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ABSTRACT

The most successful pragmatic and semantic charactcrizations of the English
imperatives havepossibly beenas prescriptiens impesed en the addressee by 51w speaker
and as expressiens of the speaker’s acceptance of something coming true, respectively.
Hewever, exceptions te both acceunts are not difficult te fiud. In this paper the claim is
set forth that a semantie feature is shared by alí imperatives: the expression ofboulomaic
modality, that is, the indication of the speakers (positive or negative) concern towards
the proposition being made the case. Tbis common feature will acquire different nuances
(obligation, permission, acceptance, wish), which correlate with different illocutionary
forces, depending en certain situational facters, such as the relationsliip between the
speakcr aud the addresseeor the speaker’s desire te be polite, oren linguistie facters, such
as clauses appended te the imperative by ceordinationorjuxtaposition. Nevertheless, the
illecutionary modifications involved by such factors will noS prevcnt the elerncnt of
speakers cencern frem being present in alí imperativcs.

1. PREVIOUS ArrEMPTS TO PROVIDE SEMANTIC
ANDIOR PRAGMATIC ACCOUNTS OF IMPERATIVES

In this section 1 will describe sorne ofthe more successful attempts te provide
sernantie and/or pragmatic accounts of imperatives, and in Sectien 2 1 will set

ferth an alternative appreach which, in my view, could cover alí imperatives.
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A) It has frequently beenclaimed that [hedistinetive feature of imperatives
from ether types of clause is the illecutienary force of a directive, that is, the
speaker or writer (hcnceforth 5) prescribes seme ceurse of actien for [he
addressee (a)’. Hewever, not alí imperatives seem te conform te [his ferce. Fer
example, their aim could alse be: te suggcst tha[ A cande what slhe wants (1);
te conscnt te a preposal (2); te give pcrmission (3); te express reluctant
acceptance (4); or te inferm that semething ceuld be done (5):

(1) Study English nr wateh selevision: de what you prefer.
(2) A: Could 1 help you?

E: Help me if you like.
(3) Smoke as muchas yeu like.
(4) OK, do invite them, bus if ¡ were you 1 wouldnt.
(5) Sign as she bottnm of the application fornm.

B) Palmer (1986: 29-30) proposes anether pessible cemmen feature feral!
imperatives: they express, in the mest neutral way, Ss faveurable dispositien
towards the action. 5 merely «presents» a prepesitien,j ust as with [he declarative,

but fer action, net mcrcly fer acceptance as true, by A. 1-Iowever, this definition
has [he disadvantage that [he term «faveurable» dees net apply se cases like (4),
where 5 expresses a reluctant acceptance for the actien te be carried eut.

C) Davies (1986:51) alse states [bat imperatives share a cemmen semantic
feature: Ss acceptance of the prepesitien being made true2:

(.) the spealcer who utters an imperative which presents a propesition p is
conventionally assumed te accept ps (sic) being made true. (4 by uttering an
imperative he usually in¡ends so convey lha¡ the accepts sernetbings (sic) being
made the case (Davies, 1986: 51)

Davies’s account has [he disadvantage that the netion of «acceptanee» has [o

cever even those imperatives that express a cemmand er a streng wish:

(6) Ge and visis Granny as once!
(7) Ges well 5000.

Sectien 3 will set ferth an acceunt which covers alí imperatives, bu[ a[ the
same time avoids [he aboye mentiened shortcomings.

