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The major existing ahalyses of the imperative are inadequate in the arbit-
rariness they ascribe to the surface form. A non-arbitrary analysis is presented
here,* which accounts for both the command foree of an imperative and for
its surface form, and explains why this form should exist, with this force, in
pragmatic and universal terms.

Consider firsé, howover, the arbitrariness which the two major modern
existing analyses of the imperative aseribe to the surface form. The first
of these is the syntactic transformational (e.g. Katz and Postal 1964) which
posits an underlying structure something like (2) for (1}.

1 Leave!
2  IMP you will leave

The Imperative transformation applies to (2), triggered by IMP, and derives
the surface form (1). The second approach is the generative semantic/per-
formative (e.g. Lakoff 1971; based on Austin 1962; Searle 1969) which posits
an underlying structure like {3) (loosely represented as (4)) to which certain
rules apply to derive (1), Here, (3) incorporates Ross’s (1972) analysis of
action predicates, involving DO.

3 COMMAND (x, y, DO {y, leave(y}})
4 I order you fo leave

1 Pregented at the 12th Intornationsl Conferenco on Polish-Englishh Contrastive
Lingaistics, Unisjéw, Polend, May 1977. The ideas discussed here were originally pre-
sented in Wachtel {1976; chapt. 4). I am grateful to Patrick Griffiths, David Reihel,
Antheny Warner, John (ireen, George Horn, and Grzegorz Dogil for their help and
comments on an earlior draft,
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These are attempts to account for the surface forms of imperatives, and
for the meaning relationships between them and other fuller sentences with
clearly similar moanings (¢f. the underlying forms, above). However, they
are bolh arbitrary in their explanation of the surface forms in that they fail
to provide an explanation of why the devices they involve should operale,
why such forms should exist, why language should be like this at all. Why,
for instance, should yow and will be deleted to form the surface imperative
form? Deletion 13 as arbitrary as, for example, moving them to the end of the
sentence, or inserting sceocbie-doo, so that the form of the imperative would bo
either (5) or (6).

il *Leave you willl
6 *Seoobie-doo-leavel

Or, why is it not the case that commands only appear as either (7} or (8)?

7 You will leave
8 I order you to leave

Why should a specific "imperative form’ exist, when these sentences are
adequate commands? |

Consider, further, the arbitrariness implicit in Katz & Postal's (1964:74ff.)
treatment of imperatives and questions, where they posit I (=IMWP) as
the underlying imperative morpheme and @ as the underlying question mor-
pheme. Subscquent Imperative and Question formation transformations,
specifing these morphemes, respectively, delete them, as well as performing
other deletion and reordering processes.

The actual surface form of questions may be considered arbilrary, Subject-
Verb inversion, WH-fronting, and so on, are atbitrary markers of inter-
rogation, and not universal features of language: English fronts its WH-word,
Chinese doesn’t; English inverts for truth-value questions, Polish uses an
mitial question morpheme, Chinese and Fulani a final ono, and so on, Thus
the form that the interrogative takes in any particular language is arbitrary.

Katz & Postal’s treatment of imperatives, however, parallels their treatment
of questions. Just as @ triggers certain rules, so IMP triggers certain other
rules, which result in the surface form. Nevertheless, there is a great deal
more consensus smong languages with respect to the imperative form — a
subjectless bare verb stem — than with respect to the question form. (This
startling degree of uniformity is examined in more detail below.) Their analysis
obscures this fact.

It is not disputed here that the surface forms of questions are arbitrary,
or that the form of any other syntactic construction may be arbitrary. Tt is
disputed that all such forms are necessarily arbitrary, by the nature of lan-
guage. In particular, it is disputed that the imperative form is just .I:'.I:E..;EI;I'-
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bitrary as the question form, as is implicit in the Katz-Postal account, which

is based on deriving each from an abstract underlying morpheme. If a func-

tional explanation exists, then it must not be obscured by the othorwise
prevalent arbitrariness.

Recall that the traditional grammarians’ approach to the imperative
also ascribes arbitrariness to the surface form: “With an imperative it 13
generally unnecessary to add the subject” (Jespersen, 1933: 102). Apparently
it just so happens that a sentence consisting of a tenseless verb without &
subject (or with an “understood’ you) has the effect of a command. This
‘surface structure analysis’ of the imperative has recently been revived, in
Downes (1976), where the fact that imperatives have the force of commands
is considered to be purely a part of pragmatics, and not syntax/semantics,
and the illocutionary force of imperatives (‘“main clause infinitives™) is ac-
counted for by a pragmatic interpretive rule. Thus it is considered incorrect
to represent this illocutionary force by IMP or COMMAND, and the only
linguistic analyeis considered necessary is the surface structure one. This
structure has the illocutionary force potential of a command, and if the pre-
conditions (as, e.g., in Searle 1969; see below) are met, it has this illocutionary
force, According to this analysis, there is no more to the imperative, lin-
cuistically, than there is to any sign — a beckoning finger, for instance. Thus
the traditional grammarians’ arbitrariness is clothed in pragmatics.

This is an unsatisfactory and arbitrary dismissal of the imperative, and
is in no way an explanation. It ascribes the same arbitrariness to the surface
form, in that the pragmaties involved deal with a much wider range of signs
than just the imperative, and there is not considered to be anything i im-
peratives, linguistically, that has anything to do with commanding. Since
there is no such connection, the form must be considered arbitrary. [t does
have the merit of acknowledging the interpersonal aspect of commanding,
the importance of which will be developed further below.

The two accounts discussed above, on the other hand, say: “Look at all
this machinery. This is how it works. This is the structure of language”,
but without saying why this should be so, why this particular bit of linguistic
machinery should have this effect. The simple question here is why the 1m-
perative has the form and effect it does, if this is not arbitrary? Thus, not
“How does i1t work?” but “Why does it work?".

The present analysis claims that it is the bare stem that is used as an
imperative (and not an ‘imperative form”), and that this is not an arbitrary
choice, but results from the fact that an imperative is intended to be taken
as an answer by one speaker to his interlocutor’s hypothetical question: What
shall I do now?. The hypothetical question is represented as What shall I do
now? throughout. It is stressed that it is the meaning of this question that is
important, and not the form. That is, it could equally well be represented as
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What do you want me to do? or What must I do?, or any other form which expres-
ses the authority relationship and invites & command, The ‘answer’ to this
question is, e.g., You shall leave now, but normal syntactic rules operate to
delete repeated material, thus leaving only the buare stem: leave. The fact that
this form is subjectless, tenseless, etc., indieates the pragmatic presupposgition
of the existence of the hypothetical question, and thus establishos the neces-
sary authority relationship. No such question is actuaily asked, but the use
of the bare stem indicates that the speaker is acting as if it had been, which
is what the imperative is about.

English is used to exemplify the pragmatic and syntactic aspects dealt
with. below. However, since the nature of the analysis suggests that it is uni-
versal, data from fifteen other languages is presented in the appondix.

Considering what is involved in giving a command, let us turn to Searle’s
(1969 : 62) “Rules for the use of the illocutionary force indicating device™.
These are conditions whieh must be fulfilled for & sentence to have a certain
tllocutionary force. Consider what Searle (1969 : 64) has to say on giving an
order: “The preparatory conditions include that the speaker should be in a
position of authority over the hearer, the sincerity condition is that the spealk-
er wants the ordered act done, and the essential condition has to do with
the fact that the speaker intends the utterance as an attempt to got the heaver
to do theact”. The conditions in Gordon & Lakoff (1971) {in the form of menn-
ing postulates) are equivalent to these conditions. These deal with simecrity
and wanting the act done by the addressee. Tho authority aspect seers to
have been neglected by linguists, since, presumably, this is & social issue and
not a linguistic one. This erroneous and far-reaching conclusion necds to be
remedied.

