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ABSTRACT

This study provides a categofial analysis of the synﬂax
and the semantics of the imperative in English, using two
related grammatical models of Generalized Phrase Structure
Grammar and Montague Semantics.

With régard to syntax, aspects of Generalized Phrase
Structure Grammar are extended to the construction. The
analysis shows that possible imperative subject noun phrases,
except where they are pronouns, contain post-modifiers. A
noun phrase which lacks this characteristic does not there-
fore occur as a subject in it. The examination of the verb
phrases reveals that they constitute a unique category, as
demonstrated by the nature of the constituents themselves,
and the syntactic behaviour the elements that occur in them.
The various imperative sentence structures and their major
components are captured by a set of Phrase Structure rules.
The analysis sheds light on many aspects of the syntactic
nature of the construction.

The semantic analysis of the construction, through an
extension of Montague Semantics, identifies the kinds of
semantic types that its major constituent categories are. It
is observed that although the imperative subject noun phrases
and the verb phrases are susceptible to a surface composi-
tional analysis, the S-structures are not. The analysis
shows that this is due to the nature of its subject-predicate
relationship, and so identifies a significant aspect of the
grammar of the imperative that has not been given adequate
attention. For example, it is this aspect that excludes
certain elements from occurring in the sentence, and also
separates it from other sentences in certain respects.

A special model-theoretic analysis provided for sections
of the construction gives new insights into the semantico-
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pragmatic conditions surrounding it, especially with regard
to the specification of the intended agent-of-action. Apart
from identifying aspects of the "fulfilment conditions" of
the imperative, the semantic analysis examines the issue of
1ts "propositional content"™ and specifies the problems that
need to be resolved in this regard. The present approach
provides new ideas on the semantic organization of the impe-
rative, and so makes it easier to understand.



Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Model

Model

Model

Model

Model

TABLES AND MODELS

One, Chapter TWO ceeeccccssssscascsonsossssosscsacsesscese 97
TWO, Chapter TWO ticeeeescscsoscssscscoscoscsssssosssass 97
Three, Chapter TWO .eeeeeeccscscccsssssssnsssssosscesdl
Four, Chapter TWO ..t ceeeeessescsssssssscssosscscncccsss 99
Five, Chapter TWO t¢eeseesessocoscscscsssssscssccoss . 99
One, Chapter Three .....iveessecssosscscssscssssccsocsse 132
Two, Chapter Three ..... ceo s e e . ceo e e e ce oo oo e o142
One, Chapter FOUI ..ciccecoeoe cesses e ceo s eves s s 204
One, Chapter FiVe .eescesonsos cees s e s e s cees s e oo o 220
One, Chapter FiVe .ciceeeecesasessssosssscscsscssssseces 253
Two, Chapter Five ..... cececesesenn e e ces e s e e . 255
Three(A), Chapter Five ..... ceecsos s s s easseens s . 258
Three(B), Chapter FiVe .ceceeseon ceeenvess e coo s e 259
Four, Chapter FiVe .. iveevcesssscoscssssns coeess s .259



INTRODUCTION

Since the mid-fifties, the protagonists of generative
grammar have taken a keen interest in the imperative cons-
truction in English. However, it has remained a recalcitrant
problem. The issues involved divide into two parts: (a) the
theoretical assumptions used in major studies on the construc-
tion, and (b), the nature of the construction itself. Whe-

reas the analyses under (a) are aimed at exposing genereliza-
tions among all sentence types, (b) is singularly resistant
to such generalizations. The result has been a list of
claims and counter claims, which is rather vague and unsatis-
factory. The fact is that many grammatical subsystems which
appear to work well for, say, the declarative are often
unable to resolve the problems presented by the imperative.

With regard to methodology, a change of direction 1is
highly desirable. It is now being realized in generative
grammar that sentences should be analysed according to theilr
respective types. The necessity for this has been slow 1n
coming to the attention of lingquists working within various
models of generative grammar. There is the suggestion that
in imperatives a semantic analysis should identify "fulfil-
ment conditions" (see Montague, 1974: 248). McCawley (1981)
directs attention to the need for grammar to relate to sen-
tences as types. In the area of syntax, Generalized Phrase
Structure Grammar allows categories to be created Ey rules
which have nothing to do with transformations, and which do
not derive all sentence types from declarative-like sentence
structures. All the above aspects therefore provide an
eppropriate theoretical framework which I intend to use to
approach the problems raised by the imperative.

The issue of the nature of the constructicn itself is
very controversial. The imperestive has been referred to in



variousterms, raising the questionof whether it isa full
sentence in its own right or an ordinary clause. 1In these
two classifications of the construction, the issues are
whether it is a sentence type and s0 a unique syntactic cate-
gory, or a highly constrained indicative clause type, and
also whether or ndt it should be distinguished from the
subjunctive and the infinitive in certain aspects.

The two aspects of the study of the imperative (i.e.,
(a) and (b) above) cannot however be neatly separated since
the structural distinctions that are made may be constrained
by the theoretical assumptions that are used. It is there-
fore necessary to approach the imperative as a syntactic
"mood" category, and so study 1t as it really is: an objec--
tive that ispursued inthepresent thesis which is orga-
nized in the following manner.

Chapter One discusses the current literature on the
imperative in generative grammar since its inception. It
notes not only the direction of the thinking on both the
topic and the grammatical theories used but also the problems
that have arisen.

Chapter TwoO contains a discussion of specific aspects of
the theoretical assumptions which have been applied to the
imperative and clarifies the issue of its classification. It
then introduces the grammatical models to be used for the two
parts of the study -- syntax and semantics -- and indicates
some of the modifications that will be made in the models for
the purpose of extending them to the construction.

Chapter Three analyses the subject and vocative noun
phrases that occur in the imperative. It examines their
shapes, their syntactic functions and also their semantic
nature. It 1dentifies their relationships with the context



of use 0of the construction, and their roles as descriptions
or specifications of the agent(s) of the action mentioned in
it.

Chapter Four examines the imperative verb phrase as a
category, and discusses elements like be, do and not that
occur in it., Phrase Structure rules are also provided for

the verb phrases and S-structures. In addition to the analy-
sis of the semantic aspects of the above elements, the seman-
tic type which the imperative VP represents is also identified.

Chapter Five, the final chapter, then takes up the
imperative sentence structure itself. It discusses the dic-
hotomy between its subject and predicate components, and the
behaviour of adverbs in the sentence. The semantic aspect
contains an analysis of how subject NP's receive denotations
and how the nature of the context of use can be used to
resolve the problemraised by the occurrence of you as sub-
ject in the construction. It also examines not only the
question of the fulfilment conditions of the imperative

but 2lso the issues raised by the analysis of its proposi-
tional content.



CHAPTER ONE

DEVELOPMENTS IN THE STUDY OF

ENGLISH IMPERATIVE SENTENCES IN GENERATIVE GRAMMAR

1.0 Introduction

There has been a considerable amount of interest in
1mperatives in generative grammar since the mid-fifties.
This is perhaps not surprising because there has been a long
tradition in the philosophy of language that carved out non-
declaratives as problematic to describe. This is probably
due to the fact that predicate logic uses a structure of

predicate and argument in a way that parallels the predicate
and subject of a declarative sentence. This is a logical

structure which imperatives do not seem to have. Further-
more, whereas declaratives express propositions which might
be predicated as true or false, this is not the case with
regard to non-declaratives.

fhese differences generated a great deal of controversy
in philosophical logic and the philosophy of language before
the emergence of generative grammar in the fifties.! Quite
understandably, the grammar bows to tradition and so repre-
sents a basic sentence as consisting of two main parts -- the
subject noun phrase and the verb phrase. This is of course
the structure of a declarative sentence. The problem that is



raised is how to generalize this assumption to non-declara-

tives, especially to imperatives. These sentences prove very
recalcitrant in this regard. Alongside this is the problem
of how to extend truth-conditional semantics to them.

As the present study 1s about only one class of non-
declaratives -- the imperative -~ I intend, in this chapter,
to concentrate on the literature on the syntax and semantics

of the construction in English. I begin with the syntax.

Several linguists take issue with many of the proposals
on the syntax of the imperative in English. Davies claims

that the impression that the construction is "idiosyncratic™
and that it differs from other constructions with regard to
pattern "may well arise from too superficial an examination
0f the facts" (198l1: 2). Schmerling, on her part, observes
that the construction has been used to justify "a number of
innovations in generative syntax"™ (1980: 1). She cites the
analysis of English verb phrases by Akmajian, Steele and
Wasow (1979) as one of the examples of this development. She
also remarks that the imperative construction is "one clause

type that has been generally ignored in recent discussion"
(1983: 412),.

Issues like those raised above make it pertinent to give
the discussion of the syntax of the imperative in this chap-
ter a two-fold focus. The intention is therefore

(i) to identify the major develpments in the study of
' imperatives in generative grammar, and, in so
doing, map out the direction and orientation of
the multifarious studies which have been carried
out on the subject, and,

(11) to try to highlight, very briefly, some of the
areas of intense controversy and so provide an



over-view of the relevant literature as a
background to the rest of the study.

One implication of this approach is that i1nthe end, we
shall, perhaps, be in a position to know that the real
problem is not that imperatives have been ignored, as Schmer-
ling remarks, or that they are wrongly characterized as idio-
syncratic, as Davies claims, but that most of the previous
studies are seriously weakened by the limited explanatory
potential of the grammatical model within which they were
undertaken.? Consequently, there is a great deal of vague-
ness about the nature and other aspects of the imperative
sentence., It is today almost as mysterious as it was in the
past (cf. Culicover, 1976: 144).

1.1 The Beginnings of the Generative Analysis of the
Imperative in English

A) Chomsky’s Proposals on Subject NP's, Verbs and Adverbs in

Imperatives

Chomsky’s (1955, 1975) theory of transformational
grammar (TG) appears to regard imperatives as perfectly
normal sentences. They do not present any serious problem to
the new theory. They are quite open to the operations of
transformations, and his main finding is that imperatives are
derived sentences, Jjust like interrogatives. Furthermore,
unlike interrogatives, they are characterized as elliptical
sentences, having lost some of their parts in the course of
their derivation.

Chomsky goes on to give detzils of the transformatiocnal
derivations of the sentences. They are kernel sentences in

the deep structure for a start. They change into interroga-
tives and then into imperatives by dropping thaeir subject, you,



and modal will under the influence of the Imperative Trans-

formation. The incidence of reflexivization 1s said to
provide justification for the postulation of you as the sole
element that can be the subject.3 His argument may be summa-
rized thus.

The Reflexive Transformation derives reflexives in the
following manner:

(1.1.1) You love you =====> REFL
You love yourself

The Imperative Transformation then deletes the subject NP you
and so we have

(1.1.2) Love yourself

He also contends that we do not have a sentence like the
example in (1.1.3), '

(1.1.3) *Lovemyself4

because first person pronouns cannot occur as subject NP’s
in imperatives, His conception of the reflexive construc-
tion therefore is one in which the Reflexive Transformation
carries the pronoun X into X-self in the environment of X --

verb -- (see p.554), and this must take place before the
Imperative Transformation deletes the subject NP which must

be you.

With regard to do, he discusses the following
imperatives,

(l1.1.4)(a) Do come to visit us.
(b) Don 't come to visit us.

He claims that these sentences are derived from those in
(1.1.5) by deleting you.



(1.1.5)(a) Do Ac - you - come to visit us
(b) Don't - you - come to visit us

These structures are themselves derived from the following:

(1.1.6) You - @ - come to visit us

by the process of applying the Not- or the Ac-Transformation

to it, followed by the Question Transformation. The
resulting phrase marker is the example in (1.1.7) -- (p. 555).

not

AC
(1.1.7) (25!_ :I - YyOou - come visit us

Do, which normally has a heavy stress, 1s then inserted to
take the place of the displaced affix @; and Ac (accent)

assigns stress to the vowel of the preceding morpheme.