2. AN ALTERNATIVE SEMANTIC ACCOUNT

The consideration whether «acceptance» can or cannet acceunt fer such
imperatives as (6) and (7) is parallel te a question cxtensively discussed in modal
legie (see Allweed et al. (1971: Ch. 7) and Lyons (1977: Ch. 17): whether
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«pessibility» is included in «necessity». Twe pesitiens are possible, depending
en [he interpretation of «pessibility»:

lfwe interpret that «pessible that p» implies «possible that net-p», then:

given that necessary (p) not-possible (net-p),
if possible (p) pessible (net-p),

then necessary (p) pessible (p).
2. lf, en the other hand, we interpret [bat «possible that p» does net

necessarily imply «possible that net-p», then:

given that necessary (p) net-pessible (not-p),
if pessible (p) luther possible (not-p),

Or not-possible (not-p),
[hen necessary (p) possible (p)

The fellewing netiens, which correspend te different kinds of medalities,
makepairs related te [he logical pairpessibility-necessity (see Carretero, 1991):

1. Belief-Know/edge (epistemie medality);

2. Physicalpossibility-Physical necessity (dynamic);
3. Permission-Obligation (boulemaic-deontic);
4. Acceptance-Wish (boulemaic-non-deentic).

Cencerning [he linguistic expressien of these notiens, [he existence of
cenversatienal implicatures in speech acts seems te faveur the first interpretatien

of the concept of «pessible» and its correlates. That is, in natural languages [he
«possibility terms» (Belief Pitysicalpossibilñy, Permission andAcceptance) are

only used when [he respective «necessity terms» (Knowledge, Ph ysical necessily,
Obligation and Wish) cannet be used. In fact, the uttering of (8) and (9) if (10)
and (11) eculd be uttered, respectively, weuld mean a break of Onces (1975)
maxim of Quantity (according te which alí the information available should be
given if required fon the purpeses of [he exchange):

(8) 1 helieve Tom has a new son.
(9) Wc are perniitted lo leave new.

(15)) 1 know Toni has a new son.
(II) Wc are obliged te leave new.

Therefore, «possible that p» implicates cenversationally «possible that not-
p», and [his implicature applies alse te alí [he cerrelates (for example, «believe
that p» implicates «not know that p»), independently of [hequestien whether this
implicature cerrespends te a logical implicatien.

The last twe pairs of the aboye mentioned netions, Permission-Ob/igation

and Acceptance-Wish, constitute the core of «beulemaic medality», that is, the
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medali[y which cencerns the attitude of a will (which may be Ss or not) towards
the «content of [he prepositien being made [me (henceforth PMT»>. 1 believe
thai boulomaic modality prevides a clue te a semantic feature common te alí
imperatives: imperatives a/ways express boulomaic modality, titat is, titey
indica te titedegree ofconcern ofa wi// towards the contentofaproposition being
made the case. They express thenAcceptance, Wisit, Ob/igation or Permission.

Therefore, 1 cannot agree with Davies (1986) in that Acceptance is a commen
semantie feature te alí imperatives, because, as we have seen, «Acceptance that
p» implicates «A cceptance that not-p», and consequently imperatives which
express Wish would have been exeluded.

Imperatives have two additional definingcharacteristies, which distinguish
them frem [he rest of the expressions of beulemaic modali[y: 1) [he will
concerned is tite speaker’s; 2) they refer te [he time oftite speech act3.

The feur types of imperatives ferm a system with twe variables which
concern S and A:

1. degree ofspeakers wil/. The degree of Ss will towards[hePMT may be:

a) weak (Permission, Acceptance): 5 accepis [he PMT, but slhe dees
also aecept [he «propesitional centent not being made true»

(PnotMT);
b> strong (Ob/igation, Wisit): 5 does not accept the PnotMT.

2. power o/Sto impose anA locarty ant titePMT. Twe different cases can
be distinguished according te [his variable:

a) 5 impeses ever A: J’ermi5sion, Obligation;
b) 5 dees not impose over A: Acceptance, Wish.