A command with no authority behind it will not work (thus Searle’s von-
ditions). Where does this authority come from? 1t iy clearly a purely social
(non-linguistic) matter. Either A has authority over B, or he doos not. Con-
sider, however, the cases where there are no overt signals of authority, ie.
between peers. Here this is being taken to mean people who act as if they
were peers, people who interact in a situation with no overt sighals defining
their relationship. Such is the bulk of everyday interaction. The question is
where the authority behind a command comes from in such a situation. Or,
how is the authority to give a command established between individuals who
are in no authority situation/relationship already?

There are two possibilities: the deferent and the assertive. The authority
relationship may be established by deference on the part of the party wishing
to rule (Uriah Heep) or by assertiveness on the part of the party wishing to

rule (the mucho way). Either You wear the trousers, or you put them on some-
one else (counter respectively). In each case there are two ways of doing it:
the explicit and the implicit,
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Deference The explicit way is simply to state that the authority relationship

is such.

9 Your wish is my command
10 At your service
11 Awaiting further instructions
12 I'm "amble, I am

The implicit way to establish the other’s authority is to ask a question whose
basic form is (18).

13 What shall T do now?

The utterance of this signals that the utterer wishes to be given an order, ‘r-}?a,tr
his interlocutor has {according to him, which is all that matters) the authority
to tell him what to do, to issue an order which will be obeyed. It is not an ex-
plicit assertion of deference; the actual specification of the authority I'El}lt-lf}ﬂ“
ship is pragmatically prosupposed (Stalnaker, 1974) by the speaker, on uttering

something like {13).

A;ssertiﬂeneas The explicit way to indicate that one believes himself to have
the authority is to declare it;

14 As your commanding officer. ..
15 I’'m the boss around here
16 Becauge I’'m your mother!

The implicit way to establish one’s own authority is to assutrie that un?‘s
interlocutor has already conceded the authority, just as the implicit defer!a-nt-] al
way 18 to assume that the opposite authority relationshiP has been Estu;b].]she(?.
One way of doing this is to act linguistically as if one’s intorlocutor has impli-
citly established one’s anthority by a question such as (13), ﬂ:b(ﬂ’ff. The lfest-.
way to do this is to answer the question, and indicate, by synt-a.et-m' -:l;trlut-mn.
that even if no such question was actually asked, one is acting as had if it heen,
and the "answer’is to be taken as such. To assume this h}?pﬂthetica:l anteced-
ent (a pragmatic presupposition} results in utterances of the following type.

17 A: {What shall I do now?)
B: (You shall) G'o home

This results in a so-called ‘imperative form’. Only the hare EtEI?El remaing. By
deleting you and shall (which is here to be taken as representing the set ‘ff
modals, real or abstract, that might be used here, o.g. must, sha:u!cf, o) B is
treating them ag repeated items, thus implying their presence in & previous
utterance, namely, one of the same logical (though not neeessa:ml}r Iem.ea})
form as the one given here. Thus the form of the imperative implies that it is
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the answer to a question which is itself an implicit signal of deference. Thus,
by a sort of transitivity, an utterance of 'imperative’ form is an implicit as-
sertion of authority. It is preciscly for this reason that an ‘imperative” has the
force of a command.

The same analysis in terms of the performative analysis leads to a ques-
tion-and-answer pair (corresponding to (17), above) of the following general
form.

18 A: (What do you command me to do now?)
B: {I command you to} (Yo home

Or something like (19).

19 A: (REQUEST (A, B, COMMAND (B, A, DO (A, (A))
B: (COMMAND (B, A, DO (A,) Go kome {{AD)))

A completely atheoretical account will do equally well: the imperative form
is simply that action which is being asked about in the hypothetical antecedent
question. If question words, such as what, are considered as variables in a gen-
eral conceptual representation (see Lo Cascio 1976), then tho imperative is the
proper name (or constant) that is substituted for that variable, thus making
the general conceptual representation more specifie. Thus, for B to say no
more than that proper name, i.e. go home, is to imply that A requires this par-
ticular specification of some variable. Thus the hypothetical ‘conversation’
might be (20).

20 A: (What I shall do now is x)
B: {x is) ‘go home’

This corresponds to the equivalence between (213 and (22).

21 A: What is two plus two?
I: Four

29 A 242=x
I x=4

It 1s clear that such an analysis explicitly specifics the link between author-
ity and commanding, and explaing where the covert authority of the ‘Im-
pevative form’ 18 derived froro. As such, it is alreudy superior to the analyses
discussed earlier, where authority is a separate pragmatic condition on the
speech act of commanding, and unrelated to the surface form. The important
point here is that the imperative is the “answer’ to a hypothetical question.
This question is in a sense being imposed upon the addressee by the issuer of
the command. Although it never happened, they hoth behave as though it had.
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There follows some evidence which snpports the above analysis by show-
ing that the pragmatic and syntactic features involved are erucial in related
but different parts of the language, and ar¢ therefore not ad hoe,

Consider the similarity in surface form between commands and sugges-
tions, pieces of advice, and other such forms. This i3 due to the fact that these
are the result of the same type of process: a suggestion, for instance, is the
answer {0 a (possibly hypothetical) gquestion requesting a suggestion; the same
is true for advice-giving, where the question requests advice. The difference
between commands, suggestions, advice, and 8o on, corresponds exactly to the
preconditions for the particular speech act involved. Thus, a suggestion dooes
not involve the same iype of authority relationship as & command ,but it does
involve a specific relationship. This difference is specified by the difference in
the hypothetical guestion assumed to have been asked.

23 A: {What do you suggest I do now?)
B: (I suggest you) Go home

24 A: (What do you advise me to do now?)
B: (I advise you to) Go home

Note, further, the restaurant situation, in which a eustomer may order his
meal by using a serics of NFPs.

25 Soup, ratatonille, and a Wonder Ice Cake

This cllipsis is made possiblo by the fact that 1he interlocutor roles are obvious
in the given context. The customer/waiter relationship may be specified in a
Question-and-answer format.

26 A: (What do you want me to bring you?)
B: (I want you to bring me) Soup, ratatouillc, and @« Wonder Tee Cake

Suggested answers to one's own questions also have the same surface form.

27 What did he do? Go home?
28 Where have you been? In London?
29 What do you want me to do now? Mow the lawn?

These ‘imperatives’ are clearly not commands. They differ from true sugges-
tions in that they are overtly suggested answers to guoestions, which true sug-
gestions are only covertly (and to a different question). It is much more trans-
parent in these cases that the ubterances in question, identical in form to com-
mand ‘imperatives’, are the result of delotion specified by the antecedent
question, and also that they are suggested specifications of variables. Note
that the utterances in {27 - 9) have no illocutionary force in terms of their
propositional content: go home!? in (27) is not a question about going home but
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one about whether the proposition expressed (elliptically) by go home is the
true answer to the first question,

Straightforward snswers to ordinary questions also exhibit the same tvpe
of ellipsis, -

30 A: How’'s your father?
B: (My father is) Fine

31 A: What’s the time?
B: (The time is) Four o'clock
32 A: Where's my supper?
B: (Your supper’s) In the fridge
33 A: What’s on TV tonight?
B: Kojak (is on TV tonighrt)
34 A: How long has he been out of jail?
B: (He has been out of jail} {for) Three weeks
35 A: What’s he going to do?
B: (He's going to) Kill the cat

Note that Kill the cat is not a command in (35).