Chomsky also claims that the same analysis applies to the
following imperative sentences.

(1.1.8)(a) You get 1it.
(b) You be the first volunteer,
(c) Don't you get it. (i.e., "Let him get it".)

He says that these sentences are derived uniformly by drop-
ping the auxiliary. This is possible if they are derived
from questions. He comments:

Note that a further advantage in deriving imperatives

from questions is that this treatment ex¢ludes them from
the context that --. (Ibid.: 555).

»

All this seems normal; at least it "proves" that TG is
able to capture, for example, an assumption of traditional
grammar, i.e., that in the imperative construction, the sub-
ject (believed to be understood) is you.

Chomsky also makes other proposals with regard to the
auxiliary of the imperative. Like the interrogative, the



imperative accepts Do-Insertion and few more modals. But
its VP cannot accept any past time adverb.

In brief, Chomsky may be said to have made the following
five main claims which have since generated a deal of inte-
rest and controversy. They cover the following aspects:

(a) the derivation of the imperative from a
declarative-like deep structure;

(b) the postulation of modal auxiliaries in the
underlying structure of the sentences;

(c) the restriction of the subject to the second person

pronoun you;

(d) the restriction on the type of adverbs that can
occur in the sentences, and,

(e) the insertion of do into imperatives.

B) Reactions to Chomsky s Proposals

Chomsky ‘s proposals have attracted considerable attention.
For example, Katz and Postal (1964) question Chomsky’s propoaal
on the derivation of certain sentences, including impera-
tives. They claim that if transformations are allowed to
change structures from one sentence type5 into another, then
they can be said to have changed the "meanings" of such
structures. They therefore suggest that the imperative
should be marked in the deep structure (DS) with a phonologi-
cally erﬁpty morpheme I. This may then prevent the transfor-
mations, which it encounters in the processes of its
derivation (as described above), from changing its meaning.
The structure will thusnot be derived as a question before
1t 1s derived as an imperative as Chomsky has claimed above,
Thus, this proposal, which is now dubbed the Katz-Postal

Hypothesis, makes the claim that by having phonologically
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empty morphemes -like I marked on structures in the DS, the
transformations which operate on the structures will become
"meaning-preserving"” (cf. Huddleston, 1976: 88-90; Baker,

1978: 230, and Akmajian and Heny, 1976: 236-244).°

Another of Chomsky’s proposals that comes under review at
thistime istheoneonthe modal will. It is generally
accepted that it is dropped along with TENSE, and so, accor-
ding to Klima (1964: 259), it is example (1.1.9)(b), not
(1.1.9)(c), that is derived from (1.1.9)(a2) -- after "affix

hopping'.

(1.1.9)(a) You will+TENSE be making a noise
(b) Be making a noise
(c) You are maliing a noise

It is now made clear that TENSE is deleted along with the
auxiliary.

However, Lees (1964) finds it convenient to link the
empty morpheme I (or Imp as it is sometimes used) with a
"zero" modal which performs some functions. For example, 1t
triggers transformational rules like Aux-Attraction and
Preverb Particle Placement (cf. Stockwell et al, 1973: 661).
This modal also attaches to the imperative main verb without
any visible effect on its shape.

Another view of the auxiliary that emerges at this time
involves the claim by Postal (1964), Klima (1964), and Katz
and Postal (1964) that the modal will along with the subject
you is copied tothe tag segment of a tagged imperative
before the modal is deleted by the Imperative Transformation.

We therefore have 2 situation in which the gcecond sentence in
each of the following pairs is derived from the first:
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(1.1.10)(a) You will stop that =====)
g @ stop that, won't you?

(b) You will not go there again Ssm==)
@ @ don't go there again, will you?

Postal claims that the negative occurs either in the main
part of the sentence or in the tag, but never in both simul-
taneously.

Nevertheless, the proposal that only you can be the
subject of an imperative does not receive universal support
among linguists. Thorne (1966) claims that the second person
pronoun may not be the only subject NP which an imperative
can have. He proposes an abstract element vocative which he
says 1s phonetically realized as you. This element, accor-
ding to him, functions as a definite article, and co-occurs
with the subjects 0of imperatives. Such subjects, he claims,
have both full and short forms as follows.

(l.1.11)(a) You boys : Boys
(b) You John : John
(c) You somebody : Somebody

The sentences in (1.1.12) are thus possible imperatives,
according to Thorne,

(l1.1.12)(a) You boys sit down.

(b) John switch off the light.
(c) Somebody keep gquiet!

He claims that since the vocative element stands in place of
the definite article, the latter cannot occur in such sen-
tences, as the following examples show:

(1.1.13) *The boys sit down.

It may be said that the sentence in (1.1.13) is defini-
tely unacceptable, but, as we shall see in Chapter Three below,
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Thorne seems to have failedtogive thecorrect reasons for

its ungnammaticaiity. The issue here is the degree to which
the imperative subject is particularized in relation to the

context of use.7

Huddleston (1971) rejects certain aspects of Thorne’s
claims. For example, on the elements that can co-occur as
the subjects in imperatives, he criticizes Thorne for drawing
a false analogy between you boy and you somebody, thus
implying that the latter does not forma single unit as does
the former (see pp. 50-51). He discusses the classes of NP’s
that can occur as subjects in imperatives and identifies
three possible types of noun phrases:

(a) second person NP, you;
(b) third person (mainly indefinite) NP’s, and,
(c) first person plural pronoun.

They are thus found in imperatives like the following:

(1.1.14)(a) You say it.
(b) Somebody clean his shoes.
(c) Let’'s close the matter now.

Stockwell, Schachter and Partee (1973: 642-646) 1intro-
duce a new element into the controversy. What they think is
crucial is the reference of the subject. Their fundamental
thesis on this is that in all cases, the speaker i1s addres-

sing the subjects of the imperatiﬁe constructions. They
Observe:

A

It seems to be necessary to recognigze that while_the
referent of the subject 'NP of an imperative_is addressed
by the speaker, constraining the NP basically to the
second person, nevertheless certain third person NP’s
can occur with second person reference. (Ibid.: 646).

Stockwell et al go further, in their analysis, to set up
a device, the "SJC", which ensures that only imperatives in
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which the subjects have the feature [+ II person] canbe

generated grammaiically.

It can be said that the point at 1ssue now 1s whether
there are real third- and first-person imperative subject NP’s
after all, in view of the claim that when such NP’s occur as
subjects in the construction, they must have the feature [+
II person]. 1Is Chomsky therefore not right in suggesting
that only you can occur as subject in these sentences? 1In
other words, does his use of the incidence of reflexivization
amount to presenting a pragmatic argument in which case the
occurrence of an NP like somebody as subject in the impera-
tive may be regarded as the same as that of you in the same
role, in the context of use? It is therefore reasonable to
ask, at this juncture, where weare todrawthe line between
matters pragmatic and matters syntactic or even semantic 1in
the characterization of the subject NP in an imperative
construction.S

There is no doubt that there is some vagueness in the
current thinking on the topic in the literature. Schmerling
(1980) expresses some new ideas about how to solve the above
problems about the nature of the subject NP and the characte-

rization of you as subject in the imperative. She suggests

that it may be necessary to abandon You Deletion. But she
adds:

Giving up You Deletion is something of a frightening

prospect, necessitating as it does 'a semanticC account of
sunderstood you" with compatible semantic accounts of
control" ph mena. (Schmerling, 1980: 27).

This has not been attempted yet, as far as I know'.9 It

is also important to find out why only a subset of NP’s can
cccur as subjects in imperatives, and how this fact relates
to the occurrence of "understood you” in the sentences. I

sheall suggest solutions to these problems in Chapter Three.
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1.2 The Late Sixties and Early Seventies

A) Tags in Imperatives

The general interest which linguists take in the
auxiliary in this period extends to tags. Many views about
the structures are put forward. Negation, deletion transfor-
mation, and do are also discussed. A number of analysts,
including Postal (1964), Lees (1964) and Arbini (1969) make
suggestions about them which I shall now consider along with
those of others.

What attracts the attention of the analysts in particu-
lar is the formation of tags in both imperatives and interro-
gatives. This 1ssue has to do with the claim (cf. Postal,
Op. c¢it.: 27) that will is the auxiliary that occurs in
imperatives. Although Lees (1964) and Hartung (1964) support

this claim, they express the view that tags are formed from
conjoined sentences. Lees says that the second conjunct must
contain the modal will and the first may not contain any

negation -- an element which he claims optionally occurs in
the second. The processes of deriving tagged imperatives,
according to this proposal, may be simplified thus:

(1.2.1)(a) You will accompany them
(b) Will you accompany them

After the conjoining of both sentences, we have

(1.2.2) You will accompany them and will you accompany
then,

The deletion rules then apply to them to derive the following:
(l.2.3) Accompany them and will you.

A transformational rule will then delete and. Hartung makes
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the same claim. He says the following structure is first
brought about by a transformation:

(1.2.4) Accompany them, will you accompany them.

Deletion rules then drop those elements in the second segment
which repeat items that have already occurred in the first,
and so we have the following sentence:

(1.2.5) Accompany them, will youl

The questions raised by the occurrence and role of will

in imperatives and the formation of tags in both imperatives
and interrogatives are also discussed by Lrbini (1969).

What is important in his suggestions is his attempt to deter-
mine the role of negation and negative preverbs10 in distin-
guishing a tagged imperative from a tagged question. The
thrust of his argument is that the presence of theée elements
in the main segments of tagged constructions makes 1t
difficult to support the claim that the formation of tagged
imperatives may involve the'deletion of you and will. Such

constructions should therefore be regarded as tagged
questions.

Arbini, to begin with, agrees with Lees that a negative
in the tag of an imperative is completely optional. He
however points out that this is in clear contrast with what
obtains in the tags of questions. |

will you

) !
won t you

(1.2.6) Show me your ticket

He observes:

In 1nterrogatives, the formation of negative tags
agpears to be‘lnfiuenced by the positive
characterization of the source phrase-marker, whereas
the formation of negative taggs 1n 1mperatives 1S
obviously not. (Arbini, 1969: 207).

For tagged questions, therefore, the situation 1is as follows:
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(1.2.7)(a) Your son will be arriving here soon, won't

he?
(b) *Your son will not be arriving here soon,
won’t he?

Thus, the sentence in (1.2.7)(b) is starred because the tag
cannot contain any negation since the mainpart of the sen-
tence has one,

Arbini also claims that negative preverbs cannot occur
in tagged imperatives. He observes that sentences like the
following (from Arbini, 1979) may therefore be expected "to
evoke varying degrees o0f dissatisfaction" (Ibid.).

(1.2.8) DO not i
Never . will you
* bring me a slab , !
Scarcely won t you
-Rarely

He puts the source of the unacceptability of the sentences
down to the presence of negation and negative preverbs in the
main parts of the sentences. He observes:

...transformations producing tag-imperatives, unlike

those producing tag-questions, (a) never operate on

negative _ sources, and (b) where they do operate,

??b;gn?lly produce elther positive Oor negative tags
id. ).

The point hereis that the main segment of the impera-
tive which has a negative element (i.e., not or a negative
preverb), may become the source of a tag and so the entire
construction may thus be a tagged question. This position

reflects the claim of Lees (1964) that the first of the two
"conjuncts" which make up a tagged imperative may not contain
negation. It does appear therefore that Arbini thinks that
an instance of such a construction, as in (l1.2.9), is better
regarded as a tagged question than as a tagged imperative.