The feur main types of imperatives, which cerrespend [o [he four main types
of boulomaic modality, are defined by [he cembinatien of the two variables4:

A. Weak will B. Strong will

Impesition Permission Obligation5
non-impesition Acceptance Wish

(12), (13), (14) and (15) are instances ofPer,nission, Obligation, Acceptance
and Wish, respectively:

(12) Leave the office if you Jike; yeu have aJready typed ah the Jetscrs 1 needed.
(13) Come here as once! 1 need sorne help.
(14) Phene her it yeu like, bus itt were you ¡ wouldn’t.
(15) 1-lave a nice time al the party tomorrow.
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3. THE PRAGMATICS OF THE ENGLISH IMPERATIVE

The commen semantie feature preposed in Section 2 is correlated by a
pragmatie feature: aH imperatives share an element of «fi[ting [heworld te [he
werd», in Searles (1976) terms. In [he Imperatives of Wish and Obligation, 5

expresses her or his will te fit [he world te [he word; in [hese ofAcceptance and
Per,nission, 5 sets forth her er his acceptance of betb the fitting and [he non-
fitting of [he world te [hewerd.

Moreover, [he four semantic types of imperatives ceuld also be considered
as pragmatic types, which differ in terms of illecutionary force. Thesedifferences
will be explained in terms of Brown and Levinsons (1987) concept of«face» and
«face-threateningacts (FTAs»>, and the sociolinguistic variables which interact
with [bese. Byface [bey understand «[he publie self-image that every member (of

a socíe[y) wants [o claim for himself (...)» (1987: 61). Facecensists in [we related
aspec[s: negative face, [be claim « (...) te freedem of actien and freedom from
impesitien», andpositiveface, «[he pesitive censistent self-image er personality
(...)», that is, [heclaim tha[ enes interes[s, wishes or claims sbould be [aken into
aceount.

The face-threa[ening acts (ETAs) are [be acts (whicb may be speech aets er
not) which intrinsically threaten Ss er (mere cemmonly) As pesitive er negative
face. In performing aspeechFTA, 5 is likely teusepeliteness strategies, te assure
[he maintenance of ageod relatienship with A. The strategy te be used depends

en the follewing factors:

a) whether [he PTA cencems pesitive face or negative face; in [his respect,
pesitive politeness (PP) strategies will be distinguished frem negative
peliteness (NP) strategies;

it) secielinguistie variables: the relative power (P) and [he social distance

(O) between 5 and A, and [he importance of [he FTA (R, frem «rating»).

At [his pein[ the differences between [he feur semantic types of imperatives
in [erms of peliteness will be acceunted fer. Perhaps [he mest obvieus difference
is that between the imperatives of Permission and Obligation and [bose efAc-
ceptance and Wisit in terms of [he P variable: in [he latter, but ne[ in [he fermer,
5 bas power [o make A carry eut [he PMT orto le[ her or him do what slhe wants.

Never[heless, [bese distinctiens, especially tba[between Obligation and Wish,
are not se straightforward as it seems at first sight. In fact, both terms ceuld be
conceived as the extremes of a cen[inuum, ín which instances of imperatives
weuld be situated at different points. Tbe following factors bring instances near
[be Obligation extreme:
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a,> a high P variable (S has pewer over A);
b) As possibility te carry eut she PMT (it is impossible [o eblige anyene te

do semething slhe canneS de);
c) the FTA threatens As negative face (thas is, 5 impeses en Ato carry en

a PMT which will be beneficial for S);

d) 5 does net give A [he eptien net [o cemply with [he ETA.

Wbere these facters are present, Ss impositien ever A is maximized, and
straigbsforward imperatives are uncemmon because [heFTA, whichis strengper
se, weuld seem ssronger. Fer instance (16) is a mere pelite way [han (17) te
address te a suberdinate:

(16) Weiild you type these letters forme?
(17) Type these letters ter me.

Nevertheless, in certainsituations where efficiency has prierity overpeliteness,
sucb as cases of emergency (18), task-oriented focus of interactien ([9) and
attentien-seeking in conversatien (20), imperatives of Obligation are less un-
cemmon (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 95-98):

(18) Help!
(19) Give me the nails.
(20) Listen, 1 think Ive geS an idea.

