under speech act predicates, where
they are still used in the primary directive function; see Platzack (2007) on Old Scandinavian; Pak et al.
(2008) on Korean; Rus (2005) and most recently Starkl (2023) on Slovenian; Kaufmann and Poschmann
(2013) on German. Imperatives in Mari also appear in indirect speech reports to express commands;
such examples lie beyond the scope of this paper and I refer the reader to Burukina (2023a) for more
data. When it comes to embedded imperatives being used specifically as rationale clauses, to the best
of my knowledge, this has only been reported in Chukchi by Naumov (2018). I discuss his work in
section 4 and compare his analysis to my proposal.

To account in a unified way for both phenomena, i.¢., the distribution of rationale infinitives and
imperatives, I work up a syntactico-semantic analysis in the core of which lies the idea that rationale
clauses contain a modal operator, Mod,_ (Nissenbaum 2005; Grosz 2014; Dabkowski and AnderBois
2024). The modal is structurally present as the head of MoodP (section 2). In rationale infinitives MoodP
is added on top of the non-finite TP/FinP and its head is spelled out as /an; I outline the derivation of
such clauses in section 3. In imperative rationale clauses the already present covert imperative modal

13
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is used as Mod,, with its modal flavor shifted to teleological (see Schwager 2006; Kaufmann 2012 on
Modlmp). I discuss such constructions and the attested obviation effects in section 4. Overall, the paper
aims to demonstrate that all rationale clauses in Mari can be derived in the same way using the same
inventory of functional heads, despite some differences in their morphosyntax.

2. Semantics and Syntax of Rationale Clauses: A General Outline

As a starting point, I argue that all rationale adjuncts contain a modal operator, in the spirit of Nissen-
baum (2005) and Grosz (2014). The modal is syntactically present in the Mood head that takes the
embedded propositional TP as its complement and links it to the matrix proposition. I begin this section
by presenting the semantic part of the analysis, following Grosz (2014) and Dabkowski and AnderBois
(2024), and I proceed by outlining the syntactic structure.

2.1 Semantics of Rationale Clauses

Let us begin by considering the semantics of rationale clauses. I adopt the analysis proposed by
Dabkowski and AnderBois (2024) for rationale clauses in A’ingae (Amazonian). The central idea is
that rationale clauses contain a teleological modal element. The modal component is inserted in the
Mood head, which takes the saturated TP of the type <s,t> as its complement and facilitates turning
the embedded proposition into a modifier, which can then be predicated of the main TP. The analysis
of Dabkowski and AnderBois (2024) is a modified version of an account developed by Grosz (2014)
for the um ... zu rationale clauses in German. In what follows I present the gist of the approach, and I
refer the reader to the original articles for the complete argumentation.

Grosz (2014) examines the distribution of certain modal particles in German rationale clauses and
argues that they function as modifiers of a covert modal. He proposes that this modal has a teleological
flavor and, as such, makes reference to the goals of the explicit or implicit agent in the matrix clause.
Thus, sentences like Sam took the Red Line [to get to Alewife] are to be paraphrased as Sam took the
Red Line [for in view of his goals he had to get to Alewife].

Inspired by Nissenbaum’s (2005) semantics for rationale clauses modeled after Hintikka’s (1969)
description of possible worlds, Grosz defines Mod,  as quantifying over the set of possible worlds that
are compatible with or relevant to the matrix initiator’s goals in the specific event expressed by the
matrix predicate. Dgbkowski and AnderBois (2024) adopt his analysis with an important modification:
they treat rationale clauses as modifiers of propositions and not events. Since their paper in semantic
is nature, they do not focus much on the syntactic properties of rationale clauses and follow Huettner
(1989) in placing these adjuncts at the TP level without much argumentation; as I show in the next
subsection, the Mari data provide support for the TP-adjunction approach. The denotation of Mod,
is given in (4), adapted from Dabkowski and AnderBois (2024).