(1.2.9) You will not sit down, will you?
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The problem he Has with this construction 1s that he accepts
Postal’s (1964) proposal that a sentence like the example in
(1.2.10) can be given an imperative interpretation. He puts
1t thus:

the phrase-marker from which it derives terminates in a
str1ng_produc1ng sentences which have legitimate 1inter-
pretations as imperatives...(Ibid.: 208).

(1.2.10) You will not sit down.

We may note that the issue he really has to resolve is
i1f the structure in (1.2.9) is indeed derived from the same
phrase-marker as the construction in (1.2.10), why then
should the former be interpreted as an interrogative whereas
the latter 1s 1nterpreted as an imperative. The only diffe-
rence betweenthemis the fact that the former is tagged but
the latter is not. The presence of negation in the main
segment of a tagged constructioncanno longer be used to
tell a tagged question from a tagged imperative, since it is
now obvious from the example in (1.2.10) that an imperative
can contain negation; and may be tagged as well.

Arbini however goes on to give his reason for regarding
the construction in (1.2.9) as a tagged question rather than
as a tagged imperative. He claims that if it is labelled as
a tagged imperative, its phrase-marker will allow the optio-
nal deletion of you and will (following Chomsky, 1955, 1975),

which will thus lead to the derivation of a deviant sentence
like

(1.2.11) *Do not sit down, will you!

He points out that his rejection of the imperative interpre-
tation of a sentence like the one in (1.2.9) has not been
motivated simply by the presence 0of a negative element in its
main segment alone. He says that sentences like the following
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should also be rejected as tagged imperatives:

(1.2.12)(a) You will sit down, won t you.
(b) You will show me your ticket, won’'t you.
(c) You wil listen to me, won't you.

He claims that sentences like these as well as theonein
(1.2.9) may well have been generated as interrogatives, and
80, no elements in them are deleted by the Imperative Iransfor-

mation, If this is the case, he continues, none of them can be
sald to be the sources of the sentences in (1.2.13).

(1.1.13)(a) Sit down, won't you!
(b) Show me your ticket, won't you!
(c) Listen to me, won't you!

He then concludes that the transformation responsible for the
production of tagged imperatives 1is

ASICALLY a permutation transformation (optionally
ddln%_not to the tag), unlike the Tag-question trans-
or 1

09

mzalo'c):)'fl"which is an addition transformation, (Ibid.:

B
a
f
2
It is perhaps correct to comment here that what Arbini
has done, basically, is to test two claims in the literature
against constructions containing tags. The claims are (a),
that by Lees (see above) which says that the first conjunct
Oof a tagged imperative may not contain any negative element,
and (b), that by Chomsky which says that imperatives are
derived from interrogatives by the deletion of you and the
auxiliary which is now believed to be will (see Postal,

1964).

He does not really accept that the example in (1.2.9)
may well be a tagged imperative. The point he has however
brought out has to do with the deletionof the subject and
the auxiliary in the sentence. He claims that if the sent-
ence in (1.2.9) is turned into a subjectless, tagged impera-
tive as in (l1.2.11), it will be ungrammatical, since the
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sentence does not conform with the proposal of Postal and
others (see above) on the formation of a tagged imperative.
He therefore concludes that only structures which can gramma-
tically drop their subjects and auxiliaries as a result of
the operations of transformations may be regarded as
imperatives, and only those which can have their subject ang
auxiliary copied to the tags (as suggested by Postal and
others) may be regarded as interrogatives. Since the
sentence 1n (1.2.9) does not undergo the operation of a
transformation involving deletion, as (1.2.11) shows, it

may thus be regarded as an interrogative, formed as sug-
gested by Postal and others.

Arbini argues his point very strongly. He seems to
say, in effect, that only imperatives can drop subject NP’'s
and auxiliaries. This is true if we ignore the aspect of the
auxiliary will. There is no evidence that will occurs in the

imperative in the first place. However, the absence of subject
NP's in the construction may not be due to the action of a
permutation transformaton. This is particularly so in view of
the fact that such a permutation transformation presuposses,
rather incorrectly, that the subject of the imperative sen-
tence must be you,

With regard to tags in imperatives and guestions how-
ever, Arbini fails to come forward with any reason why he
thinks the sentence in (1.2.9) may be said to be ambiguous
between question and imperative interpretations, although he
prefersfto regard it only as a tagged gquestion. Chomsky, it

may be recalled, claims that imperatives are better derived
from interrogative-like, rather than from declarative-~like,

constructions. Postal .and others hold the view that if

this is done, it will thus be possible to derive tagsdfor the
constructions, provided that negation does not appear in both
segments in the case of imperatives. The position which
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Arbini adopts, however, is that we cannot really know whether
these tagged constructions are imperatives or not until we
subject them to the operation of a certain deletion transfor-
mation. This is a very narrow view to hold because although
questions do not drop their subject NP's as imperatives do,
it is not in all circumstances that subjectless imperatives
can be used without ambiquity or loss of meaning. Further-
more, although all imperatives may drop their NP's where
necessary, this is not dependent on the absence of negation
in them, as we snall see in Chapter Five below.

Arbini also attacks the suggestion that the modal will
occurs in the underlying structures of all imperatives. He

claims that "complementized imperatives"lz, for example, have
no specific modals. He notes that the transformation rela-
ting to the placement of the for-to complementizer does not
allow the occurrence of modals in complement sentences, con-
trary to what happens in the case of that.

(1.1.14)(a) I command you to stand still.
(b) I pray that he may be well soon.

He points out, however, that his claim does not fully account
for the distribution of the modal will in imperatives. What

provides a full account, he observes, is Thorne’s (1966: 72)
structure index for imperatives:

will
'Def N Imp VP, there being a rule Imp ----- > % "—5"‘ ’
the forms with will always having the full form of the

vocative those with ¢ having either the full or the
reduced form.! (Arbini, Op. Cit.: 212}).

Thus, imperatives like the following are predicted by the
above rule,

(1l.2.15)(a) You girls will complete your assignment
tomorrowv.
(b) You girls complete your assignment
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tomorrow.
(c) Girls, complete your assignment tomorrow.

It rejects the following sentence:

(1.2.16) *Girls, will complete your assignment
tomorrow,

The implications of the above rule, according to Arbini,
are numerous, I summarize them as follows:

(a) true third person imperatives do occur as
complement sentences. In their embedded positions,
Imp has been rewritten as @:

(1.2.17)(a) He orders Kate to be here tomorrow.

(b) I command the students to leave the room
forthwith.

(b) The modal will always occurs where thereisa full

formof the subject NP, and so it must occur in the
tags of imperatives;

(c) there is no deletion of you or will in the initial

segment of a tagged imperative, as claimed by Klima
(1964) as well as Katz and Postal (1964);

(d) tagged imperatives are generated with the help of a
permutation transformation which operates 1in the
following manner (which fleshes out the rule he

gives). (Cf. Arbini, Op.cit.: 213).13

(1.2.18) You - children - will - behave yourselves
1 2 3 4

—

Behave yourselves, - will - you (not) children
4 3 1 2

In sum, it may be said that Arbini’s proposals, some of
which reflect Thorne’s rule, are as follows:
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(a) a sentence like "You will leave tomorrow" may be

an imperative;

(b) to transform it into a tagged imperative, it will
be necessary to switch around the elements in the
sentence: "Leave tomorrow, will you"., So, no
deletion 1s required,

(c) If the deletion of you and will is carried out as

required by Katz and Postal when there is not in
the DS, then it will inevitably generate an ungram-
matical sentence as in (l1.2.11) above;

(d) As for the sentence in (1.2.12), you cannot regard
them as tagged imperatives because they are not
derived 1in accordance with the above principle of
permutation. Thus, in each sentence, there are two
you’s and two will’s.

This 1n 1itself raises an interesting question. What is
the consequence 0of treating the sentences in (l1.2.12) as the
sources of the imperatives in (1.2.13)? The answer points to
certain things which Arbini may, perhaps, not want to do:

(i) he may be obliged to accept the proposal of Lees

and Hartung that tagged imperatives derive
from two conjoined sentences, for example,

(1.2.19) You will sit down, will you sit down?

(ii) - he may also have to accept the deletion of
certain elements in the sentence -- the initial

you andwill as well as the main verbin the

second clause.

So, in effect, we now have three separate, possible ways
in which the tags of imperatives may be derived:
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(1) the Katz-Postal proposal -- involving the copying
of some elements which are deleted later;

(2) the Lees-Hartung proposal -- involving the
conjoining of two sentences, and the deletion of

some of their elements, and,

(3) the Arbini proposal -- involving the switching
around of the elements of a sentence, and no
deletion whatsoever.

It is perhaps inplace here to say that all of them
cannot be correct. So, there is a problem in deciding which
of them is explanatorily adequate, and which may be rejected.
Nevertheless, what separates that of Katz and Postal from
that of Arbini 1isthe fact that the former accepts deletion
whereas the latter does not. Arbini’s proposal does not
involve a deletion transformation because it does not derive
itstagfor an imperative by copying any element in the main
part of the sentence to i1t. Since that of Lees and Hartung
involves the conjoining of two separate sentences, deletion
is regquired in order to derive the required surface forms,
They 211 depend on transformations vhich aleso a2llow tagged
imperatives to be formed by deriving, for example, the sen-
tence in (1.2.20) through Chomsky’s Question Transformation.,

(1.2.20) Will you come here?

This operation can then be followed by switching round the
elements in the new structure to derive the imperative 1in
(1.2.21), in the fashion of Arbini. So, when l and 2 1nter-
change positions, we have

(1.2.21) Come here, will you!

The tag may contain a negzative.

(1.2.22) Come here, won’t youl!

There is no independent motivation for any of these prOpOﬁals.14
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Huddleston (1970) supports the proposal which involves
two conjoined sentences, saying that they are in a paratactic
relationship (cf. p. 215). His main contribution is his
suggestion of the kind of question which the second sentence
is (a yes/no question), and the condition for their conjoi-
ning (they must "make sense").

This suggestion appears to provide a motivation for the
Lees-Hartung proposal. But this kind of motivation seems to
be based on pragmatic and semantic considerations only, and
does not appear to owe anything to the principles of TG. 1If
the proposal and the defence of it are acceptable, it 1s
probably as a result of their apparent departure from the
fundamental conventions of TG. 1Indeed, the existence of two
clauses in each of these sentences is superficially transpa-
rent, and so we do not need to postulate underlying struc-
tures and transformational derivations for them in order to
capture this fact. I would like to end my discussion of tags
in imperatives here. I have nothing further to say about the

structures in the subsequent chapters of the present study.'l5

B) The Performative Hypothesis

The Performative Hypothesis (PH) is discussed here
because it represents an attempt to investigate the nature of
sentence types. Again, one of its primary ccncerns is the
manner in which sentences arederived. It tries todrawa
link between the verbs in the highest clauses in the senten-
ces and the uses to which the sentences themselves are put.
The postulationof the idea that sucha link exists becomes

the basis of aclaimthat the deletion of you may be attribu-
table to its placement in sentences which are used to convey
commands. Since the Hypothesis covers both syntactic and

semantic issues, it seems reasonable to discuss it here so

that it may be easy to make references to it in both parts
of the chapter.
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The PH attracts a great deal attention among linguists
in this period. It is known to have been presented in diffe-
rent versions, but its central ideas include the following:

(a) that the surface sentences of a natural language
are derived from deep structures in which'theyare

complement clauses;

(b) that they are each dominated in the deep structure
by a higher performative clause, that is, a clause
containing a performative verb like order or ask.