Where ene er mere of the factors is not present, [he relative deviation frem
[he mcaning of Obliga fon in [he strict sense may turn imperatives inte devices
which enhance politeness instead of lewering it; [he frequency of imperatives is
[bus higher (cf. Dewning and Locke, 1992: 198-199):

1. when 5 is noS a superior te A, imperatives can convey intimacy (see
Brown and Levinson, 1987: 108):

(21) Kiss me, darling.

2. when she PMT is nos under As control, [he imperative cannes be ene of
Ob/igation; then it is net part of an NP strategy, but of a PP strategy which
strenghtens Ss Wisit that As interests sbould be fulfilled:

(22) Ges well soen.

3. when [he ETA does nos affect As negative face, [he imperative deesnos

express Obligation. If it cencerns As pesitive face (as in (23), where [he PMT
is beneficial fer A), 5 stresses her er his care about A; if it concerns Ss negative
face (24) or Ss pesitive face (25), the imperative minimizes[heimpertanceof [he
ETA (which will be an imposition en 5 and a benefit fer A). Therefore, in [hese
cases, [he imperative enhances peliteness:
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(23) Be careful while you drive.
(24) Leave the cleaning for me.
(25) Don’t worry abeul me (ie. dent give toe much importance te my inseresss).

4. when 5 gives A an option not [o comply with the PMT, there is no
Obligation in [be strict sense. This usually happens when the R variable is
relatively high (ie. when the fulfilling the PMT is a serseus ¡mposition en A, as
in (26)). Imperatives ofPermission (27) erAcceptance (28) also give A possibility
not [ocomply with [he PMT, the difference between [hesetwo being that, in [he
fermer, A has [heeptien becauseof the lack of Ss pewer[oimpose en her or him,
whereas in the fermer A’s option is a result of Ss permissive attitude:

(26) Please help me with shis difliculs sask. Would you be so kind?
(27) Watch selevisien it you like: you’ve already studied enough.
(28) Ge by car if yeu like: its up te you, buí remember the road is dangernus.

A wide variety oflinguistie means maybe used teexpressthat 5 leaves it epen
te A whether te fulfil the PMT: evert indicatiens that the PnotMT is also
censidered (29), cenditienals withyou as subject (30), [he softenerplease (31)...
Concerning tag questiens, won’tis suitablewhen [bePMTis beneficial ferA (in
ether werds, when tite imperative is part of a PP strategy (32)) and tentative
medals likc would er could are used as NP strategies, when [he PMT is beneficial
for 5 (33) (cf. Butíer, 1988):

(29) Wateh the fui or de what you want.
(30) Watch the film if you like, buí 1 think you sheuld study.
(31) Please write seon.
(32) SiS dewn, won<t yeu?
(33) Pass ¡tic Ihe salt, ceuld yeu?

Re follewing illocutionary types of imperatives, in which 5 leaves it epen

te A te comply or net with [he PMT, falí in between Wish and Obligation:

1. request: tite PMT is beneficial fer 5, and 5 has relative pewerte impese
en A: see example (31) aboye.

2. recommendation and suggestion: [he PMT being beneficial fer A, the
imperative is thus a Pl’ strategy by which 5 expresses her er bis concern about
As interests.Recommendattions are eften imperatives which emphasize enly Ss
cencern abeut As needs (34-35). Suggestions, contrariwise, tend [o maintain a
balance between As positive and negative face needs: 5 seftens tite imperative

witb seme tensative expression, se as net te appear te be toe familiar (and [hus
impositive) (36-37):

(34) Take seme of these books: shere’s no way of learning funetional granimar
without them.
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(35) Don’t go en with such an oíd crock.
(36) Take sorne of these books: tbey could give you ideas.
(~~> fly with rny typcwriter it you like.