4) [Mod,, I*"=Ap,.Aq,.Yw’[w’is compatible with the goals relevant to q: p(w’)]

2.2 Syntax of Rationale Clauses

As discussed in section 2.1, Mod, is essentially a two-place predicate that requires two arguments
of the type <s,t>: one is the embedded TP (denoted as p in (4)) and the other is the main TP (denoted
as q in (4)). (As I describe below, the modal combines with the embedded TP directly, and with the
matrix one ‘by proxy’, when the whole rationale CP is turned into a predicate and is adjoined to the

2 Dabkowski and AnderBois (2024) also introduce a presupposition of existence for an individual that intentionally
brings about the event described by the main clause. They do this in order to accommodate examples without an explicit

matrix initiator. The presupposition can be added to the modal analysis proposed in this paper without change.
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main TP). The base structure of all rationale clauses is sketched out in (5); it includes the modal Mod,
inserted in the Mood head.

(5) The structure of rationale clauses

R

//—\

CP TP,

= A

PRO,rop, "

//\

MoodP C=manan

/\

t; Mood’

/\

TP, Mood

DP/PRO infinitive/imperative ~ Modg,;=lan/{

The derivation in (5) proceeds as follows. MoodP is introduced on top of the saturated embedded TP.
Mod, , (a two-place predicate) in the Mood head takes the TP as one of its arguments and requires one
more propositional argument to combine with. I propose that a proposition-type element, namely, a silent
minimal pronoun (PROpmp), is merged in spec,MoodP; cf. Stegovec (2019) introducing a perspectival
individual-type anaphor (PRO__ ) in spec,MoodP to combine with a directive/deontic modal Mood.
This makes the MoodP saturated. It is then selected by a general non-interrogative complementizer
manan, which is generally used in embedded infinitival, imperative, and indicative clauses. The final
step in the derivation is for PROpm
a derived one-place predicate out of the whole rationale CP, and the rationale clause can now be attached
to the main TP and modify it.

As mentioned above, I side with Huettner (1989) and Dabkowski and AnderBois (2024) and argue
that rationale clauses are TP adjuncts. The interpretation of rationale clauses relative to the scope of
a matrix negation supports this idea for Mari. As illustrated in (6), rationale clauses in Mari always
scope above the matrix negation, regardless of whether they are positioned at the very periphery of
the sentence or linearly follow a topicalized element.

, to move to spec,CP where it turns into an operator.’ This creates

(6) a. Oksam  anokl-as(-lan) (manon), knigam nal-on onal.
money  save-INF-MOD COMP book buy-CvB  NEG.PST.1PL
‘In order to save the money we didn’t buy the book.’
RatCl > NEG

3 Areviewer asked what motivates the movement of PRO_ from spec,MoodP to spec,CP. I admit that at this
point the movement step remains rather speculative. Similar movement of PRO from spec,TP to spec,FinP was
proposed by Landau (2015), who suggested that it was triggered by a special uninterpretable feature [uD] on
Fin. Alternatively, one may suggest that the movement, i.e., the internal merge, of PRO_ does not need to be
independently motivated (for a discussion of internal merge see Chomsky et al. (2023)); however, without it the
derivation would crash, as the embedded CP would remain fully saturated and argument-like and would not be
able to combine with the matrix TP.
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b. Urok-lan  jamdolalt-a§(-lan)  (manon), knigam nal-on onal.
class-DAT  prepare-INF-MOD COMP book buy-CVB  NEG.PST.1PL
Not available: “We did not buy the book to prepare for the class.” NEG > RatCl
Only: ‘In order to prepare for the class, we did not buy the book.” RatCl > NEG

c. Me urok-lan jamdolalt-ag(-lan)  (manon),
we class-DAT  prepare-INF-MOD COMP
knigam  nal-on onal.
book buy-cvB NEG.PST.1PL

Not available: “We did not buy the book to prepare for the class.” NEG > RatCl
Only: ‘In order to prepare for the class, we did not buy the book.” RatCl > NEG

Syntactically, NegP in Mari is inserted between vP/VoiceP and TP and typically takes the highest
scope (Georgieva et al. 2021). Thus, for a rationale clause to scope over the matrix negation it has to
be merged above the NegP, at the TP level. Under the compositional semantics approach, at that stage
a modifier can be a predicate of propositions (naturally combining with the matrix TP). However, it
is very unlikely to be a predicate of events: the event(uality) variable has to be existentially closed
before the negation is merged, to get the desired interpretation “there is no such event e¢” and not “there
is an event that is not e”.