This phenomenon is well known and has been for a long time. Postal
(1964 : 34) says of these "fragments” {also referred to as ”soiniaentnnees"}:
""occurrence iu isolation permils no interpretation at all, And their interpre-
tation in context is directly determined by, and docs not involve an elimina-
tion of fixed interpretations inappropriate to, the context”. The point to be
made here is that exactly the same process goes on in the production of im-
peratives as in the "ordinary” answering of questions. This is very strong evidence
in favour of the presont analysis of imperatives. The only difference is that,
with imperatives, the question being answered (whether or not it was literally
asked) is of & very spocific nature, Consider why the fragment go howme in { fif_%)
would permit no interpretation at all if it was in isolation (which it isn't),
whereas the same fragment in (17) is not meaningless, although it is in isola-
tion, i.e. there is no overt antecedent question. |

36 A: What will John do next year?
B: (John will) Go kome (next year)
17 A: (What shall I do now?)
B: (You shall) Go home

Tho answer, of course, is part of gencral conditions on doletion and recover-
ability. Clearly, fragments such as these cannot be answers to just any covert
question whatsoever. This would clearly make context-dependent in;.erpre‘r-:bu
tion impossible. Thus the covert questions are highly restricted in nature, and
in fact strictly linked to the specific relationship holding between questioner
and answerer in terms of authority, advisory eapacity, and so on. When such
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a relationship is established, when such a centext is elear, then the ‘impera-
tive' answer can be freated as a reply to a hypothetical gquestion congistent
with this context.

The point that these straightforward answers to questions exhibit the same
type of deletion is crucial here. It is the existence of this type of deleticn that
enables the implicit assertive way of establishing authority to work. The beauty
of the present case lies in the way this common linguistic process hag been
exploited in the uge of language by people behaving linguistically as if there
had been an utterance of a specific type when there had been none. The sub-
tlety lies in the fact that the succoss of thig strategy depends on the identity
conditions which permit deletion; these are common to all deletion rules.
Because of the nature of surface structure constraints in English, a speaker
of English knows that certain material has been deleted from a sentence like (1),

1 Leave!

Because of what he knows about identity conditions on deletion, a speaker of
English who utters (1) is acting as if there had been an utterance of a certain
type uttered just before his utterance of (1). If the speaker and his inter-
locutor do not act as if there had been such a preceding utteranee, then (1) 1s
ungrammatical; it can easily be shown by the speaker that this is not so. This
apparent flagrant violation of conditions on deletion, then, indicates that it is
to he taken thatl a suitable antecedent occurred. Thus the existence of this
hypothetical antecedent is a conventional implicature (Grice 1968) on the part
of the person who utters (1). The importance of this peint is that, in English,
the imperative command is the only form exhibiting this tiype of deletion that
appears without a surface subjech and also without an antecedent occurrence
of the subject, which would normally permit deletion. This strongly suggests
the pragmatic presupposition of a suitable antecedent, and this is a question
of the What shall I do now? type.

Further supporting evidence comes from commands of the form of “whim-
peratives” such as (37), and “fractured whimperatives” such as (38).

37 Why don't you pipe down
33 Pipe down, why don’t you

(38) is derived from (37) by a rule of 'fracturing” (Sadock, 1974). Although
pipe down in (38) looks like an ‘imperative form® command, it is clear that it
is not derived by any sort of ‘imperative-formation’ rules. It is simply the
fronted verb stem of the whimperative. This is a clear case of the verb stem of
the whimperative. This is a clear case of the verb stem, as such, being used as
a command. The evidence is of course only available in a language which uses
fracturing, like English.
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Consider now some supporting evidence that stems from a possible objection
to this analysis. In the appendix, evidence in support of the bare stem analysis
is presented from a number of different languages. Only the you-sing., or ‘ab-
rupt’, forms are considered here. It may be objected that other forms are also
used as imperatives in various languages, and that argue against the analysis.
In fact, corroborating evidence of a very interesting kind comes from these
forms, in spite of the fact that thesc are stem--affix forms.

Consider first that the two other principal forms used as commands, and
often called ‘imperatives’, are the subjunctive and the infinitive. Their nse is
widespread in many languages. Spanish, Italian, and Polish will be used to
exemplify the point here. Consider the following forms. (The attitudinal over-
lays that distinguish between these forms will not be disenssed here.)

Spanish:  quebebha “drink”
that drink-you (pol.}-subj.
bheber ‘drink!’

drink-inf.

Ttalian: parli "speak!’
speak-you {pol.)-subj.
parlare speak!’
gpeak-inf,

{In Italian, the infinitive as command is more common in the negative: non
parlare “don’t speak!’.)

Poligh: zebys pchal
that-you {fam.)-push-subj.
pchad ‘push!’
push-inf,

‘push! (or elge..)’

The important question is whether it is arbitrary that these two marked forms
are used as commands in these {and many other) languages. Why does one not
find the past tense, for instance, used in this way? Clearly the choice is not
arbitrary. In that case, what is the explanation? |

Note how these forms relate to ways of asking a question about a future
action in these languages. The following are all ways of saying Whet do you
want me fo dot and What shallfmustjshould I de?, which arc the key questions
here.

Spanish:  ?Qué quieres que baga?
- what want-vou that do-I-subyj.
tQué tango que hecer?
what must-I do-inf.
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Italian: Co=a vuoi che faccia?
what want-you that do-I-subj.
Cosa dovo fare?
what must-I do-inf.

Polish: Co chcesz zebym zrobil?
what want-you that-I-do-subj.
Co mam zrobié?
what am-I-(to) do-inf.

The particular lexical items fengo que, devo, and mam arve like shall in (17),
above, representing a set of items that might be used here. In these questions,
the subjunective is used for perfectly regular reasons, dependent on the syntax
and semantics of questions, A full answer to the subjunctive questions could
be the following, for I want you fo —— ——— ;

Spanish:  Quiero que behg
| want-I that drink-you (pol.)-subj.
Ttalian:  Voglio che parli
want-1 that speak-vou (pel.)-subj.
Polish: Chee zZebyé pchat
want-I that-you {fam.)-push-subj.

If we remove guiero, voglio che, and chee (which are repeated material, control-
led by the question) from these answers, we are left with the subjunetive im-
perative’ forms, and thig holds for all the various "persons” that might be used
here. The difference between Spanish and Italian is that the former retains the
complementizer (like Polish) and the latter deletes it, though in neither case
is this an absolute rule.

Exactly the same situation obtains for the full answers to the infinitive

questions.

Spanish: Tienes que beber “You must drink”’

must-you drink

Ttalian: Devi pariare “You must speak’

mugt-you gpeak
Polish: Masz pchad
are-you-{to) push

“You are to push’

If we remove lienes que, devi, and masz (repeated material}, we arc left with
the infinitive ‘imperative’.

Thus we see that 1t is not only in ‘abrupl’ imperatives that we sce the
operation of the assumption of a covert question. Subjunctives and mnfinitives
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are also used as commands because they are used in answering questions
about future action. Deletion signals the fact that the material is to be taken
as repeated. If we do not accept the present analysis, then we disrcgard the
parallelism between ways of asking/answering questions and ways of com-
manding. The data suggests that we can "answer’ a covert question of this
type by either using the verb form of whatever the full answer would have
been (infinitive or subjunctive), or by also deleting the markers indicating
these forms, and using the bare stem only.