1 will concludeSection 4with [heremark [bat its chiefaim hasbeente previde
a general acceunt of tite relatienship between imperatives and pragmatie facters
(especially pelíteness factors) rather [han te propose a taxenemy of imperatives
accerding te illocutienary ferce. (Examples of taxonomies of this kind are Quirk
et al.’s (1985: 831-832) aud Downing and Locke’s (1992: 198-199).

The remainder of [be paper will be a succint analysis of [he influence,
concerning illocutionary force, that [he fellewing features of the linguistie
context exert en imperatives: subjects and vecatives (Section 5), emphatic do
(Sectien 6) and coerdinated audjuxtaposed clauses (Section 7).

4. THE ROLE OF SUB.IECT ANO VOCATIVE IN IMPERATIVES

Imperatives may have an explicit subject or a vecativet which may specify
A when it is net clear who [he utterance is addressed te (38-39).

(38) Sorne of you he¡p mc wísh thís essay.
(39) Ge te sleep, Mary.

However, beth may alse be used when it is clear who A is. Their funetion is
then testrengtben the illocutionary force of [heclause. Fer example, in imperatives
of Obligation, [he nuance of imposition is stressed (40-41). Notice [bat [be
vecative is mere pelite [han [besubject, in that it not only seeks As eomplying
with [he PMT, but alsoA’s collaborative attitude in erder te satisfy Ss PP needs
(te be appreciated).

(40) You shut the deor as once.
(41) Go te bed, John.

Centrariwise teetiter kindsof vocatives, the pronounyou as vocative is very
impolite (Quirk et al., 1985: 828), because it provides [beonly information that
5 has authority ever A:

(42) Don’t move, you.
(43) Yeu, listen te me new.

When [he PMT is beneficial fer A, no matter whether it cencerns As pesitive
face (44-45) er Ss pesitive face (46-47) or Ss negative face (48-49), [he subject
and [hevocative strenghten [hepoliteness cenveyed by tite imperative: 5 enhances
her er his interest in As wants, or downtones [he interest in her er bis ewn.

(44) Yen don’t menhien it for new; that11 be Ihe best possible thing for you todo.
(45) Ges well soen, Helen.
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(46) You don’s worry about me.
(47) Don’t worry abeul me, Helen,
(48) Yeu ¡cave the cleaning ter me.
(49) Leave thc cieaning fer mc, John.

When [he imperative expresses reluctant Acceptance, the subject functions
as what could be called aPP «ceunter-strategy» (a «dare»), by whicb 5 denies the
impertanceefA’sproceedings, [busexpressingindifferenceaboutA’spersonality:

(50) Yon comment that cmbarrassing evení: 1 den’t mmd.

The subject of imperatives can also have a centrastive funetion (51), thus
centrasting [be tasks that 5 and A should perform:

(SI) You go so slecp while 1 stay up.

5. EMPHATIC DO 114 IMPERATIVES

In imperatives [he use of affirmativedo before [he verb stresses the meaning
that A should earry out [hePMT. When [he imperative affects As negative face,
emphatic do is an NP strategy which indicates that Ss pewer ever A is limited
(ifexistent at alí), so[bat 5 finds it necessary te insist en As perferming [hePMT:

(52) Do give John a prize: hes been greal.

In alí the ether cases, emphatic do is a PP strategy which insists en As
complying with [he PMT hecause it will be beneficial for A:

(53) Do eat sorne sandwiches.
(54) Do leave shc cleaning for me.
(55) Do have a geod time.

In afew cases (see Davies, 1986:84-85), emphaticdo hasacontrastive value,
which stresses SsAcceptance of beth the FMi’ and [he PnetMT. It may be used
as a PP «counter-strategy», just as [be subject in examples like (50):

(56) Do or dons write te John, thais noÉ my business.