3. Deriving Rationale Infinitives
The derivation of infinitival rationale clauses with referentially independent subjects proceeds
straightforwardly as described in section 2, with the fully saturated TP being placed in the comple-
ment position of the modal Mood. The derivation of rationale infinitives with a controlled subject
deserves more attention, as it is not immediately clear whether the embedded TP should be treated
as a proposition (<s,t>) or rather a predicate (<e,<s,t>>); see Landau (2015) and references therein
on obligatory control (OC) as predication. In what follows I will show that rationale TPs instantiate
non-obligatory control (NOC) and are propositional. I will limit the discussion to two diagnostics
commonly applied to distinguish between OC and NOC: the availability of PRO_, and the [++human]
restriction on the controller.

The availability of PRO_ proves that control in Mari rationale clauses is non-obligatory in at
least some contexts. This is shown in (7): in the absence of an initiator in the main clause the silent
embedded subject can receive an arbitrary reading.

(7) [PRO,, una-m vaslij-as(-lan) (manan)]
guest-ACC receive-INF-MOD COMP
istel tido polem-aste Sog-a.
table this room-INE stand-NPST.3SG

‘The table stands in this room in order to receive guests.’

This observation alone is not sufficient to claim that Mari rationale clauses always instan-
tiate NOC. As discussed in detail by Landau (2021), non-finite clauses of the same semantic
type (e.g., rationale or purpose) can sometimes allow both NOC and OC. The following fact,
however, strongly suggests that obligatory control is indeed excluded in Mari infinitival adjuncts.
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Cross-linguistically NOC is distinguished from OC by the obligatory humanness of the controller in
the former (Chomsky 1981).* When it comes to rationale clauses, it is not an easy task to come up
with a scenario that would be appropriate for a [-human] subject and a rationale dependent. A plausible
context in English is that with an inanimate subject and the nature/evolution as an implicit initiator:
Flowers produce pollen in order to reproduce (Landau 2021: 40). However, the speakers that I consulted
found parallel examples in Mari (8) to be extremely awkward and not acceptable. (Note that placing the
rationale clause after the matrix subject does not improve the sentences; such options are not illustrated
in (8), due to the limitation of space.)

(8) a. *[PRO, sarl-a$(-lan) (manon)]  peledaS, Sorkam  kolt-a.
expand-INF-MOD  COMP flower pollen  give.out-NPST.3SG
Intended: ‘The flowers produce pollen in order to propagate.’

b. *[PRO, kislorod-om  lukt-a$(-lan) (manan)]  kuskal, uzarge.
0Xygen-ACC  emit-INF-MOD  COMP plant green
Intended: ‘The plants are green in order to produce oxygen.’

Taking into account the availability of PRO_, and the ban on [-human] controllers, I conclude that
OC is impossible in infinitival rationale clauses in Mari. I assume that TPs with an NOC PRO are
fully saturated.’ They are of the same semantic type as infinitival TPs with a referentially independent
subject and imperatives and fit into the structure in (5) without modification.

4. Deriving Rationale Imperatives
4.1 Shifting the Modal
Let us now turn our attention to the imperative rationale clauses. I argue that they share the basic struc-
ture with rationale infinitives, as outlined in (5). Recall that rationale infinitives contain Mod,_, inserted
in the Mood head and optionally spelled out as /an.° For rationale imperatives it is reasonable to propose
that the modal is an inherently present Modlmp, whose modal flavor has been shifted to teleological.

I assume that imperatives are formed with a modal operator (Mod, ) that is comparable in
its interpretation to the modal should; see primarily Schwager (2006), later published as Kaufmann

4 Areviewer pointed out that some OC contexts appear to resist an inanimate controller: consider, for instance,
the ungrammatical *The volcano tried to explode and *Sunlight manages to irritate my roommate (1 am grateful
to the reviewer for these examples). However, examples with fry/manage in the main clause and an inanimate
controller are not ruled out completely; the following sentences were found online: The car managed to move up
a steep driveway, The trees try to close the damaged tissue from the outside. One may argue that the car and the
trees in such cases are being anthropomorphized, but by this logic (8) would also be expected to be acceptable,
contrary to the fact.
5 NOC of the embedded PRO by the logophoric center may be mediated with the help of the presupposition
that Dabkowski and AnderBois (2024) propose to add to the denotation of Mod, ; see also footnote 2. As
schematized in (i), the presupposition establishes the presence of an impetus responsible for the matrix situation,
even when this individual is not mentioned in the main clause.
>i) a. presupposition: 3i. such that resp(i, q)

b. resp(a, g) = a intentionally brings it about that ¢
6  Asargued by Burukina (2023b), the Mood-Mod, , in infinitival clauses in modern Mari is a result of historical
reanalysis of the dative postposition /an into a functional head of the category V. I refer the reader to the original

work for a detailed discussion.
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(2012), but also Stegovec (2019) adopting a similar approach and calling the modal directive. ModImp
is essentially equivalent to a necessity modal and is syntactically introduced in the Mood domain.”