Another possible objection to this analysis is that it is appropriate only
for a subpart of imperatives, including advice, suggestions, and so on, but
does not cover commands where a covert quesiion is implausible, such as (39).

39 Get off my toe, you bagtard!

The present analysis dees not claim, however, that thero is an actual under-
Iying question before every command, to which the command is an answer.
That would imply that for every command there exists at least one poten-
tially willing commandee, which ir not necessarily true. What ig claimed is
that the utterer of a command in the form of an imperative acts as if there
had been a preceding question, that this is indicated by the use of deletion
rules which are triggered by this hypothetical antecedent, and that this is
where the illocutionary foree of a command comes from — the command-
issier linguistically forces his addressee into a position where they are both
acting as if he, the addressee, had asked the question. In the case of Impera-
tives like (39), although it is clear that it didn’t happen, they both act as
though it had — even if he refuses to get off his toe, hecause he has neverthe-
less understood the meaning and force of the command, but simply chosen
not to obey.

Thus we see that the form of the so-called “imperative’ can bo accounted
for in a non-ad hoc manner in terms of establishing, by implicature, of an
authority relationship between two people. The relationship is covertly estab-
lished by the issuer of the command, and can be specified by a hypothetical
question-and-answer dialogue. The advantage that this has over the ‘solu-
tionist’ analyses discussed earlier is that it not only derives tho surface form
from a well-motivated underlying form, as the solutionist analyses do, but
also explains why this derivation should operate in the particular way it does
and in no other way, even in languages with a rich inflectional morphology
(see the Appendix for details}). Furthermore, it explains why this form — a
bare stem — works as a command, thus revealing the non-arbitrary nature
of the surface form. It is a further advantage of this analysis that it applies
irregpective of the particular framework adopted for the underlying represen-
tation of the commmand utterance. Thus language transcends the polemics of
linguistic theorisation.
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Fiften other languages will be examined here, some related to each other,
others very distinet, in order to establish the universal nature of the hypoth-
esis that if is the bare stem that isused as an imperative, which the covert-ques-
tion hypothesis makes use of,

These analyses are necessarily brief, and irrclevant details are onutted,
Standard orthography will be used, unless this iz phonetically opaque in a
significant way. The analyses intended to show, firstly, that othor languages
clearly support the hypothesis, and secondly, that where a language appears
not ta support it {e.g. Polish, Greck, and others), this is the result of the
opacity of the surface forms, and a correct analysis reveals that the langunage
docs support the hypothesis, This is intended as & demonstration that the
existence of apparent counterexamples in other languaces is not sufficient
evidenee, unless supported by a sufficient analysis. Tt will be seen that some
lanonages present very strong cases against the hypothesis,

It is stressod that the cxistence of a language with imperatives whose
form is specifically and overtly o verb stom plus an imperative marker does
not invalidate the question-and-answer hypothesis for imperatives, There is
no reason why a language should not have a speech act marker of this sors,
altached 10 the bare stem imperalive, especially since the speech act of com-
manding is considered fo be ropresented as such at the underlying level of
representation. This type of redundancy is a common feature of language.
What. is interesting, and stunning, is that so many languages do not have
such a marker, when there is no prior reason why they should not.

Square brackels are used hoth for surface phonetie representations and
underlying phonolngical representations. Morpheme boundaries {+-) do net
appear In surface phonelic representations,

Duteh In addition to 47 “you-sing”, and jullie “you-plur.”, Dutch has a “polite’
addressee pronoun #, morphologically singular, but semantically gingular or
plural, This 15 wsed in "polite” imperative, with subjeet-verh inversion.

Komt u binnen, heren ‘Come in, gentlemen!’

Allixed to the stem, £ marks the second and third persons singular of the
present tense. Thus the stem of komd (the infinitive 13 Lbomen) 18 kom, and it 18
this form that 1s used for the ‘abrupt’ imperative, with no addressee pro-
noun.,

Kom morgen naar me toe ‘Come to me tomorrow!’

This is perfectly regular. Further examples of these “unperative forn

breng “bring!” kijk ‘look!’. These are clear examples of the bare ster
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used as a command, even though Dutch (unlike, e.g., English) does mar.k
the second person forms of verbs elsewhere.

Danish The transparency of the orthography throws the bare stems into
relief here. This pattern is regular.

Imperative  Infinitive  Present tense

Abn abne abner ‘open’
lan lane laner lend’

SOV sove sover “alecp’
arbejd arbejde arbejder ‘work’

Pending a more detailed analysis of the phonology, however, (particularly of
the sted), we draw no conclusions here.

Finnish Finnish appears to provide counterevidence, in that imperativeg con-
tain material which is not found in gome other forms. This argues against a

bare stem analysis,

Imperative  Infinitive

ota ottaa “take’
80Vl sopia "suit’
sulje gulkea “close’
1stundu istuntua “git down’

Completely ad hoe phonological rules would be requirnf:d to relate these f{}[‘]{]ilﬂ,
in order to support the hypothesis. Such an &III&IFSLS "WDIIIC']., h{)w:a'vrﬂj, also
neglect two other important points: the traditional anezfiysm. of ¥ _1nmsh }as
having several types of verb stems, and the rw?g.ul&r relat}ﬂn?hlp between the
imperative form and cortain other forms. Traditionally, Finnish uses one stem
for the infinitive, and another for the imperative. Thus the lack of correspon-
dence above. Compare the imperative with the second person prescnt tense

form, however.

ota otat
sOVI sovit
sulje suljet

istuudu istundut

The same regular and transparent relationship is found throughout. The first
and second person forms use this stem; the third person fmrm{s use tho same
sbem as the infinitive, Thus Tinnish provides a clear case of using & hare stem
as & command, even if one cannot speak of ‘the’ stem, which is a language-spe-
cific phenomenon, and independent of the imperat.ivfs. Msfjny languages, for
instance, distinguigh between an indicative and a subjunctive stem (see, €.2.,
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Swahili, below). That it is the stem which is used for the second person forms,

rather than that used for the third person forms, is also congistent with the
hypothesis.

Swahili Here there is clear evidence of the bare stem being used as the “im-
perative form®. The infinitive is marked by the prefix ku-, as in kungoja “wait™
kulenga ‘aim’ kutit ‘obey’. The imperatives are represented in the following
commands.

Ngoja kidoga *“Wait a bit!”
Lenga bunduki ‘Aim the gun!’
Watii wazazi waho ‘Obey your parents!’

In the last example, the imperative form is #i¢. The prefix we- is an object
marker, marking the presence of wazaezi (note the same prefix). Compare this
with the following sentence.

M’tii mwalimu waho ‘Obey your teacher’

These prefixes are clearly not imperative markers. The forms ngoja, lenge,
and #¢ are the verb stems, which in other sentences undergo affixation of
various kinds (arguments, tense, ...) to give the verb forms found elsewhere.

This stem is in fact indicative stem. Swahili subjunctives are formed by
using & subjunctive stem. This is identical to the indicative stem, except
when the Iatter ends in -, which becomes -e in the subjunctive stem. The
subjunctive stem may also be used as a command,

Mwulize akusaidie ‘Ask-him to help-youn’

The indicative stom here is wlize ‘ask’. The prefix is a pronoun. Usually, the.
gubjunctive form is preceded by tafedhali, which is equivalent to please.

Tafadhali, nisaidie = “Please, heip me’
Tafadhali leto sabuni na vitamba  “Please bring soap and cloths’

The indicative stems here are saidie “help’ and lefa “bring®. Compare the
indicative stem of the same verb in the following.