6. IMPERATIVES 114 COORDINATED CONSTRUCTIONS

In [bis sectien 1 will studyÉhe illecutionary modificasiens causedby appended
clauses with and or or (benceferth and-, or-clauses) te imperatives. Concerning
imperatives fellewed by and-clauses, Davies calis them «imperative-tike
conditienals>~ (ILCs) because they can be parapitrased, more er less reughly, by
a conditional sentence:
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(57) tuve them a pennd and theyll stcal three from you.
(lf yeu give them apound, theylI steal three froni you)

The illecutionary influence ofthc and-clause en ILCs depends en twe facters:
whether [heu[terance is directed tea specific addressee, and whether Ss attitudc
tewards the PMT is positive.

1. In ILCs addressed te aspecific addressee, ifSs attitude towards [hePMT
is pesitive, tbe clause merely stresses Ss Wish that [he prepesition shouid be
made true, because the censequences weuld be beneficial for S, A or beth:

(58) Behave yeurself, and Vil be vcry happy.
(59) Be polite, and yoult persuade her.

lf Ss attitude tewards the PMT is negative, [heand-clause indicates which
(undesirable) censequences will fellew if [he preposition becomes true. The
semanticvalucof [beimperative is reversed: [heILCs can be reughly paraphrased
by a negative imperative, altheugh ILCs put mere emphasis in Ss reluctance
towards dic PMT:

(60) Sis dewn on tite cat’s chair -and youIl tuve hair aH ever your coas.

(Cf. Dont sis down en the cais chau)

2. In generic ILCs, S exprcsses her er hisatti[ude net abeu[ he ¡‘MTof the
imperative in isolatien, but about its consequential relatienship witbthe and-clause.
Generie ILCs are often feund in maximswhich express hew reality is. When S’s
attitude tewards [he consequential relatienship is negative, ILCs have a nuance
of irony (63):

(61) Be ceuragecus and youI¡ succeed.
(62) Respect others and theyll respeet y’>u.
(63) Be rich and yeuII have lots of friends: be peer and yeu’ll have nene.

Imperatives fellowedby or-clauses are called by Davies (1986) «imperative-
like ul[imatums» (ILUs),because the second clause eenveys a kind efultimatum,
an indicatien of[heundesirable consequences wbich will follew if[hePMT is not
performed. Therefere, in ILUs Ss will 18 strengly eriented tewards [he PMT.
They can be saW te express Obligation if5 is [be seurce of the consequences
indicated in the seceud clause (64): in [besecases ILUs stress Ss power overA,
bcing thus rather impelite. When [he seurce of [he consequences is not 5, ILUs
express Ss Wish [bat A sheuld carry out the ¡‘MT (in e[her werds, they are
warnings te A), so as te aveid [he censequences of not doing so (65). Generie
lEus (66), as well as diese whereA cannot control [hePMT(67), are hardly used,
if ever:

(64) Keep she dog caim or yeu’Il be psmnished!
(65) Close thewindow or yeuíl ges a co¡d.
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(66) ?Divide or you won’t win.
(67) ?Be cleveror yen won’t be valued as alí.

If [heor-clause is alse an imperative, the ILU is s[ill more impolite, because S
appears te have the same attitude abeut the PMT and [hePnetMT, that is, 5 seems
indiffercnt tewards [he undesirable consequences for A (ie. it is a breach of Pl’):

(68) Close the window or ges a cold.

7. IMPERATIVES IN JUXTAPOSED CONSTRUCTIONS

Davies (1986) calís «imperative-like concessives» ([he abbreviatien ILCOs
ss mine) [beseconstructiens tbat consist oftwojuxtaposed clauses, the firstbeing
an imperative, because [he sentence receives a cencessive interpretatien.

According te Davies, ILCOs serve S merely te state that [he ¡‘MT will net
have the censequences indicated in the secend clause. Hewever, 1 believe that in
ILCOs 5 dees alse indicate ber er his attitude towards [he PMT. Slhe may
express: 1) a reluctant Acceptance of [be PMT (69), because of its uselessncss;
2) suggestion shat A sbeuldcarry out [be¡‘MT(70) just tecenfirm its uselessness:

(69) Say what yeu think, you’ll still be ignored.
(70) Phone Granny if you like, site won’t be at heme.