Cross-linguistically embedded imperatives are quite productive, however, their distribution is
typically restricted to being embedded under speech act verbs and desiderative predicates, where they
are still interpreted as directive; for an overview of imperatives used in the reported speech context
see Kaufmann (2014). The only work that I am aware of that describes embedded imperatives used as
rationale clauses is Naumov (2018) on Chukchi (9).

(9) Imperatives as rationale clauses in Chukchi
a. Nota-yta  @-got-y?-i inqun  q-ati?a-re-rkon.
land-DAT  2/3.5/A-leave-TH-2/35G.S  COMP  2SG.S/A.IMP-mother-seek-IPFV
‘You went to the tundra in order to seek for the mother’.

b. Nota-yto ©O-qot-y?-i inqun n-otl?a-re-rkon.
land-pDaT  2/3.s/A-leave-TH-2/35G.S  COMP 35G.s/A.1MP-mother-seek-1PFv
‘He went to the tundra in order to seek for the mother’.
[Naumov 2018, 11]

Naumov does not provide a complete analysis for such sentences and only briefly talks about the
source of the rationale semantics. He combines insights from Grosz (2014) and Stegovec (2019) and
proposes that, just like all other imperative clauses, rationale imperatives contain a covert modal;
however, unlike in root imperatives, this modal is teleological and not deontic. I continue this line of
research and adopt a Modlmp approach to the Mari data.

Overt modals in many languages notoriously can acquire different flavors: e.g., must and may
in English can be used as epistemic or deontic, and can can get a deontic, circumstantial, bouletic,
or teleological flavor. I assume that the same is true for covert modals, in particular, for ModImp (see
Stegovec 2019 making a similar suggestion and Bhatt 1999 for a detailed discussion of covert modality)
In root imperatives ModlmlD is typically deontic. Alternatively, in rationale imperatives it has a teleo-
logical flavor and, due to its complex semantics, requires two arguments of the type <s,t> (section 2).

The derivation is schematized in (10), reproduced from (5); an imperative MoodP with ModImp Rat
forms the core of the rationale clause. The analysis accommodates the data from Mari, as well as from
Chukchi.

(10) [, PRO

t DP/pro imperative] Mood:Modimp]] C=mananl]]

prop_i [C’ [MoodP i [Muud’ [TP

4.2 The Obviation Effects
Although the Chukchi data in (9) look very similar to those from Mari (2), there is a notable difference

7  An alternative to the modal approach is one of the minimal approaches. For instance, Portner (2004, 2007)
argues that the force of imperatives comes from pragmatics and that they contain no special modal operator.
Given that 2sG imperatives in Mari are morphologically unmarked, a reduced syntactic structure (up to TP or
even smaller) would match such a semantic account. Whether a minimal approach better captures the distribution
of root 2sG imperatives remains to be determined; however, I believe that it would struggle to accommodate
embedded imperatives, which allow a complementizer and an overt subject, and root 3rd person jussives
(with an overt subject and subject agreement). I leave the differences between root/embedded and 2/3 person
imperatives in Mari to be examined by future research, and I am grateful to Hedde Zeijlstra for drawing my

attention to this issue.
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between them. Chukchi rationale imperatives do not exhibit the obviation effects; that is, the subject
of a rationale clause can be coreferent with the matrix subject. This is not the case in Mari, where
rationale imperatives are obviative: they allow only disjoint reference readings of the subjects (11), and
an infinitival rationale clause must be used if the embedded and matrix subject share the referent (12).

(11) a. *Kudoveco-§ puro-@ manon, toj peCom  siimor-en-at.
yard-ILL g0-IMP.2SG ~ COMP you fence break-psT-2sG
Intended: ‘You broke the fence in order to get into the yard.’

b. Kudoveco-§ pur-@-ost manan,
yard-ILL g0-IMP-3PL  COMP
rveze-vlak  pecom stimor-en-ot.
boy-pPL fence break-pST-3PL

Not available: ‘The boys broke the fence in order to get into the yard.’
Only: ‘The boys, broke the fence in order for them, to break into the yard.”