(c) that it 1s such a performative verb that conveys
the 1llocutionary force of each sentence;

(d) that the 1llocutionary force of a sentence should

be treated as a part of the "logical structure" of
the sentence, and,

(e) that the higher performative clauses are deleted
when various sentence types are derived.

The above views are traceable to a number of lingquists
each of whom is emphatic on one or more of them. Ross (1970)
1s mainly interested in declaratives being derived in this
way, but thinks that thesamethingcanstill apply to other
sentences. He comments:

.._every declarative sentence ... will be derived frbm
eep structure containing as an embedded clause what

a d
ends _up in surface structure as an independent clause.
(Ibid.: 224).

His point is that the sentence in (1.2.23) (Ross's example),
(1.2.23) pPrices slumped.

should be analysed as an implicit performative as follows
(Ibid.):
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+ V’///r , you \\H\\“S
i~perfor?at%qe ’/,/a\\\.
mmun lon
+ IPnguistic NP VP
+ Qeclarative l l
prices Vv

slumped

G. Lakoff also shares Ross’'s views. He suggests that
all sentence types -- for example declaratives, interroga-
tives and imperatives -- should be derived from logical
representations where they function as complements to higher
performative clauses. With regard to imperatives, he says:

It 1s ,clear that sentences like I order you to go_home?",
1n which there 1s an overt performative verb, namely
‘orderf, enters into the same logical relations as a
sentence like 'Go home’ in which there is no overt

Terformative verb in the surface form. (G. Lakoff,
972: 560).

It isnot clear what he means by logical relations, but
he appears to be referring to the ideas of Generative Seman-
tics. He says that Generative Semantics claims that the
underlying grammatical form of a sentence is the logical form
of the sentence. If we accept that as correct, he goes on,
ve cannot separate the study of the logical forms of senten-
ces fromthe study of grammar. The logical forms of sen-
tences can then be represented in terms of phrase structure
trees, and the illocutionary forces which they convey can
also be represented as parts of the logical forms of the
sentences in the phrase structure trees. However, the per-
formative verbs may not overtly appear in the surface struc-
tures of the sentences, he concludes. We therefore have

trees like the following:
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o 25)/\
PRED ATG AI[QG
Qrder X Sl
Ask ﬂf
State
or I (Ibid.)
( Say

McCawley claims that the higher performative verb 1n

such a sentence,

(1.2.26) I hereby request you to leave here at once

"specifies the relationships the utterance mediates between
the speaker and the person spoken to"™ (1968, 1976: 84).
Turning to the construction in particular, he suggests that
the morpheme I or Imp should have "the meaning of a verbwith
first person subject and second person indirect object”
(Ibid.). His views on the subject may be summarized as

follows:

(a) all verbs of ordering are followed by a noun
phrase you as an indirect object, and an embedded
sentence, which also has you as its subject;

(b) then the Equi-NP-Deletion transformation deletes
the second you as it 1s preceeded by a co-
referential NP, you;

(c) the loss of the subject of the embedded
(imperative) sentence is a special case of Equi-
NP-Deletion, and so it is not due to any other
syntactic operation.

R. Lakoff seeks to provide independent motivation for
the proposals on imperatives by referring to the case of
Latin. Her argquments, according to Sadock (1974: 30), may be
summarized thus:
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(a) Latin imperatives use the second person
subjunctive like VENIAS;

(b) non occurs in subordinate clauses which
function as subjects of higher sentences and ne
in subordinate clauses which function as obiject
clauses;

(c) but ne 1s also found in independent subjunctive

clauses with imperative force, and in negative
imperatives;

(d) 1t may therefore be concluded that such sentences
with ne are subordinate object clauses earlier in
their derivations, in accordance with (b) above.

Finally, 1t appears that Sadock is so convinced by the
various arguments (including his) that he suggests that the
abstract label IMPERE should be used to capture the element
of force shared by all types of imperatives: the elements
that show that "they indicate that the speaker is prescri-
bing with his sentence some future course for the addressee"
(1974: 149-150).

To comment briefly, I would say there is no doubt that
the Performative Hypothesis is vigorously put forward by 1its
advocates. This perhaps explains one of its weaknesses. It
attempts to cover several aspects of all sentence types,
without identifying, methodically, the differences that exist
among them. As a result, it is vague on a number of issues.
First, it does not state clearly what it means by the term
"logical form"™ and how it is to be captured in a rule-gover-
ned way. Second, the Hypothesis is not explicit on the
distinction to be drawn between the meaning and use of a
sentence; rather, it characterizes the illocutionary force of
a sentence as if it was an inherent semantic feature of the
sentence; a feature that the sentence possesses even after
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the higher performative clause is deleted. This therefore
creates a very simplistic notion of the sentences of natural
languages.

The criticism of the Hypothesis in the literature 1is
wide-ranging, and applies equally to all the sentence types,
including the imperative construction. Nevertheless, I
intend to concentrate on three of the critics who, together,
may give us an adequate picture of the other aspects of the
Hypothesis which many linguists find unacceptable.

The central point of Anderson’s (1971) criticism of the
PH 1s that 1t 1s mistaken on its views on the nature of the
notion performative. He thinks that the notion performative
should be treated as a semantic feature [+ performative] or
as a semantic category. He explains that the motivation for
his proposal is the fact that performative verbs, which have
the features of being

(1) non-stative,

(11) able to appear in imperatives, and,

(111) able to appear in the present simple with
habitual or generic interpretation, and also with
the interpretation of historic present,

do preserve their semantic reading of present simple under
passivization. This claim is borne out by the following
examples which are the types of structures that the PH
regardg as the source of the imperative:

(1.2.27)(a) I order you to leave my office.
(b) I command you to lead the workers out of

the factory.
(c) I request you to send for his father

immediately.

Under passivization, they become
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(1.2.28)(a)' You are ordered (by me) to leave my office.
(b) You are commanded (by me) to lead the
workers out of the factory.
(c) You are requested (by me) to send for his
father immediately.

Anderson therefore accuses the advocates of the PH of
ascribing to syntax alone what properly belongs to semantics
as well. He comments:

The only syntactic characteristic of these verbs([i.e.

performative verbglis their ability to disappear when

unneeded (in Ross?!s analysis), and their existence

S)
remains to be demonstrated before this can be
considered. (Anderson, 1971: 5).

He questions the relevance of the Hypothesis to the
performative/constative distinction. He notes that Austin,
in his later lectures, draws the conclusion that there is "no
consistent syntactic correlate of performative utterance”
(Ibid.: 24). He points out that Austin therefore develops
his theory of locutionary, illocutionary and perlocutionary
forces of an utterance. Austin, he claims, identifies locu-
tion with the meaning of a sentence or utterance without any
regard to the context in which it is used, relates the illo-
cutionary force to the action that is carried out by uttering
the sentence and regards the perlocutionary force as the
effect of the utterance on the addressee. He observes that
Austin intends the illocutionary and perlocutionary forces to
be kept separate from the locutionary force -- the sense or
meaniné of the utterance. He explains:

Locution having been identified with meaning, and

l1llocution andg erlocution with forc€7'nE“T%ust1n, 1962]

emgha51zed (p. 100) that "I want™To distinguish force

and meaning in the sense in which meaning 1s equlvalent

to sense and reference, just as it has become essential

'%oldlsg:tlngulsh sgnse arid rif.erencefg%ggslnaéndeatnhlenig ‘s tudy
ocutionary. erlocutionary ,

T en‘%e gng?‘?to a tﬁeory of language use.(Ibid.: 543 '
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Anderson thus maintains all along that the phenomenon invol-
vedinthe perfo}:mative analysis is of such a nature that it
cannot be systematically described within syntax alone. He

notes that some of the characteristics can also be explained

within a theory of semantic structure.l®

Anderson, I would say, fails to explain a number of
points. For example, he doesnot make clear what he means by
the notion "performative®" being semantic. The ability of
certain verbs to appear in imperatives and retain their
present simple and historic present under passivization
cannot be what constitutes the semantic category performa-
tive. These features clearly pertain to syntax. Again, I
think that there is certainly no need to question the rele-
vance of the Hypothesis to the performative/constative dis-
tinction, for it 1s such a distinction that gives rise to
Austin’s conception of the notion of illocutonary force.
Indeed, since the proponents of the PH claim that the illocu-
tionary force of a sentence is part of the logical formof

the sentence, 1t appears that Anderson, in his advocacy of a
semantic status for the notion *performative", may not be
saying anything different from what is claimed for illocu-
tionary force. That this sort of thing has happened is
perhaps traceable to the vagueness that surrounds most of the
claims of the Hypothesls, especially with regard to their
failure to specify clearly how to capture the semantico-
pragmatic aspects of sentences.

Fraser (1974), on his part, examines the relationship
between syntax and the PH. His aim, he says, is to find out
how the use that a speaker makes of the sentence which he
utters can be expressed within the grammar of a language. He
contends that the argumnents which have been advanced in

favour of the Hypothesis are inadequate. He says, for exan-
ple, that the claim by Ross that the periormative verb occurs
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in the topmost clause in the sentence is not borne out by the
following examples (1974: 3).

(1.2.29)(a) I regret that I must inform you of your
dismissal.
(b) I am pleased to be able to offer you the

job.
(c) Let me point out that I admit you're right.
(d) I would like to congratulate you.

This argument can be extended to the structures which the PH
claims to be the sources of imperatives.

(1.2.30)(a) It has been decided to request you to ask
for voluntary retirement.

(b) I have been instructed to inform you to
order the prostesters out of the hall.

(c) It is interesting to note that the
committee has decided to request you to

command the soldiers for the time being.

As in the examples in (1.2.29), the highest clauses in the
sentences in (1.2.30) do not contain performative verbs.

After examining other issues in the Hypothesis, Fraser
comes to the conclusion that

(a) no linguist has shown any evidence that the
Performative Analysis has the capacity to pair
sentences with their illocutionary forces;

(b) contrary to what Ross claimed, the notion of
Performative Analysis is not syntactically
motivated, and that

(c) although the Performative Analysis falls within

Generative Semantics, what is really at issue 1is
"how are the generalizations between sentence sense
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and sentence force best captured?” (Ibid.: 38).

I think that the criticisms by Fraser of the the PH are
relevant. As for the force of a sentence, it has been
pointed out that a sentence does not have any particular
force attaching to it (see Huddleston, 1976). With regard to
the sense of of a sentence, I shall indicate in Chapter Two
how it can be captured, and the semantic sections in the
present analysis, especially the Model Theoretic interpre-
tations which I shall provide in Chapter Five, will provide

examples.,

Gazdar criticizes the PH on the grounds that it fails
to meet both "semantic and pragmatic standards of adegquacy"

as is required of all "semantic and pragmatic explanans
for syntactic phenomena®" (1979: 18). He attacks many aspects
of the theory, three of which I shall summarize here because

they are relevant to the imperative construction.l’

He takes up the aspect he describes as follows (Ibid.:

19):

(i) "The clause contains I and you".

Gazdar here restates the criticisms which other linguists
level against the above claim. He refers to both Anderson
(1971) and Matthews (1972) who note that performative verbs
can accept singular or plural subjects and indirect objects.
Gazdar also points out Matthews  observation that the sen-

tence, °

(1.2.31) You will go home

will thus become four ways ambigquous. Lakoff’s (1972) sug-
gestion that variables which are marked as first- and second-
person should be used for subject and indirect object respec-
tively is also rejected by Gazdar. He recalls Dahl’s (1972)
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remark that this suggestion does not change the situation
because it 1s the contextual co-ordinates of I and you, which
are thus eliminated, that decide the assignment co-ordinates
that replace them. He adds that in any case there are many
performative sentences where the first-person NP is not the
subject and the second-person NP 1s not the indirect object.