Lete vikombe na visahani vyake, bakuli Ia sukari na biriki chai  “Bring
the cups and saucers, the sugar bowl, and the tea pot’

In the case of those indicative stems which do not end in-a, it is of course
impossgible to tell whether an imperativo i8 an indicative or a subjunctive
stem (if it makes any sense to ask), since the forms are identical. Either way,
however, a bare stem is being used.

It 13 elear, then, that Swahili provides evidence in support of the hypoth-
esis. This evidence is particularly strong in that Swahili abounds in affixes.



20 Tom Waehtel

To put it crudely, Swahili has an affix for everything. This often involves a
lot of redundancy, as in Wuatii wazazi waho, ubove, It is thus particularly
striking that there is no affix marking ‘imperativeness’ — under any analysis
but the present one, there is no reason why there should not be one. The
absence of such an affix is predicted by the present analysis, but accidental
under any other.

Latin One might expeet this richly inflected language to provide counter-
evidence, but this is not the case. In fact, Latin provides very sirong cvidence
that it is the bare stem that is used in imperatives, in that the endings of the
forms vary, depending on the class of verbs involved. That is, the ending is
not predictable from some putatively more basic form. Nor is there any spe-
cific imperative morpheme affixed to the stem or affecting it in some way.
The vowel found in the imperative is found throughout the indicative para-
digm for a given verb, The infinitive is given for contrast here.

Imperative  Imfinitive

VOCS VOOare ‘shout’
NAITY, NarTare “tell”
ride ridére ‘smile’
responde respondére wnawer’
puni puniro ‘punish’
fini finire “finish*

A major class of exceptions is the class known fraditionally as the ‘ihird
conjugation’, where the stem is congidered to end in a consonant (v.g. scrih-
“write®, leg- “read’) but where the imperative ends in - (scribe, lege). To sug-
gest that -e s an imperative marker in these verbs, but occurs in no others,
18 not an interesting solution. It cannot be considered part of the stem, because
1t eannot be accounted for elsowhers in the paradigm, in parts of which a
different short vowel appears. This is also suggested by the fact that the in-
{initives (seribire, legére) have a penultimate short vowel in these verbs only.
We may tentatively suggest, however, a constraint on the surface form of
imperatives, or bare stems, to the effect that they must end in a vowel. This
applies to ail verbs, but vacuously to those with a stem-final vowel, This
simply states that *serib, *leg are unacceptable snrface strings, This is clearly
net @ phonological or categorially-based constraint, since words with final
conscnants, including verbs, are numerous in Latin. It is a constraint on the
structure of morphemes in that it affects surface stems, or imperatives, which
are the only {forms that bare stems surface as.

These details are irrelevant, howcever, to the hypothesis that bare stems
funetion as imperatives, which is clear from the Latin data, apart from the
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one class of potentially problematic counterexamples. (Data from Winniczuk
1975).

Spanishiltualian The majority of Spanish verbs support the hypothesis, fol-
lowing the regularity of these two verbs.

Imperative  Infinilive
alaba alabar “praigse’
bebe beber ‘drink’

The stems are aloba and hebe, respectively. Avguments similar to those for
Lotin argue against congidering the stems to be aled and beb. Some (tradi-
tionally “irregular’) verbs suggest that the final vowel is not part of the stem,
simce they do not appear in the mnperatives,

pon  poner ‘put’
ven venir ‘come’
ten tenir ‘hold®
| salir ‘leave’

Since only these four verbs exhibit such forms, it is reasonable to conclude
that any hrvegularity lies here, and that these verbs aro unusual in having
emmux;unt—ﬁ.llaﬁl stems. Thus, in all the verbs considered so far, a bare stem
18 used as the imperative form. A major c¢lass of exceptions, however, is that
congisling of verbs whose infinitive form ends in -ir, on the pattern of partir
‘depart’, where the vowel in the imperative does not tally with the vowcl
we woukd consider to e a stem vowel, on the basis of the infinitive.

partc partir ‘depart’
escribe  eseribir “write®

We find here the same vowel as in the beber-type vorbs. In many other parts
of the paradigm, the partir-type verbs also exhibit the sawme endings as the
beber-type verbs, in eontrast with the alabar-type verbs — tho sulﬁjunctivc
forms, for instance, We also find this widespread distinetion in Itialian, Letween
parlare-1ype verbs on the one hand, and credere{partire-type verbs on the other,
Also, we have the same problem with the imperative in Italian,

parla  parlare “spealk’
credi credere ‘belicve’
parti partire “‘depart’

Note that Italian has an - ending in the imperatives of the non-g-stem verbs
(whereas Spanish has -e). Thus, it is tho credere-type verbs that appear ir-
regular (whereas in Spanish it is the partir-type verbs). Apart from this, the
game situation appears to hold in both languages, and for bath languages
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we have a distinction between @-stem verbs and non-e-stem verbe, as far as
much of the morphology is concerned. The fact that the grouping together
-of the er(e) and ir(e) verbs in both languages is not restricted to the impera-
tive form makes the apparent exceptions to the hypothesis appear less crucial,
In fact, it may be the infinitive forms, which maintain a e/ distinction, that
are ‘irregular’. If so, we may consider the imperative forms to represent the
stems (which in Spanigsh are distinguished into g-stems and e-stems, and in
Italian into a-stems and {-stems). This has clearly not been proved here (that
would require a detailed analysis of the morphology and phonology of both
languages) but we can say with certainty that the majority of Spanish and
Italian verbs clearly support the hypothesis, and there is a good chance that
all of them do.

Lumanian Here we seem to have a veal counterexample. Consider the fol-
lowing imperatives, where, unlike in Latin, the final vowels (or their traces)
can be shown not to be part of the stem.

calca [kallka] “tread!’

taci [tate] "be silent!’
crede  [krede] *believe!”
maori [mori] “diel”

The stems here are calc [kalk], fak [tak], cred [kred], mor [mor]. Noto that these
are also the lst pers. sing. pres, tonse forms. If these are not stems then they
need a lot of explaining as present tense forms.

Rumanian is a clear counterexample. We may note, however, the simila-
rity between these imperative forms and the Latin ones (which are bare stems),
in terms of the difference in the final vowel depending on the verb class rather
than the presence of a specific uniform imperative marker, and hypothesize
that at some point in the development of Modern Rumanian these bare stem
imperatives were reanalysed as stem-|-affix forms — that is, verb stems were
reanalysed. Thus we may have a historieal explanation for the modern counter-
evidence. If the bare-stem hypothesis is universal, however, and pragmatically
based, we may expeet to see a change in Roumanian imperatives, to modern
bare-stem forms instead of historical bare-stem forms. (Data from Mirska-La-
sota 1964},

Polish A more detailed analysis is presented of Polish, since it appears to
have two general types of imperative forms: those which are clearly bare
stems, and those which appear to consist of stem --{vowel}--[j]. Thus Polish
provides hoth supporting data and apparent counterevidence, if one congiders
only the surface forms. A closer look reveals more regularity,