(12) a. [PRO, kudaveco-§  pur-as(-lan) (manan)
yard-ILL £0-INF-MOD COMP
pro, pecom siimor-en-at.
fence break-pST-2SG

“You broke the fence in order to get into the yard.’

b. [PRO, kudovecoa-$ pur-as(-lan) (manon)
yard-ILL £0-INF-MOD COMP
rveze-vlak,  pe¢om siimor-en-ot.
boy-pPL fence break-pST-3PL

‘The boys broke the fence in order to get into the yard.’

To account for the absence of the obviation effects in Chukchi rationale imperatives, Naumov (2018)
adopts Stegovec’s (2019) account for obviation in terms of binding, whereby having coreferent matrix
and embedded subject leads to a violation of Condition B (“a pronoun cannot be bound in its local
domain”). Stegovec proposes that the modal element in obviative imperatives requires a type e (entity)
dependent, the so-called “perspectival” PROpm. PROpers is syntactically introduced in the specifier posi-
tion of the Mood phrase, which hosts the modal, and it is bound by the matrix subject (typically, the
agent of a speech-act verb) or the discourse SPEAKER. Because PRO is positioned within the domain
of the embedded subject and c-commands it, the two cannot have the same referent, in compliance
with the binding principles.

Analyzing the Chukchi data, Naumov fully adopts Grosz’ (2014) semantics for Mod, _ and assumes
that, since Mod,  only makes an explicit reference to the matrix event, it does not have an argument
that would require an individual antecedent. In other words, there is no PRO_ and hence no risk of
Condition B violation and no obviation effect.

While Naumov’s explanation appears to work for the Chukchi material presented in his paper, I
am reluctant to extend it to the Mari data. First, it predicts that the rationale imperatives are cross-lin-
guistically non-obviative, which is clearly not the case. It might be suggested that in some languages
the modal in rationale imperatives requires an event-type argument, while in some languages it requires
aPRO__, however, such an explanation would unlikely find much empirical support and it would be
difficult to find a meaningful way to regulate the variation. Second, binding approaches to obviation
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in general have been challenged by some empirical observations. For instance, Schlenker (2005)
noted that overlapping reference is subject to a locality restriction, as shown in (13a), and yet it is
often allowed in normally obviative constructions; consider his examples from French, reproduced in
(13), where (13b) demonstrates that the complements of ‘want’ typically show the obviation effects,
and (13c) illustrates that nevertheless the subject of the main clause and the subject of the embedded
clause can be partially coreferent.

(13) a. #Tu vous admireras.
you.sG  you.PL admire.FUT
Intended: ‘You (sg) will admire you (pl).’

b. #Tu voudras  que tu te rases a 7h.
you.sG want.FUT that you.sG yourself shave at  7am
Intended: ‘You (sg) will want to shave yourself at 7 am.’

c. Tu voudras  que vous vous rasiez a 7h.
you.sG want.FUT that YOu.PL yOu.PL shave at 7am
“You will want for you (plural) to shave at 7am.’

An obviative clause may also contain a non-subject pronoun or a non-nominative subject pronoun
coreferent with the matrix subject, as shown in (14c) and (14d) for Russian (Avrutin and Babyonyshev
1997). (14a) proves that the first person singular pronoun menja complies with the binding Condi-
tion B, and (14b) clearly indicates that the clausal complement of ‘want’ is obviative when it comes to
determining the referent of its subject. If in this sentence the embedded subject cannot be co-indexed
with the matrix one because it is somehow treated as belonging to the same local domain and thus
violating Condition B, it remains unclear why the same restriction does not apply to the embedded
object in (14c) and the embedded dative subject in (14d). (See Bailyn 2004 on dative Experiencers
occupying the structural subject position, spec,TP.)

(14) a. #Ja uvidel menja.
I saw me.ACC
Intended: ‘I saw myself.’

b. #Ja xocu, ctoby ja uvidel Petju.
I want.NPST that.suB; [.NoM saw Petja.acc
Intended: ‘I want to see Petja.’

c. Ja xocu ctoby Petja uvidel menja.
I want.NpST that.suB; Petja.NOM saw me.ACC
‘I want Petja to see me.’

d. Ja xocu, ¢toby mne bylo X0roso.
I want.NPST  that.SUB]  me.DAT was good

‘I want to feel good.’