There is an example of this in (l.2.17)(a) above,

I would say, despite Gazdar's criticism, that there is
still some substance in Lakoff’s suggesticns, if we use the
variables for strictly syntactic analysis of the phenomenon,
and not for semantic or pragmatic analysis where contextual
considerations are called for. It is very misleading to
think that what matters about the subject and indirect object
in an imperative construction is the referent of each of the
NP’s rather than the manner inwhich he or she is particula-
rized. We shall learn very little about the nature of the
imperative construction unless we can identifiz clearly how
the subject NP's in particular are specified.18

Another aspect 0f the PH to which Gazdar directs his
attention is the following claim (Op. cit.: 27).

(ii) "The performative verb representé the
1llocutionary force of the sentence".

He claims that this proposal is the main semantic motivation
for the PH. He points out that the alternative to main-
taining it is to "revert to the use of merely syntactically
motivated IMPERATIVE and INTERROGATIVE morphemes in the deep
structures of a transformational grammar". (Ibid.). But the
question now, he argues, is how it can be supported. He
gives a list of sentences with the illocutionary force of
requesting. He observes that the proponents of the Hypo-
thesis cannot explain how the sentences have come to have
that kind of force. His list includes the following (Ibid.):
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(l1.2.32)(a) Close the door.
(b) I request you to close the door.

(c) Why don’t you close the door.
(d) Will you close the door.

Gazdar however concedes the point that a sentence like
(1.2.32)(a) may be said to have derived from a deep strﬁcture
containing a performative verb like the one in (1.2.32)(b).
He however notes that the other sentences are problematic for
the PH. He then suggests many ways out of the problem.

These include the attempt of Sadock (1970) to provide a
schema for capturing the illocutionary force of request-type

sentences like (1.2.32)(d) -- (p.235).

(1.2.33) ((I ASK you (you will (you close the door)))
and (I REQUEST yvyou (you close the door))).

Gazdar observes (p.28) that Green (1973) also sug-
gests something similar to handle sentences like

(1.2.32)(c).

(1.2.34) (I REQUEST you ((you close the door) (or (you
tell me (why you do not close the door))))).

Gazdar rejects both proposals as unworkable, and declares:

donot intend to discuss how these pro%osals fail to
e the data because i1t seems to me that de4e)p] tang
stan

n
adl a

uctures like_ ... ((1.2.33)] and ... c5(1.2.3
their own reducio ad absurdum. (Ibid.: 28).

R

He adds that even if they handle the syntax adequately, they
should still be rejected, for example, on the grounds that
they lack simplicity, generality and motivation.

Gazdar explains that the advocates of the PH may even
argue that sentences like (1.2.32)(c) and (1.2.32)(d)

don’t in themselves have:the illocutionary force of request
out are, in fact, aeserticns or questions (according as
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tively). Thelr "request" force 1s actually a perlocu-
tionary effect of their utterance. (Ibid.].
He goes on to say that this kind of defence is "merely termi-
nological®™ because there i1s no independent criterion for
distinguishing perlocutionary from illocutionary forces.
Consequently, the whole argument, he claims, is circular; it

is something of a "misuse of Austin’s terminology" (Ibid).

I would say Gazdar is right inhis criticism of the PH
as indicated above. 1Indeed, the proposals by Sadock and
Green are nothing more than attempts to create speech con-
texts for the sentences concerned. This of course demon-
strates in no uncertain terms the general orientation of the
PH towards pragmatics.

The last of the three aspects which I want to review
here is set out by Gazdar (Ibid.: 29) as follows.

(iii) "Illocutionary force is semantic".

Gazdar totally rejects this proposal. He points out that no
syntactic evidence or motivation has been advanced to support
it. He also rejects G. Lakoff’s (1975) suggestion that some
forms of model-theoretic apparatus may be able to handle
matters relating to the truth conditions of performatives.

He contends that there has been no attempt anywhere to pro-
vide such a semantic representation which sets out felicity

or truth conditions, let alone show that such a representa-
tion can be adequate.

Gazdar expresses the opinion that these claims cannot be
supported. First, even i1if the connection between the illocu-
tionary force expressed by a sentence and the felicity condi-
tions (that is, the factors which make the uttering of a
sentence appropriate) is semantic, the onus i1s still on the
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proponents of the PH to prove that such a semantics will work
for both deleted-and undeleted performatives. He concludes
by conceding the fact that a great deal of workstill needs
to be done about finding out the interconnection between
syntax and semantics before it can be decided which of

the competing analyses of sentences will emerge as adequate.

It isrevealing tonote that six years after Gazdar made
the above observations on the study of sentence types, the situ-
ation has remained pretty much the same. I am of the opinion
that with regard to the study o0f sentence types, TG (the
theoretical model assumed by the studies we have come across
so far) is handicapped by these elements, deep structures, on
which it heavily relies. Their existence necessitates
deletion devices, and so, analyses which assume these two
features of TG seem to lack the ability to capture the
semantic aspects of the sentences of natural languages. It
1s necessary to make clear that a distinction is being drawn
between sentences as single units which fall into differen-
tiable types and the elements of sentences like subject and
object NP's. One of the explicit examinations of the role of
deep structures in the literature is Huddleston (1976). It has
been claimed for these structures that they can resolve
syntactic ambiguities and show some paraphrase relations
between gentences~-- claims that have already come under
attack; for example, there is the suggestion about a lexical

or non~-transformational approach to passive constructions.

Huddleston gives this explanation:

In saying that it is the deep structure functions that
determine meaning we are making the weaker but neverthe-
less important claim that the rules which relate the

S

tactic structure of a_sentence to its meaning will
1g'erpret ne semantic role of an element on thegbasis

¢l its function in deep sfructure, not in surface (or
intermediate structurg. h‘uddles'f:on, 19776 ¢ 84?. (

He then examines some sentences and observes thzt there



is "a constant semantic role"™ which can be identified with a
particular NP which is either subject or object inthe sen-
tences. The Katz-Fodor (1963) projection rules also have
this orientation towards individual lexical items and their
syntactic functions in sentences in their account of the
"meaning®™ of a sentence.

The issue, it seems to me, is therefore not only that
illocutionary force is not semantic, but also that the ana-
lysts fail to use appropriate theoretical models to provide
such a semantic account even if it was semantic. What is
involved here is not the identification of the behaviour of
certain lexical elements in certain sentences as we have seen
above, but the provision of a general framework within which
the semantic representation of the sentences can be located
according to their grammatical mood c..=1tc=_"g<::*1::'ies,..b19

The idiosyncratic nature of the various sentences cannot
be seriously denied. The advocates of the PH, despite their
mistaken notions about the nature of illocutionary forces,
seem to have realized such a unigueness among sentence types,
hence their postulation of different 1llocutionary forces for
different sentence types. There is reason therefore to
regard the imperative sentence as unique (see Culicover,
1976) .40

A) Auxiliaries

Of necessity, we first of all go back briefly to an
earlier period inorder to have a full picture of the main
developments in the generative account of another aspect of the
construction. One such development has to do with the analy-
sis of Stockwell et 21 (1973) of auxiliaries in imperatives.
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What is significant in this regard is the element "SJC" which
they claim exists in the deep structure of imperatives. They
say that this element is "distinctive with both modal and

tense® and go on to explain:

Thus, we do not generate a modal such as will in the
deep structure ot imperatives, but a separate form

which behaves in certain respects like modals (in AUX-
INVERSION) and in certain respects like affixes (in

AFFIX-SHIFT and DO-SUPPORT). (Ibid.: 635).

The SJC is said to occur 1n the AUX of imperative sen-
tences and those of that-complements which follow words like
suggest and move, and not to have any morphological effects
on the forms of their main verbs:

(1.3.1)(2) I request that the prisoner (SJC) be set

free.
(b) I move that the society (SJC) be disbanded.

The main function of the SJC, they claim, is to prevent
sentences from acquiring indicative forms.

(1.3.2)(a) ?I request that the prisoner is set free,
(b) 2?21 move that the society is disbanded.

Stockwell et al alsoclaimthat the presence of the SJC
in the AUX of imperatives makes it unnecessary to postulate I

or IMP in sentence-initial positions, as Katz and Postal, as

well as Thorne, suggest. They then construct a new rule,

called IMPERATIVE-SUBJ-AUX-INVERSION, which follows affix-

switching. They explain:
Since SJC acts as anaffix it will then
inversion withthes

i ere 1
MPH present to preven rom m By nto t verb.
Stocﬁwell et al? 19735 ééZS. :

R ™
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Therefore, in the derivation c¢f

(1.3.3) You sit down
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we will have, after AUX-ATTRACTION, the string,

(1.3.4) SJC you sit down

only if there is EMPH present in the sentence. As an affix,
the SJC is prevented from moving onto the verb by youin
(1.3.4) and so, according to them, it triggers off DO-SUPPORT

in order to formastring like

(1.3.5) Do - SJC - you - sit - down.

Consequently, we may have, as an imperative, the grammatical
sentence in (1l.3.6)(a), if you is deleted, or the ungramma-
tical sentence in (1.3.6)(b), 1f it is not.

(1.3.6)(a) Do sit down.
(b) *Do you sit down,

It may be observed that we have so far seennothing
unique about the function of the SJC. But this will now
change. The SJC is also given some blocking powers. It 1is
not permissible to delete it (thus making the sentence 1in
question ungrammatical) if (a), the imperative subject NP
lacks the feature [+ II personl), asinthe following exam-

ples,
(1.3.7) *Your wife stand up

and (b), the referent of the subject NP is not an agent of
the action indicated in the sentence. For example,

(1.3.8) *Be short.

Condition (b), I would say, takes the issue outside the
realm of syntax. The point that 1s raised by (l1.3.8) is not
whether or not the referent of an imperative subject NP can
be the agent of the action 1ndicated in the sentence but that
the whole idea conveyed by the sentence is simply incon-
ceivable. Neither the referent nor any other person can be
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the agent. As for condition (a), it 1s claimed, as we saw
above, that other NP’s, apart from the second person pronoun,
can also function as the subjects of imperatives. I am
leaving this issue open until Chapter Three where 1t will be

examined in detail.

Sstockwell et al however point out that the constraints
do not apply to what they call "embedded imperatives" which
they say may still have, as subjects, NP's which do not

possess the feature [+ II person].

(1.3.9)(a) I suggest that she drop the case.
(b) It is obligatory that he go at once.

It must be pointed out that Stockwell et el
fail togive any reason why they think the nature of the
subjects of imperatives varies between embedded and non-embed-
ded imperatives. Since they claim that imperative subject
NP’s must have the feature [+ II person], they should also
make such a constraint applicable to all varieties of the
sentence, at least for the sake 0of the principle of genera-
lity. Their failure to do so raises the question whether
sentences like those in (1.3.9) contain embedded imperatives.

Culicover (1976) also discusses AUX and the auxiliaries
in imperatives, but in relation to You Deletion. His conten-
tion is that imperatives lack AUX both in the underlying and
at the surface structures. He comments:

>

Notice ... that You Deletion can apply onl%]in the main
clauses, and that—it cannot a%ply when eilther there is
tense marked on the verb or there is a modal present.:
(Culicover, 1976: 149).

He gives the following examples. (Ibid.):

(1.3.10)
*Can

*Will §
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*Must
*Might
*Should
*Ought to
*Have to

(a)

*Be going to

(b) *Got Ooff of my foot!
(c) *Are polite.
Be polite.

He claims that since tensed verbs are not grammatical in
(1.3.10) and the bare, infinitival form occurs in
(1.3.10)(c), imperatives have no TENSE. He also claims that
they are AUX-less. He then explains that this makes it
possible for You Deletion to take place. He declares:

The assumption that imperatives lack AUX would require
us to state a special transformationto insert doin
examples suchas {(1.3.11)]). (Ibid.). —

(1.3.11) Do
(a) Don’t have a piece of pizza with vour
Do not ) beer.