Note firgtly that verb roots take a stém-forming vowel -¢. This surfaces,
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for instance, ag [j], in kupiq [kupjow], where the root is Zup [kup] and the
person-tense-number affix is -¢ {ow]. Except in particular phonetic environ-
ments involving consonant clusters (see below), this vowel is deleted in final
position, Thus the imperative is kup [kup], derived from [kup--i], which is
the stem. In certain cases, it causes palatalisation before being deleted. Thus
we get the imperative form rzué [Zute] from [Zut--i] — [Pute]. There is no
evidence of this vowel, however, in rzucq [Zutsow]. Thig is the result of the
depalatalisation caused by the suffix -q [oW], whereby [Zute-+it+ow] - [Zute-i
+ow] — [Zute-FoWw] — [Futsfow]. (See Gussmann (1973) for further details).
Thus, given these regular phonological processes, all the following forms are
regular in uging the barc stem (root+i) as the imporative. The infinitive and
the third pers. plur. pres. tense form (hereafter ‘the -g form®) are given for
comparison. Certain vowel changes and devoicing rules (e.g. in zréb [zrup])
are regular and irrelevant,

Imperative Infinilive The -g form
patrz [pats] patrzy¢ [patsrte] patrzg [patiow) ‘look”
rzuc¢ [zutg]  rzumeié [Zutgitg]  rzueca [Zutsow] "‘throw*

mdéw [muf] moéwi¢ [muvitg] —moéwiafmuvjow] ‘say’
zrobh [zrap]  zrobié [zrobitg]  zrobig [zrobjow]  “do’
kup [kup] kupié [kupite] kupia [kupjow] ‘buy’

It is clear that the bare stem is used as the imperative form here, without
further analysis. Turning now to the apparent counterexamples, we see that
this is not so clear here. This, however, simply demonstrates the importance
of analysis over mere data: “To find evidence to support or to refute a pro-
posed condition on rules, it does not suffice to list unexplained phenomena;
rather, it is necessary to present rules”’, (Chomsky 1976 : 5). The same point
is applicable in the present case. The apparent counterexamples given below
are only such at a superficial level. They are susceptible of analysis in such a
way as to reveal their true regularity and conformity with the hypothesis.
Each of the sets given below represents a class, and not merely a closed list
of verbs.
Consider the first set of apparent counterexamples.

Imperative Infinstrve

kochaj [koxaj] kochaé¢ [koxatg] ‘love’

czytaj [td1taj] czytac [tRitatg] ‘read’

rzuca] [Zutsaj]  rzucadé [Futsate] “throw’

The simple data suggests that the stems ave kock, czyt, and rzuc. This is not
tho case. The stems of these verbs are Lochaj, czytaj, and rzucaj. {Whether
they are [kox-+aj], (kox+ta-+i] or [koxa+i] is left aside here). Note firstly
the regularity (in terms of a final -¢) that these stems have under this analysis,
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In comparison with the first st of data. Furthermore, the -g¢ forms are ko-
chajq [koxajow], czylayy [tértajow], and rrucaje [futsajow]. Elsewhere, -g is
affixed to the stem. This suggests that the stems of these verbs end in -aj.
(Sce also Gussmann (1973 : 144 details).

Thus the hypothesis is supported ln th]s group of apparent counterex-
amples, since it i not the imperative form as such that is different, hut the
stem of the verb itself. According to the h}’}]ﬂﬂlbblb the imperative must
differ accordingly.

Consider now the second group of apparent counterexamples.

Imperative Infinative

probuj [prubuj] probowadé [prubovate] ‘try’
malnj [maluj] malowaé [malovale] "paint’
narysuj [narisuj] narysowac |narrsovate] “draw”

Here we sec the productive verb-forming suffix -owaé (infinitive form}, used
also to form verbs from loaned roots: dubbingowad “to dub (films)®, bseroksowad
"to xerox’, filmowac “to film’. This is affixed to the forms préb, mal, rys (na-
is a prefix). These are not the verb stems, however, but the roots, and reenr
In nouns, for instance: prébu ‘rehearsal’, malarz ‘painter’, rysunek ‘drawing’.
The -q forms of the verbs are prébuje |prubnjow], malujy [malujo®], nerysiiq
[narmmjow]. In faet, the -wj- oceurs in the whole present tense pm*adign;. Wo
sce that the stems are probud, malng, nerysuj, ie. as in the impemt-iv{; forms.
The hypothesis is supported.
Cousider the thivd type of apparent counterexample,

Imperative Infinitive

zabij  [zabij] zabi¢  [zabite] “kill®
wytrzy] [vitdL]]  wytrzed [vrtdets] ‘wipe’
umy]  [nmrj] umy¢  [umite] “wagh’

These are lrivial counterexamples, but Hlustrative of the need for analysis.

Here, the final vowel in the imperative is not the suffix it looks like, but

part of ihe stem; za-, wy-, and - are prefixes. The infinitives of the verbs

they arc prefixed to are bid “hit’, trze¢ ‘Tub’, and myé ‘wash’, respectively,

whose imperative forms are bij [bij|, trayf [1815], and myf [n1j]. Cleatly, theso

are bare stems functioning as imperatives. The hypothesis iz suppnrtéd.
Consider the fourth type.

Tmperative Inifinitive
spelnij  [spewnij] spelnié  [spownile] “fulfill’
objasnij [objagnij] objagnié [objaenits] clarify’

Once again it can be shown that the final vowel in the imperative form is not
an lmperative affix but part of the stem. The-q forms are spetuig [spewjioWw],
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objasniq [[objagnow]. Note the palatalisation of the nasal, which is non-pa-
latal in the roots speln [s--peln], objasn [ob-jasn]. (Compare the adjectives
pelny [pewni], jesny [jasni].) We see herc the same stem-forming affix -¢ as we
saw in kup [kap], from [knp—il, and rzué [Fute], from [fnt4-i], above. Here,
however, the vowel is not delcted, since it follows a consonant cluster ending
in a nasal, although it is in final position, Thus it surfaces in spefnijf and objasnij,.
which are the stems. The hypothesis is supported.
Consider the fifth tvpe.

Imperative I'nfinitive

zamknij [zamknij] zamknaé |zamknontc] "close”
stulinij [stuknij] stuknadé [stuknontg] lap’
chrapnij |xrapnij] chrapnad [xrapnontg] “‘snore’
ciagnij [teongnij] ciagrnaé  [teomgnonte] pull’
machnij [maxnij] machnac¢ [maxnontg] ‘wave’

This lagt group constitutes the only real possible counter-examples in Polish,
gince it seems that the -4 in the imperative form cannot be eensidered part
of the stem. Consider the -¢ forms: zamkng [zamknow], stukng [stuknow],
chrapng |xrapnow], ciggng [teophnow], mechng [maxnow]. Note the nasal
consonants, however. Firstly, ib is not part of the root; these are zamyk, siuk,
chrap, cigg, mach. Verbs without the -n- arc formed from these roots, with
suitably different imperatives: zemykad : zamykaj, stukad : stukaj, chrapad:
s ehrapaj, wyciquad ; wyclggaj, machad : machaj. The -n- affix forms scmelfac-
tive verbs from the root, and its absence results in iterative verbs. Note that
its presence makes the stem end in a consonant clusler ending in a nasal (cf.
the previous group of verbs). Only after such a cluster does the imperative
show this unaceounted ¢ vowel. That this is a phonological matter and not a
property of 1he root can be demonsirated by evidence from Paolish dialects.
For instance, etggnij appears as cigg (wyeigy “pull out!”, pocigy “give a pulll’).
No nasal consonant and no vowel. Note that the imperative of wyciqgad is
wyeiqged, g0 we arc not dealing with a semelfactive/itcrative distinetion.