With these considerations in mind, I reject an account of the presence/absence of the obviation effects in
terms of Condition B violation and instead suggest an explanation in terms of blocking by a competitor.
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There are currently several blocking approaches on the market: Bouchard (1982), Farkas (1992),
Schlenker (2005), Costantini (2013). What all of them have in common is their reliance on the idea
that the obviation effect in subjunctive or related clauses is a result of the presence in the language
of an equivalent (infinitival) construction that specializes in subject control. The formal implementa-
tions vary and at this point I remain agnostic as for which particular analysis (for instance, Farkas’
blocking or Schlenker’s Maximize Presupposition!) is more advantageous. Crucially, the general idea
that obviation results from a competition between the two constructions does find support in the Mari
and Chukchi data.

As discussed in this paper, Mari uses both imperatives and infinitives as rationale modifiers. Thus,
the two constructions compete, with infinitives being preferably used in subject control contexts. In
contrast, only the imperative strategy is available in Chukchi. Dr. Jessica Kantarovich, who has done
extensive research on Chukchi, informed me that the use of infinitives is fairly limited in her corpus
of Chukchi and that there were no sentences with an infinitival rationale/purpose modifier. The only
exceptionally frequently attested examples were those where the infinitive was the complement of
a modal verb, such as “to be able to” or “to be unable to”. I also could not find any mention of ratio-
nale infinitives in grammars (Skorik 1961; Skorik 1977; Dunn 1999) and papers on Chukchi syntax
(Nedjalkov 1994; Naumov 2018). That infinitives are not used as rationale modifiers was further
confirmed to me by Dr. Maria Pupynina, who consulted with a native speaker. Thus, the absence of the
obviation effects in Chukchi rationale clauses is straightforwardly explained pragmatically: unlike in
Mari, there is simply no other construction available that could be used instead of an imperative when
the embedded subject and the matrix one are coreferent.

5. Concluding Remarks

The paper discussed rationale clauses in Mari, which alternate between infinitives and imperatives. It
presented for them a uniform syntactico-semantic analysis that relies on the idea that a rationale clause
is built around a teleological modal (Mod,_) inserted in the Mood head at the clausal periphery. This
account successfully captures the behavior of both infinitival and imperative rationale dependents,
explains their interpretation and their distribution as modifiers of propositions. I also addressed the
obviation effects attested in Mari rationale imperatives: having compared them to similar rationale
clauses in Chukchi, I suggested that the blocking approach to obviation, whereby imperatives compete
with infinitives, is the most advantageous.

My main goal was to draw attention to rationale clauses, especially rationale imperatives, and to
open a new direction in the discussion of embedded imperatives across the world’s languages. Many
issues remain to be addressed in the future. The infinitive/imperative alternation attested in Mari and
the fact that it can be accommodated by a single structure prove that the two types of clauses should
be grouped together as “modal” and contrasted to “non-modal” indicatives. The flexibility of modal
flavor in imperatives gives rise to a question of whether they should, actually, be described as impera-
tive or rather as “unmarked modal” or “unmarked non-indicative”. Notice that the imperative marker
in Mari, as well as in many other languages, is null, unlike for instance, the desiderative suffix (15).
Furthermore, in contrast to desideratives, imperatives have no tense distinction (thus, an imperative
clause would be incompatible with the past tense verb ale in (15)).

(15) Te mogaj marij  polek-om nal-ne-da (ale)

you.pL  which Mari  present-AcC  take-DES-2PL PST.3SG
‘What Mari presents do/did you want to buy?’
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Analyzing Mari imperatives as unmarked or default modal clauses further prompts a comparison
between these clauses and subjunctives in other languages; cf. Schlenker (2005) treating subjunctives
in French as the default. The two types of constructions have strikingly similar distributions: both are
used to express orders, commands, suggestions, and wishes, in embedded and root contexts, and as
rationale/purpose modifiers. It is thus worth exploring to what extent imperatives in Mari and subjunc-
tives in other languages share the structure, on the one hand, and how subjunctives and imperatives
differ in those languages where they co-occur (e.g., in Slavic), on the other hand. I leave these ques-
tions open for future research.
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