DO
(b) pon’t be here when the band begins to
DO not play.

Culicover also says that non-second person subjects may
be accommodated within imperatives because they are AUX-less.

(1.3.12)(a) Everybody look at me. (IMPERATIVE)
(b) Everybody looks at me. (DECLARATIVE)

He claims that doisnot in the underlying structure of
subjunctives. (Ibid.: 151).

(1.3.13)(a) It is important that Bill be polite.
(b) *It is important that Bill do not be polite.
(c) It is mandatory that Mary have seen you



45

before noon.
(d) *It is mandatory that Mary do not have seen
you before noon.

With these kinds of examples, Culicover contends that
the subjunctive lacks both TENSE and modals, and that Do
Replacement does not apply to them, as indicated by t he
positions of not and have and be. He therefore claims that

the do of imperatives does not occur in the deep structures,
just as the analysis of Stockwell et al implies. He then
expresses the opinion that the Do Insertion transformation
may be satisfactory, as far as imperatives are concerned, but
adds that such a rule will be ad-hoc in nature,

I would say however that the fact that imperatives
lack modal auxiliaries is observable from the appearance of

the constructions themselves. But the proposal that they
also lack AUX node raises a theoretical problem for which
there can only be a theoretical solution. There are several
suggestions on how to resolve the problem. It affects many
more sentence types than imperatives, but I intend to concen-
trate on those aspects of it that relate to the imperative.

As far as imperatives are concerned, the elements in
guestion now (after the modals have been eliminated from such
matters) are do, be and have. The position of do has hardly

changed since Chomsky’s original suggestion in 1955. TG ana-
lysts may still insert it but it is not clear how this can be
done iﬂlimperatives 1f they are regarded as AUX-less. The Do
Insertion rule proposed by Emonds (1976: 211) is not applica-
ble to imperatives since the rule requires the presence of
TENSE in the sentence, and imperatives are believed to be
tenseless.?l This is a non-trivial matter for, as far as I

know, nobody has proposed a rule for the insertion of do into
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imperatives since they are characterized as tenseless and
AUX-less. Culicover’s observation that such a rule would be
ad-hoc in nature simply acknowledges the problem.

Underlying all this is theold problemas to whether or
not imperatives have auxiliaries. Lees (1964), we may
recall, thinks that they have a zero modal, Imp; Other
devices have also been suggested. (See Culicover, 1971,
Stockwell et al, 1973, and Ukaji, 1978). What is significant
here is that Davies (198l1) sees 1n this situation some evi-
dence that these linguists hold the position that imperatives
have an AUX but are tenseless. On the basis of this, she
characterizes the imperative sentence as having the features
[+AUX], [-TENSE] in COMP, after the fashion of Pullum and
Wilson (1977). 8o, in line with the treatment of auxiliaries
as main verbs, she seeks to extend the Pullum-Wilson proposal
to imperatives by suggesting that do, be and have should be

capable of occurring in the "-THAT, -TO complement of a
higher verb". (Op. cit.: 313). She concludes:

Finally, to capture the fact that do will ultimately not

appear before be or have except in~iImperatives, we can

gos_tulate arule whiITlhwlll raise be or have to replace
o in a tensed &. (Ibid.). -

Her proposal, she claims, correctly predicts the generation
of the following sentences (p. 312).

(1.3.14)(a) Don't be silly.
(b) Don"t have eaten it all before they arrive.

A brief comment is in place here. Davies’s suggestion
that the occurrence of do before be and have must be blocked

for sentences which are not imperatives is significant. It
must be pointed out however thet it is not clear how impera-
tives like those in (1.3.14) are predicted by her proposzal.
There must be a rule to capture the situation presented by do
in imperatives (i.e., its ability to occur before be and have
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in the imperative sentences only). Davies fails to provide

such a rule. Furthermore, she fails to identify the conse-

quences which her characterization of do as a main verb will
have on its relationship with, for example, negation in the

imperative.

Another suggestion abbut do in imperatives is made by
Schmerling (1980). She claims that the do of imperatives is
unique to them. Her approach avoids the theoretical pro-
blems which beset the analyses that seek generalizations
between imperatives and other sentence types. She claims
that one of the peculiarities of this do is the fact that it
co-occurs with be. She however does not say that the impera-
tive is AUX-less, but avoids the problem relating to Do-
Insertion.

As for don’t, Schmerling claims that it is an imperative

morpheme which occurs in colloguial imperatives. She
observes:

We have thus identified a_speci

_ | , , al negative marker for
English imperatives. (Ibid.: 23).

This is similar to the claim of Gazdar et al working within
the framework of GPSG. They comment:
... e are following Cohen (1976) in assuming that the
don t which shows up 1n imperatives is synchronically
distinct from the tensed negative auxiliary verb

ound in declaratives and interrogatives, (Gazdar,
Pullum and Sag, 1980: 36).

(1.1.15)(a) You don’t wrap it up. [DECLARATIVE]
(b) Don't wrap it up. [IMPERATIVE]

Interesting questions are raised here about the nature
of do and TENSE in the imperative to which I shall return in
Chapter Four. It will be necessary to find out not only the
features of verbs that can occur in the sentence but also

those of the VP-constituent itself in the construction.



To conclude-this subsection, I examine the general treng
in the treatment of be and have within TG in this period. The

tendency now isto "raise" theminthe manner of Emonds
(1976). However, Akmajian et al (1979) introduce some new
ideas into the analysis 0of verbs. They postulate three
levels of verbal elements -- Vl, v¢ and v3. Thelr base rule
for sentences is as follows. (p. 21).

(1.3.16) § ----- > NP AUX V3
Tense do

AUX  ——-mm S { go 3
Modal

o S ([”])vn-t..
- +AUX |

+V
The feature complex <[+A ]) 1s realized as have or be.
ux -

They explain:

The perfect have is strictly subcategorized t¢ require
V< complements; the progressive be requires V-
comflements; and the passive be mMuUst be immediately
followed by a main verb. (IbigdT: 21).

So, they generate the verb phrase as follows:

S /VB\
o ’//,///’;Zi\\\\\\
(be) vi

(bey///,//”\\\\\\\\

T % v oe o0

Applying this proposal to imperatives, they claim that
the relevant verb phrase 1is ve, They stress that V2, as an

instance of the schematic PS rule in (1.3.16), is generated
as follows:
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(1.3.18) v 2

(bey///,fzfﬂ\\\\\\l

in which be is optional. The rule is able to generate an

vi

imperative like
(1.3.19) Close your eyes

if be does not occur. But if be does occur, the rule will
generate imperatives like the following:

(1.3.20) Be following me all along the way.

They however claim that imperatives involving perfect have
are grammatically unacceptable, although they are not seman-

tically unreasonable. They would therefore star a sentence
like the following.

(1.3.21) *Have replaced the book before the day runs
out.

They also express the view that imperative sentences have no
constituent AUX and cannot contain the verb phrase v,

I would say by limiting the imperative verb phrase to
V2, Akmajian et al restrict the element that can appear
higher than the lexical verb in the imperative to be. Presu-
mably, the negative would be inserted. But in the impera-
tive, negation usually requires the presence of 92?22 Akma-
Jian et al accept gg-Replacément (see Emonds, 1976, and
Culicov'er, 1976), but fail to say how this may be applied to
imperatives since they are believed to be AUX-less. 1If the
grammar 1s to generate sentences like

(1.3.22)(a) Do listen to me.
(b) Do sit down.

some form of Do-Insertion rule may be necessary, and so we
are back to the o0ld problem of writing an "ad-hoc" rule for
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the imperative construction. The reasonable attitude to
adopt, 1it appearé, is to recognize the uniqueness 0of the
imperative construction, as Schmerling (1980) does, and so
accept that the do that occurs in it is special. It however
remains to be shown (see Chapter Four below) in what ways it
is special.

The treatment of do in the imperative is thus a serious
problem for analyses which use the framework of TG. 1In order
to resolve it, certain syntactic generalizations (i.e., the
conditions for Do Insertion) may have to be abandoned. This
may however have some upsetting effects on the grammar. For
example, it is difficult, in the case of Akmajian et al, to
support (as they now do) do replacement by be and have and

then turn round to postulate adevice which can replace be by
do in imperative phrase-markers which contain do. 1In their
rule schema, only be is allowed to occur before lexical verbs
in imperatives. 1In fact, this special replacement of be by
do would have to take place inthecaseof the sentences in
(1.3.22). However, even if do replaces be in order to gene-
rate such sentences, it may still be necessary to have a Do-
Insertion rule in order to generate the imperatives in
(1.3.23).

(1.3.2%){(a) Do be reasonable
(b) Don’t be lazy

So, the problem of how to insert do into phrase-markers for
imperatives in TG is again raised. Therefore, one of the
major problems that the study of imperatives faces is not
that it has been ignored in recent years as Schmerling (1983)

claime, but that TG analysts find many aspects of the aenten-
ces very problema.tic.z5

B) Stative Verbs and Negative Preverbs

The last topic I want to consider in this part of the
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review relates t0 the treatment of certain verbs and adverbs
in relation to the imperative construction. This is a topic
that is first raised by Kiparsky (1963) in TG. The discus-
sion must therefore begin from the early sixties. Kiparsky
claims that verbs like want, hope and understand (which are
commonly referred to as stative verbs) cannot also occur in

lmperative verb phrases.

(1.3.24)(a) *Want a sports car.
(b) *Hope Sam arrives today.
(c) *Understand that times have changed.

It must be noted, however, that this claim cannot be
pursued very far because words cannot easily be marked sta-
tive or dynamic outside the context of use, as the following
examples demonstrate.

(1.3.25)(a) Understand my position.
(b) Hope for the best.

Kiparsky also claims that an adverb like surprisingly cannot
occur in imperatives.

(1.3.26) *Report in the office tomorrow surprisingly.

There are also certain other adverbs noted by Katz

and Postal (1964) as well as Lees (1964) which appear to
support Kiparsky's view that one of the features of

imperatives is their inability to accept certain adverbs. This
class of adverbs includes hardly, scarcely and almost.

(1.3.27)(a) *Hardly close the door.
(b) *Scarcely look at me.
(c) *Almost come here.

As noted above, Arbini (1969) claims they are not present in
sentence structures from which tagged imperatives are
derived. They are at times called negative preverbs: Emonds
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(1976) calls them "scarcely adverbials" (p. 163), and one of
their distinguishing features, which he notes, is the fact
that they do not follow the verbs that they modify.

(1.3.28) (a) He rarely goes late to work.,
(b) *He goes late rarely to work.

However, they render the sentences in (1.3.27) ungrammatical,
despite the fact that they occur preverbally. The question
that remains to be answered, therefore, is why they are
unable to occur in imperative sentences.

Schreiber (1972) discusses the distribution of adverbs

in imperatives. He identifies two categories of imperatives,
(i) command imperatives, for example,

(1.3.29)(a) Keep off from the main roads

(b) Icommand youto keepoff fromthe main
r oads

and (ii), hortative imperatives, for example,

(1.3.30) Be glad they have come back.

This division, he points out, is not to be seen as
clear-cut. Only hortative imperatives, he claims, admit
"style"™ adjuncts, as in (1.3.32),

Frankl
Honestly

(1.3.3:
1 Confidentially

be glad that all is well

but command imperatives do not.

(1.3.32) *{ grank%¥ ) t £ k t
. 3. ones repor Or WOr OMOrrow. -
Truthquly ; :

Davies (1981) comments rather briefly on the case of

hardly and scarcely. She says that their unacceptability in
imperatives is perhaps caused by the "meaning relations" in
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the sentences rather than by any general syntactic characte-

ristic of such sentences.