This consonant-| nasal cluster also has historical significance. The Proto-
Slavonic (see below) regular ‘impecative’ ending was -i. The rule deleting
this in final position became operative in certain contexts carly, bub by the
end of the sixteenth contury had spread to almost all contexts. The -¢ survived
only after stems ending in certain consonant clusters, particularly those with a.
nasal as the second clenient. Tho imperative forms of verbs with ¢ in the
glem, e.g. bij, mug, above, were at that time as they are today, i.e, [bij], [m1j].
At this point, glide-formation on final ¢ was extended to final 4 in polysyllabie
words, and thus to those imperatives which still ended in 4, i.e. after the con-
gonant clusters, These then became immune to the change deleting final 4,
which was no longer final.
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The problem, then, is a morphological one — the presence of -n-. Gussmann
5'!]973) suggests that there is a morphological rule which changes the stem-form-
ing i to o in these cases, i.e. after this morpheme -n-. If this rule does not
operate when ¢ is in word-final position, then stukng [stuknow] is derived
Istuk+n+4i-+ow] - [stuk+n+to+ow] - [stuk+n—ow], whereas stukniy [stu-
knij] is derived from [stuk4n—i], where the ¢ — o rule does not operate. On
this analysis, even these verbs support the hypothesis, If this morphological
rule is incorrect, then we are left with a class of ti'ght-]}f defined counterexamples
' 1}0 the hypothesis, on morphological grounds, and with a historical explanation
in terms of the interaction of two independent phonological processes.

Taking an optimistic view of the last point, we see that Polish confirms the
hypothesis, in spite of several types of apparent counterexamples, and in

‘spite of being & language with a very rich morphological system.

"ff»'zech Here we have the same situation as in Polish, There are both hare-stem
imperatives which are clearly so, and ones with final |Vj]. The Polish [aj]
forms are [ej] in Czech, and the [ij], [1j] endings are [i]. The nasal clusters are
-alﬂsc- .i11 evidence where one would expect them. Compare the imperative and
anfinitive forms: pros: prosit ‘beg®, trp:irpét “suffer’, kryj: kryt  ‘cover’,
kuprg : kupovat ‘buy’, délej : délat ‘do’, tiskni : tisknout ‘press’, min : minout
;15375{.;9.)’. Bare stems clearly function as imperative. (Data from Damborsky

Russian Firstly, Russian provides striking evidence in support of the
"a..bnvc analysis of Polish were the stem of ezytam 'T read’ is analysed as cayiaj,
‘since we see this -¢j in the present tense forms of theso verbs in Russian:
‘qumaro [teitaju], where [u] is the person-tense-number affix. Likewise, wuma-
ety [teitajes] “you read’, of. Polish ezytasz [t¥rta¥)]. Since the Russian impera-
tives here have the form wumaii [teitaj], i.e. the bare stem, these are not
“counterexamples at all in Russian,
~ Recall that the only place where the stem-forming ¢ did not surface in
Polish was finally after a stop-final root, e.g. kup. Russian has final surface
palatal stops where Polish does not, so we see (ignoring irrelevant details)
l‘t};}e trace of this vowel ¢ in the corresponding Russian imperatives: csds
i[sjad] ‘sit down® from [sjad--i]; ecmans [{stan] ‘stand up’ from [fstan--i].
‘Compare the 1st pers. sing. pres. tense forms: cady [sjadu], ecmany [fstanul.

We see the full ¢ vowel after the familiar consonant-+nasal clusters:
‘Qocmuznu [dastignni] "achieve®, ceepenu [sfjergni] ‘overthrow’.

There ig, however, a class of verbs in which the ¢ surfaces which does not
appear in Polish. These are the verbs which are stressed on the final syllable.
IIn johe imperative, this is the ¢ vowel: wou [idf] ‘go’, usywu [izutei] “study’.
This is not a counterexample to the hypothesis, since we are considering this
to be a stem-forming vowel, as in Polish. Note, however, that there exist
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other forms of these verbs, e.g. udy [idd], where there is no ¢, nor any trace

of it. We ignore this minor problem here, considering it to be the result of
a property of the suffix [u], perhaps when a consonant precedes the i. Consider
a similar problem in Latin, where the stem of amare ‘love” is considered to be

ama-, In gpite of the surface form amo, derived from [ama-o].

We see then that Russian supports the hypothesis, in that it uses ¢-final
stems as imperatives. (Data from Pulkina 1975).

Bulgarian Here we have the same system as we saw in Polish and Rugsian,
with imperatives ending in -. In Bulgarian, this is always stressed, as we
saw in some Russian verbs: wemu [tdeti] ‘read’, soau [moli] “ask’, aredu
[gledi] ‘look’. Here, the root ends in & consonant. With vowel-final roots, %
becomes a glide: cedi [86]] ‘sow’, cmofi [st6]] “stand’. If we did not take inte
consideration evidence from Polish, we might conclude that 7 is an ‘imperative
maxker® here, since the surface data from other verb forms suggests that the
stems are, e.g., [t¥et] or [téete]. (Recall that the stem of Polish cayiaj at first
appeared to be czi, erroneously.) For instance, Bulgarian verbs are tradi-
tionally divided into three conjugations, depending on whether the ‘stem-
forming® vowel is -e, -1, or -, e.g. ueme- [tBete], moqu- [moli], 2seda- [gleda].
According to the arguments from Latin, above, these should be the imperative
forms, and thus Bulgarian appears to have an ‘imperative marker’ 1. Since
Bulgarian is not a Romance languege, however, we may conclude that this
{ has more in common with the stem-forming ¢ found in other Slavonic lan-
guages, where we find both i-final imperatives and i-deletion. This suggests
that it might be possible to consider the stems to be [t8et-i], [mol-i], and
[gled i), or perhaps [tete-+i], [moli+i], and [gleda--i], with i-deletion under
certain conditions (as in Polish and Russian) but not where the bare stem
surfaces as an imperative (as in Russian, and most of Polish}. This has clearly
not been proved here, and a more detailed analysis is necessary before firm
conclusions may be drawn. If it turns out that it cannot be maintained,
however, and we are forced to analyze the imperative as a stem--affix form
here, then we have a situation similar to that in Rumanian, where the metana-
lysis of stems has taken place (from stem=root+-¢ to stem=root), thus creating
a ‘stranded’ imperative marker. (Data from Popowa 1972.)

Old Church Slavonic Note firstly that Proto-Slavonic {(PS) and 0l Church
Slavonic (OCS) imperatives developed not from the Proto-Indo-European
{PIE) imperative, but from the PIE optative. The PIE optative stem con-
sisted of the present stom plus *-i, or *-ié when the present stem was not
formed by *-i or *-0. Subsequent changes affected the stem-final vowel and
*_;, For instance, if the present ended in *-o0, the diphthong *-o1 developed
into *-ei, which developed into OCS -3. This is no longer an affix, note, bub
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part of the stem, as the o part of the diphthong was. Where the stem ended
in *-4, then *+¢ devcloped into OCS -4, This accounts for the 4 prevalent
in Slavenic Imperatives, and also for the metanalysis according 1o which
it developed from an aflix into part of the stem, but not part of the root.
Thus all but & handful of OCS imperatives end in -4 (and the handful end in
a.* (};alam] consonant cluster derived from *-4 affixed to PIE stems ending in
).