It is necessary, I should say, to specify what these
meaning relations are. Davies does not specify them. She
also fails to say what these meaning relations specifically
have to do with the unique nature of these sentences, since
it is not thecase that these adverbs cannot co-occur with
certain verbs in other sentences,

(1.3.33)(a) *Rarely speak to her. [IMPERATIVE]
(b) ©She rarely speaks to him. [DECLARATIVE]

The co-occurrence relation between rarely and the verb speak
is acceptable in the declarative sentence. The issues raised
here will be investigated further in Chapter Five.

To conclude this part of the chapter, it may be said
that there have been many developments in the treatment of
the syntax of the imperative in generative grammar. Thus,

after the initial ideas of Chomsky (1955, 1975) on certain
aspects of the sentences, namely, his ideas on

(a) the generation of the imperative structure;

(b) the nature of the imperative subject NP which he
restricts to the second person pronoun;

(c) the presence and role of modal auxiliaries in
imperatives;

(d) the sort of adverbs that can occur in the
construction, and,

(e) the nature and behaviour of do,

(see Section 1.1 above), there are now corresponding proposals
suggesting that
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(a’) sentences may be generated on the basis of the
claims of the Performative Hypothesis;

(b°) some other NP’s, for example, the third person
indefinite NP’s, can also occur as subjects;

(c’) imperatives lack not only modal auxiliaries but
also an AUX node;

(3°) certain adverbs which do not occur in imperatives
have also been identified, and that

(e’) the do that occurs in imperatives is unique to
them.

The general orientation and direction of these proposals
tend towards a rejection of Chomsky’'s original suggestions.
For example, nomodal auxiliary is ever known to occur 1in
front of the lexical verb in an imperative sentence, and so
such an auxiliary should not have been postulated in impera-
tives in TG accounts in the first place. This also applies
to the postulation of you as the only subject NP for all
imperatives, when the observable forms of the sentences lend
no support to such a claim.?4 We have also seen that it is
not unreasonable to conclude from all the available evidence
so far (for example, the features of the verbs, adverbs and
NP s occurring in the sentences) that imperatives are an
idiosyncratic sentence type, contrary to the views that have

been expressed by Davies (1981).

The above developments notwithstanding, there are still
many problems surrounding the imperative construction with
regard to the structure of the sentence, the nature of its
subject NP and the internal structural organization of its
VP. Several of the current proposals on these issues in TG
are vague and inadequate, and there 1s a serious doubt about
t he possibility of the TG model for syntax being exploited
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fruitfully to deal with these problems. Chapter Two below

examines, among other things, the problem of the choice of
suitable grammatical models for the characterizaton of sen-

tence types in natural languages, with special reference to

the imperative in English. I now take up the semantic
aspects of the construction.,

1.4 The Semantic Analysis.gglNon-Declaratives

A) Frege and the Question of Truth

As pointed out in the introduction to the present
chapter, the controversy about the semantic nature of non-
declaratives, including imperatives, antedates the advent of
generative grammars. Frege (1892) argues that imperatives
and optatives do not raise "the question of truth". They do
not express any thought. He says that he does "not want to
deny sense to an imperative sentence™ (1952: 12); neverthe-
less, he points out, it does not have any truth value.

B) Constatives and Performatives

The above controversy still goes on. For example,
Austin (1962) classifies utterances into two broad catego-
ries: Performatives and Constatives. He explains that the
latter are mainly used to make statements. They can

"describe” some state of affairs or “state some facts", and
they have to do this "either truly or falsely" (p. 1).
Examples of these utterances are as follows:

(l1.4.1)(a) John is at home.

(b) Human beings walk.
(c) John has bought a house.

In contrast, he describes Performatives as follows:

A. they do not "describe" or "report" or constate
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anything at all, are not "true or false"; and
B. the uttering of the sentence is, or is part of, the
doing of an~ action, which again would not normaill
be déscribed as saying something. (Ibid.: 57. Rz
such sentences include the following:

(1.4.2)(a) I hereby order you to withdraw from the
contest immediately.
(b) I hereby request that this matter be closed.
(c) I hereby request you to report for work
tomorrow morning. .

1.5 The Sentence-Radical and the Paraghrased Performative
Approaches

A) The Nature of Meaning

Linguists and some philosophers now begin to take
an interest in the debate (by the early sixties). 1In this
period too, they also begin to apply the much older tradition
of Categorial Grammar with some interesting results. Some of
the issues that engage their attention are problems like

f%? P?I?gg isgrtthgff g?l%ngf 3ﬂ'ass 2mn;ena€1iiélér;?ule whereby '

meanings of compounds are built u% from the
meanings of their constituent parts? (Lewis, 1972:

169).

These sorts of questions inevitably confront linguists
and semanticists with the problem crea{:ed by the distinctions
between declaratives and non-declaratives, and the attendant
problemfof deciding the sort of semantical object that an
imperative is. With the great interest they now take in
referential or model-theoretic semantics, in the sixties and
the early seventies (see, for example, Carnap, 1963; Kripke,
1963; Kaplan, 1964; Montague, 1960, 1968 znd 1970; Scott,
1970 and Lewis, 1972);25 with Caomsky’s (1955) characteri-
zation of imperatives as 'derived; elliptical sentences; with
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the claims of the Katz-Postal Hypothesis, and with the propo-
sals put out by the protagonists of the Performative Hypothe-
sis, as seen above, we can say that the analysis of the syntax
and semantics of sentences, including the imperative, has
become a major problem. It is now as much a linguistic

issue as it is a philosophical one. There are several sug-

gestions as to how to resolve 1it.

Stenius (1967) and other researchers are inclined to
think that sentences of different types possess something
like a common core. Stenius calls it "the sentence-radical".
Searle (1969) goes further to claim that this core meaning is
recoverable in the that-clauses 1in structures in which the

sentences -- declaratives, imperatives and interrogatives --
are complements.

(1.5.1)(a) You are a boy : 1I say that you are a boy.
(b) Stand up! : 1 order that you stand up.
(c) Will you stand up? : I request that you

stand‘gg.

The fact that this 1dea also surfaces in the PH does indicate
that it is very widespread in this period. 1In Generative
Semantics, lingquists use the notion of the logical form of a
sentence 1in thelr analyses.

Lewis (1972) claims that the first thing to know about
"the meaning of the English sentence" is "the conditions
under which it would be true®" (p. 169). He describes the
analyéis of meaning as consisting of two topics:

..o first, the description of possible langquages or
grammars as abstract semantic systems whereby symbols
are assoclated with aspects of the world; and second
the description of the psychological and soc1ologicai
facts whereby a particular one of these abstract
semantic systems 1s theone used by a person or a
population. (Ibid.: 170).



The first is the referential or model-theoretic approach,
with a long tradition dating back to Frege (1892), Ajdukie-
wicz (1935), and Tarski (1936). It is Montague’s version of
it that I intendtouse forthesemantics of the imperative
in English in the present study. It will be referred to as
Montague Semantics (MS).

Referring specifically to the treatment of non-declara-
tives, Lewis modifies his earlier claim that the meaning of a
sentence "was at least that which determines the conditions
under which the sentence is true or false" (Ibid.: 205). He
claims that only declaratives may be referred to as true or
false and then concludes that i1f commands and questions (and
others) do not have truth values, it will not be correct to
say "that their meanings determine their truth conditions"

(Ibid.).

B) The Representation of Meaning

Lewis cites the sentence-radical theory of Stenius as
one of the possible approaches to the representation of
meaning in sentences. In it, he notes, all sentences are

broken up into two parts. He says these are
a sentence-radical that specifies a state of affairs and
a Mmooy that Uetermines whether tne spealier is declaring

that the state of affairs holds, commanding that it
hold, asking whether it holds, or what. (gIbld.: 206).

Lewis then refers to the following sentences (Ibid.),

(1°.5.2)(a) You are late.
(b) Be late!
(c) Are you late?

as having a Ycommon sentence-radicel'. This sentence radical
thus identifies the state of affairs of "your being late®,
except that the moods are different. He givee the base
structure of the sentences as follows:
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(1.5.3) SENTENCE
{ declarative S/N N
Ti1mperatcive
interrogative a#”ﬂﬂ,ﬂ#xk\\‘ﬁakh
(S/Nl)/(C/C) <[3/C you
be . late

(Lewis, Op.cit.: 206)

He explains that S stands for the sentence radical, and that
the different moods trigger off "different transformations of
the sentence radical, leading to the different sentences
above". He claims that the sentence is not declarative,
although it may be represented on the surface as "that you

are late" (Ibid.). He then concludes:

It is sentence radicals that have truth-values _as
extensions, functions from indices to truth-values as
intensions, and meanings with the category S and an S-
intension at the topmost node. (Ibid.).

Nevertheless, it is only the sentence radicals of dec-
laratives that can have truth values; those of imperatives
and other non-declaratives still cannot. The semantics of
mood, he notes, is rather different for it pertains only to
rules of language use. As Stenius puts it, if a person in an
appropriate position of power addresses a sentence (which
represents the form MOOD IMPERATIVE PLUS S-MEANING M) to you,
it is the case that you may act in such a manner as to make
M true in that state of affairs.

Lewis says however that he prefers his own approach in
which meanings are seen 1n terms of base structures. He
gives the following examples:
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A | /S\
S/N 1 t‘q
(S/N)/Ns/\ I

T S
command you Zfijiiil.

ask whether

(Ibid.: 207)

He claims that meanings like these may be represented by

performative sentences, in the style of Austin (1962), thus
(p. 208):

(1.5.5)(a) I command you to be late.
(b) I ask you whether you are late.

From these performatives, the following non-declaratives are
transformationally derived (Ibid.).

(1.5.6)(5) Be late!
(b) Are you late?

He declares:

I propose that these non-declaratives ought to be
treated as paraphrases of the corresponding _
performatives aving the same base_structure, meaning,
lntension, and truth-value at an index or on an _
occasion. And I propose that there 1s no difference in
kind between the meanings of these performatives and
non-declaratives and the meanings of the ordipar

declarative sentences considered vreviously. (Ibid.: 208)

He also claims that i1f performatives are declarative in
structure, the only difference between declaratives and non-
declaratives will merely be a matter of "syntactic surface
distinction". But he draws a distinction in sentential
meanings between those represented by declaratives and those
represented by performatives, and he describes the latter as

"performative sentential meanings" (Ibid.). Lewis acknow-

o b ) o e e e g o
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ledges, however, that non-declaratives do not express truth
values (just like Stenius, who only assigns truth values to
sentence radicals and not to full sentences). Lewis claims

that the method of his paraphrased performative does allow
sentences which are not performatives to have truth values.
Explaining how this may happen, he says that such a truth
value is not assigned to the embedded sentence (the that-

clause of the sentence radical) but to the paraphrased per-
formative. He observes: |

I1f I say to you Be late! and you are not late, the
embedded sentence is false, but the paraphraseé
erformative is true because I do command that you be
ate. I see no problem in lettlTig non-declaratives
have the truth-values of the gerformatlves they _
araphrase; after all, we need not ever mention their
2:1[:81;_ -values 1f we would rather not. (Lewis, 1972: 209-

I comment briefly here. The two approaches just summa-
rized are quite significant in the literature on the seman-
tics of sentences in English. Recent proposals have been
organized around the ideas that emanate from the studies,
e.g., the significance of the complement that-clause (as we

shall see shortly). Nevertheless, 1t must be asked why these
analysts adopt methods which practically do three things:

(i) rephrase the original sentence,

(11) change non-declaratives structurally into
declaratives, and then,

(111) <c¢laim that the "new" sentences have truth values
in the same manner as declaratives (since the
distinction between declaratives and non-

declaratives has structurally been suppressed
in the paraphrased "new" sentence forms).

(ne may react to this by aslking what choice they have.
How can they avoid paraphrasing the sentences?26 Are they

simply to represent the meaning of an imperative like
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(1.5.7) Advance!

as
(1.5.8) Move forward!

or not? If theydosomethinglike this, they mayonly
succeed in replacing verbs by their synonyms. But they will
thus leave the syntactic configurations of the original sen-
tences basically unchanged, and so we can still talk meaning-
fully about declaratives and non-declaratives. Therefore to
claim, as they do, that there is a core meaning, an S-meaning
or a base structure representing "meaning" is simply to
distort the point at 1issue, i.e., how to do the semantics of
the sentences 0of natural languages as they are structurally
-~ declaratives and non-declaratives -- not as declaratives
disguised as that-clauses or as paraphrased performatives.
And it is possible to do this in a neutral and efficient way,
i.e., by the use of an extension of the model-theoretic

approach proposed in the writings of Richard Montague. I
shall elaborate on this i1n the next chapter.

1.6 The Syntactic Mood Approach

A) Propositions and Clause Types

The ideas raised by Stenius, Lewis and others generate
considerable interest in the complement clauses that occur in
sentences. Apart from the aspects that come up under the PH,
there is also the question of what the formof the verb in a
sentence may have to do with the proposition that the sent-
ence may have. Huntley (1980) examines this issue and asks
1f it is the subjunctive form which some complement that-
clauses have that prevents them from having truth values. He
contrasts the complements in the following sentences which

have subjunctive verdb forms with those which have indicetive
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verb forms (p. 293),

requested
(1.6.1)(a) He that he be sent to Coventry
demanded
announced is being
(b) He that he | sent to
declared will be
coventry

and asks why a semantic difference that parallels the sub-
junctive/indicative distinction appears to hold. He then
raises the question as to whether or not there are two types
of propositions. He notes that (i) the proposals of Stenius
(Op. cit), Prior, Hare as well as that of Searle (Op. cit.)
containthenotionof a core meaning (or what he calls the
"Same Content Thesis" (SCT)) for all sentences and regard
proposition or descriptive content as capable of being true
or false; -and that (ii) Lewis (1972) and others hold the view
that propositions‘ are functions from possible worlds to truth
velues. In (ii), Huntley points out, the indicative/
subjunctive contrast is irrelevant, for it is a questicn

of the "actual world either is or is not a member of the set

of worlds which constitutes a given proposition" (p.304).

Huntley then goes on to say that it may be that the
proponents of the SCT have the same conception of proposi-
tions as that of Lewis and others, and so the proposition in
a declarative sentence is true if the set of possible worlds
which it contains includes the actual world. He observes:

t‘here such prOp 1t10n 18 e ressed i1mperatively, the
very same s t of possible worlds is again at issue as
constitutingt et of which he actual w rld has to be

the s
a member in order f or the order or demand ave _been
complied with. Assecsing a commﬁnd or order nvolves

determining vwhat has to ﬁe done in order to bring i
aoout thatgthe actual world 3 a.memgér of the sét fn

question. (Huntley, 1980: 305

Huntley then links indicative clauses with declaratives and
propositions which relate to actual situations on the one

hand, and on the other, subjunctive clauses with imperatives
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and propositions referring to merely possible situations.

A brief comment is in place here. In Huntley’s propo-
sal, two aspects can be isolated: (a) the question of what
the notion of proposition embraces, and (b), how the indica-
tive and subjunctive verb forms relate to the declarative and
imperative sentence types with regard to propositions. 1In
the (a)-aspect, he .surprisingly tries to link the notion_of
possible world with verbal moods -- indicative and subjunc-_
tive moods -- making the subjunctive mood the medium that
refers to unreal (or merely possible) situations or woflds.
But this is not necessarily the case. The notion of unreal
situations can be conveyed by 1f-clauses which lack the
subjunctive verb mood and are not in complement positions in
sentences. Furthermore, the sense 0of unreality associated
with such situations may be due to other lexical entities

that occur in the sentences.

(1.6.2)(a) If I lived onthe moon, I wouldn't need a
televhone.

(b) If I see a unicorn, I711 be delighted.

I reject the attempt, in the (b)-aspect, to associate an
imperative with a subjunctive form of verb, even for the
purpose of determining why it does not denote truth values.

I aminclined to believe that Huntley fails to make a careful
distinction between a subjunctive verb form and a base verb
"form., I shall return to the issue of sentences and their

verb forms in the next chapter.

Huntley (1984) also pursues the issue of truth values
in imperatives. He seeks to examine the question as to
whether or not an imperative possesses a "core meaning which
will figure in any explanation of its various useg® (p.103).
tle says he will thus find out whether this core meaning is 2



proposition or something else. He assumes the position that
structures with verbs in the indicative (like declaratives)
express truth values. He then claims that structures like
main clause imperatives, complement infinitival clauses and
non-finite that-clauses (which lack both auxiliary modal and

tense features) are not indicative clauses, and so cannot
have ény truth values. This, for him, means they all have a
common semantic characteristic, 1i.e., they cannot have any
proposition which may be said to be true or false.

If we view this claim against the one contained in
Huntley (1980), we can see that hils basic thesis is that
sentences which do not have their verbs in the indicative
mood cannot have truth values. This is only too‘true.27 But
he gets into trouble when he tries todrawup a 1list of such
structures. He mentions "complement infinitival clauses" as
an example of such clauses. He thus gives the incorrect

impression that such a clauseisinthe same position as an

imperative.28

(1.6.3)(a) Kate wants to go home.
(b) John tried to stand up.

At least on the basis of their surface forms, the complement
clauses in (1.6.3) must be distinguished from imperatives.

(l1.6.4)(a) Kate, go home!
(b) Stand up, John.

As we shall see in Chapter Four below, the relationship
between imperatives and tenses must be made very clear.

I would like to add that Huntley fails to provide a
concrete demonstration of the semantic representation of any
of the structures in question, including the imperative, as
Lewis (Op. cit.) has tried to do. This is the real test for
the correctness of the claims that link propositions with the



notion of clause types. I shall take up this problem in
Chapter Five and thentry to spell out analternative way of
going about 1it.

B) Mood and Sentence Interpretation

Hausser (1979) also discusses the imperative construc-
tion. He tries to make a distinction between a szntactic mood

and a speech act. He says that a syntactic mood refers to
the formal properties of linguistic surface expressions
whereas a speech act refers to the function that a linguistic
expression is used to perform. (See also Lyons, 1968). He
observes that the literal meaning of an expression remailns
the same no matter the number of different speech acts that
are made with it. For example, the sentence in (l1.6.5) can.
be used as a request, wher-e the response will be the action
of giving the speaker the salt; or as a mere question, where
the response may simply be yes or no.

(1.6.5) Could you pass the salt?

Referring specifically to sentence types, Hausser argues
that both declaratives and non-declaratives can be semanti-
cally interpreted with the help of the denotations of complex
IV-phrases. The only difference between them, he continues,
is that in the same model-theoretic, surface compositional
analysis, a declarative receives a treatment involving func-
tions from points of reference to truth values, whereas non-
declaratives, including imperatives, are given a treatment

involving a function from points of reference into functions
from individuals to truth values, 1.e., VP-meaning:

(1.6.6)(a) (t ) ===-- > {0, 1} [DECLARATIVES]
(b) (W, t ) ====- > (A ==—-- > {0, 11} )
[ NON-DECLARATIVE)

To comment briefly on Hausser’s proposal, I would say
his representation of non-declaratives does not distinguish
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them from declaratives. The denotation he gives them is no
more than a set of properties of individuals in Montague’s
PTQ. (see Montague, 1974: Chapter 8). This does not capture
the notion of imperatives as sentences.

He goes on to claim that since declaratives have propo-
sitions as their possible denotations, non-declaratives |
should have other kinds of possible denotations since it is
obligatory in generative grammar that different syntactic
moods should have different types of semantico-syntactic
surface representation. He maintains that it is possible to
do this within the framework of the grammar of PTQ. Accor-
ding to him, a semantic analysis of an imperative therefore
looks like this:

(l1.6.7)(a) Leave! € <e, t>
When translated into intensional logic, it

becomes

(b)  “Axlr,{x} A leave” (x)] € ME¢s, <e, t>>
(I have modified someof the symbols used in

Hausser (1979: 183.).
He explains the above translation thus:

[(1.6.7 (b)] ... denotes the property of being the hearer
I'-) and to be leaving. r-, 1S a contexte-variable
regresentlng the property “°0f being the hearer ...

(Ibid.).
The presence of the context-variable ¢, , he claims, is very
crucial. It separates, semantically, imperatives ("which are
complete expressions") from other IV-phrases which are not

complete linguistic expressions,29 The advantage of this, he
points out, is that

The 'propositional content' of imperatives, finally is
captured, in the semantic representation w;ﬁhout the
counter-intuitive assumption that imperatives denote
propositions and W1thou§'1nvok1ng putative speech-act

properties, (Ibid.: 184).
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He then posits the fulfilment condition for imperative

sentences as follows.

If the hearer S utters f...{(a) (where a € Pp.,.,) towards
a hearer h at time jin order to make a request, then
this utterance 1is fylfilled request if and only 1f
there is g time % 3 2 J, such'thatlh = A al(x)]is
true at j4. (Ibi } - -

I briefly comment on the proposal above., Hausser here
tries to provide fulfilment conditions just as we have

felicity conditions for declaratives (see Austin, 1962).
Hausser, unlike Huntley (1984), attempts to give an indica-
tion of what syntactic structure may be said to denote a
proposition that will be true when the request is fulfilled.
It is a(x). The problem here 1is that a(x) represents a

declarative sentence in predicate logic. Since this struc-
ture 1is the "semantic representation”™ of what he calls the

"propositional content"™ of an imperative, it all comes down

to saying that it is declarative sentences that denéte
propositions. In this regard, the unique contribution of the
imperative construction relates to the "shift in time". This
1s perhaps what Schmerling (1982) means when she says that
imperatives bring about states of affairs that are true. (See

Chapter Three below).

The problem with highlighting the change in time that is
associated with imperatives with regard to their "meaning" is

that it places too much emphasis on what they do (to bring
about a new state of affairs). It 1is also necessary to
account for how they are organized (for themto be able to
indicate this shift in time). 1If imperatives are to be
analysed as a syntactic mood category, it is crucial to be
clear about this aspect of their nature. One of the aims
of the analysis of the imperativeto be provided in the
present study, therefore, is to find out how they are orga-
nized, semantically, as a syntactic mood category and so
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account for how they convey meaning.

Insum, it canbe said that we have seen many different
approaches to the semantics of sentences in English, inclu-
ding the imperative sentence. Suggestions range from "common
core®™ theories for all sentences presented in different forms
-- complement that-clauses, sentence-radical and others -- to

the derivation of non-declaratives from performatives and
theories on how to make non-declaratives have truth values,
It is fair to say that not one of them actually attempts to
provide truth values for non-declaratives directly; their
attempts do not go further than turning the sentences into
declaratives in avariety of ways, andtrying to make the
notions of truth and falsity apply to the new structures
rather than the original ones.

It is the case that imperatives (and other non-declara-
tives), in their original syntactic shapes, have no truth
values -- just as Frege sailid a long time ago. It 1s interes-
ting that there are a few attempts to try touse the syntac-
tic mood approach, as we have seen above. Although the
proposals they make are inadequate, they are remarkable in
that they give a great deal of attention to sentences as
tyvpes, a