Of the 17 OCS open verb classes in Lehr-Splawinski and Bartula (1976)
8 have i-final present stems. For these verbs, the mmperative form is identi caj
te the stem, without further detailed analysis. The other eight have stems
ending in -¢. These constitute counterexamples to the hypothesis, unless it
can be shown that the underlying representation of these forms is identical
to that of the imperative/stem, as has been shown for similar countercxamples
in Polish. (Data from Lehr-Splawinski & Bartula 1976)

Greck Greck provides a whole range of apparent counterexamples. Consider
first & relatively simple case: mardevs (pajdewe] ‘educate’. This imperative
i8 the bare stem. Tt consists, however, of the root [pajdew] plus the stem-
forming vowel -e [¢]. This vowel vecurs in all the forms of those verhs which
take it (see below for verbs which den’t}. (T'he variant o ocours before nasal
consonants,) However, when a further vowel-initial suffix is added, certain
regular phonctic rules affeet the contignous vowels. The details of these
rules will not be examined here, only the changes they effect. Consider the
following derivations of other forms of the same verb: zardeve [pajdewo:]
(la‘ﬁ- pers. sing. pres. ind. act) is derived (pajdewteto] > [pajdew+o:]
= |pajdewo:]; mordevy [pajdewce:] (2nd pers. eing. pres. ind. med,/pass.)
18 derived |pajdew—-e-|-hai] — [pajdew e ai] — |pajdew 4] -» [p&-jdcwe:];
zardevets [pajdewete] (2nd pers. pres. ind, aclt.} 15 derived I'I_.};Ljdew—l—e-,i—tcr]
— [pajdewete] — the stem-forming vowel is not affected, since the following
affix is not vowcel-initial,

In the imperative, since no aflix follows the stem, this vowel is nover
fzha.ngﬁ:d or deleted, nor does it ever appear as o, of course. The result is that
It may lock as though this is an imperative marker, since it alwiys ocours
in this form, but it is usually not evident in any other form. This i clearly
a false assumption, since it is present in all the relevant forms oven though
It does not surface, since it is part of the stom. | o

T'his camouflaging of the true nature of this vowel is compounded by the
effcet of these phonetic rules in the case of roots ending in -, -2, or -0, like
Tie [tima] “value’, more |poje] ‘do’, dovie [du : lo] "subjugate’. As above
the stem-forming vowel ¢ is affected by a following vowel-dnitial suffix: hr:;r'e?
1t is deleted, following which further rules affect the root vowel, which ] g NO ‘ﬁ:
adjacent o the suffix. These are the 1st pers, sing. pres. ind. act, forms: 1@
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Ttimo:] is derived [tima t+e-Fo0:] — [tima+-o0:] = [timo:]; mowo [pojo:] is derived
Tpoje+et-o0:] = [poje= o:] — [pojo:]; dovde [du : o] is derivel [du : lo+e-+o:]
— [du : lo-|-0:] = [du: lo:]. If no suflix follows the stem, however, as in the
imperative, then the stem-forming vowel is not affected by Uhe first rule
of the above derivations, and the ¢ remains. Now, however, different rules
apply, affecting the root and stem vowels. These ave the imperatives: tius
[tima:] is derived |tima-ec] — [tima:]; mowt [pojer] is devived [pojed-e]
— |pojei]; dovdev [du: lu:] is derived [du: loLe] — [du: Tu:], Sinee a different
vowel is adjacent to the root vowel heve, thie changes effected arve different.
Now, it g0 happens that the final |a:] oceuwrs in almost only this form, the
imperative’, of [tima-|; similarly for the [¢:] of [poje-] and the [w:] of [dw: lo-].
Once again, the imperative has a distinet form which doesn’t look like the
stem, only here we can’t even see the stem-forming vowel e. This is purcly
the result of the phonctic rmles affecting adjacent vowels, however.

Consider now those verbs which do not form stems from roots by using
this vowel e, but do so by initial reduplication, or by the suffix -vo [ny:].
Weo would thus expect the imperative to be overtly identfical to the stem here.
This is so. The root ety [ste:] “stand’ forms its stem by reduplication: igty
[hid-&te:] (< [si-+ste:]). The imperative is {sty |histe:]. This ia clearly a bare
stom, The root derr [dejk] “show’” forms s stem with -vo: deizve [dejk-+-ny:].
The imperative is derrvw {dejkny:]. This is clearly a bare stem!

Other verbs of this cass, however, underwent certain analogical changes,
based on the verbs taking the stem-forming vowel e, This affected those stems
whoso root vowels were -¢ or -0, such as wiflz [ti Fthe] “lay™ {root: fe [the])
and §ido [di-Ldo] ‘give’ (root: do [do]). By analogy with, e.g., the roots
nowe [poje] and dovde [du: o], above, in some cases a “stem-forming” vowel
e was sullixed to what was already a stem. Thus the ‘real” stems |tithe] and
[dido] beeame [tithe--¢] and [dido+c¢], and it is the latter ‘stems’ that were
used as the “imperative form’. Phonetic rules that we have already scen above
affected these underlying forms, derviving wfer [tithe:] and didos [didu:].
These are not the “real” stems, but are derived as il they were, in that the
affix distinguighing thiem from the stems is the misplaced stem-forming
vowel e,

It is thus clear that Greek, in spite of apparent superficial connterexamples
of the strongest kind, provides strong ovidence in support of the hypothesis,
in thal it uses bare stems at the systematic level, rather than at the surface.
The apparent counterexamples are simply the resnlt of phonetie rules applying
to the bare stems. (Data from Goling (1975) and Auerbach & Golias (1962))

Chinese It is clear that no very strong arguments can be drawn {rom a lan-
guage which containg very little verb morphology anyway. Ior cxample,
the futwrity of the following sentence is indicated only by mingtidn “tomorrow’,
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W& mingtian dao B&i Jing qu T shall go to Peking tomorrow’
I tomorrow  to Peking go

In Chinese, the imperative is only one instance out of many in which the
verb appears as a bare stem. Likewise the abscnee of a subject 18 found in
non-imperative sentences, as in the following conversation.

A: Ni mingtiin mai shii ma "Are you going to buy some
you tomorrow buy book Q hooks tomorrow?’

B: Ml “Yeg’
buy

This is the normal way of answering questions. It is clear that the non-appear-
ance of the subject is pragmatically justified. The form mdi is also the form
used as the imperative, "Buy!’. Whereas no direet evidence can be drawn
from this, it is worth noting that those contexts in which a bare stem form,
like mdi, is appropriate are responses to questions, where the non-surfacing
but semantically relevant material has been expressed in the question. Also,
consider information questions, such as the following.

A: Ni xidnzai zlo shénme ‘What are you doing now?’
you now  do what
B: Kan bao ‘I'm reading a newspaper’

read newspaper

These subjectless forms also occur in other places where specification would
be redundant, e.g. when listing a serics of actions performed by one person,
even across sentences, where no change of subject occurs. The only place
where there is no direct linguistie prespecification of the subjeet 18 in impera-
tives. The fact that Chinese produces the same form as a response to a ques-
tion as it does as an imperative is circumstantial evidence in favour of the
covert question analysis of imperatives, which explains why this form is used
in imperatives, where there is no overt specification, but there is a pragmatic
assumption of the presence of covert specification.

CUonclusion We sec therefore that the data from some other languages sup-
ports the hypothesis. The support is particularly strong from languages with
complex inflectional systems, unlike English, There is also some gtrong counter-
evidence from some languages, howover, though there always seem to be
extenuating circumstances. These require a more detailed analysis than is
possible here. If it can be demonstrated that all languages use a bare stem
as the ‘imperative form’, then we have strong support for the covert-question
hypothesis. If not, then the universality of the hypothesis is woeakened, but
It is not invalidated, since redundancy is a common feature of language,
and it is not unusual for languages to use speech act markers.
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