This indication of Ss cencern tewards [he PMT distinguishes ILCOs from
ordinary concessives, wliere 5 seemste be mere neutral towards tbe ¡‘MT, as may
be seen if (69) is compared te (71):

(71) Altitough you (rnay) say whas yeu shink, yeu’ll still be ignered.

Like ILCs, ILCOs may refer te a certain addressee orbe generie. In [he latter

case, [he PMT is nearly always under A’s control (72). Generie ILCOs usually
express, like gcneric ILCs, Ss attitude (which is always negative)net towards[he
imperative PMT, but tewards the absence of a cenditienal relatienship between

the twe prepesitiens (73):

(72) Talk as mueh as you like, you wen’t be listened so.
(73) Respect ethers, you still wont be respected.

Unlike in ILCs andin ILUs, the secend clause in ILCOs mayrefer te areality,
which prevents the fulfilment of some expectations that could havederived from
the PMT (74):

(74) Check pessiblc mistakcs, thcre’s nene.

From what has been said of ILCs, ILUs and ILCOs, it can be deduced that
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they, like imperatives in simple sentences, do indicate 5~ attitude tewards [be
PMT, so [bat tbey may be considered as genuine imperatives, which fit in [he
general semantie characterization bere proposed. In this respect, my acceunt is
mere inclusive [han Davies’s (1986), where [he ILCs and ILCOs not expressing
Ss acceptance of [he ¡‘MT had te be exeluded.

8. CONCLUSION

Frem [he preceding analysis of imperatives, it follows that a cemmon
semantie feature seems [o be found in alí of them: [he expression of beulomaic
medality; in other words, imperatives give indications abeu[ he speakers
cencern towards the content of a propesitien being made true. This general
meaning interacts with other facters, such as [he strengtb of the speakerswill [bat
[he preposition comes true, [he relatiensbip between the speaker and [he
addressee, the linguistic and situational centext and [be addressee’s pewer te
make the prepesition comes true; accerding te [bese facsers, different types of
imperatives can be distinguished(imperativesofAcceptance, Witich, Permission

er Obligation). These feur semantic types are cerrelated by variatiens in
illocutienary force, which maybe modified by awide variety of linguistiemeans,
sucb as an explicit subject, [hevecative, the emphatic do before [bebase ferm of
the verb and [he additien of a ceordinate clause (by and, or) er of ajuxtapesed
clause.

It must also be stated that [bis acceunt has been set ferth net in opposition,
but as ene more centributien te [he existing literature about imperatives. Pessible
sugges[iens fer further researcb in [he fleld are te test (especially with examples
form corpera) whether alí imperatives in English fi[ inte [he general
characterization here set ferth, and terefine [bese subdivisions by a deeper study
of tbe semantie and pragmatic factors en wbich they are based.

NOTES

Porexample, Ouirket al. (1985: Ch 1 1)distinguish ~<direetives»,thas is, utteranccs that share
the illeeutionary fereeof inssructing somebedy so do semething, freni «imperatives», ten used
forthe grammasieal kind of clauses. Howevcr, from sheir illocutionary analysis of imperatives (PP.
831-832) it may be deduced that all of shem have thc illecutionary ferce of a directive.

2 Davies (1986) statcs titas interregatives resemble imperatives in that a proposition which
mayor may nos become ¡ruc in future is presented, the diflerence lying in shat in interregatives ¡be
acceptance feature is net always present, bus must be convcyed by stress and intonation, or by
asscrtivc terms(«Weu¡d you like sorne biscuits2» as against «Would you likc any biscui¡sS>).
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It cenid be argued that thc modal ,nay shares these twe feasures, bus, consrariwise so dic
imperative, lis boulomaic meaning is very concrete -it is nearly always restricted te Pernuss,on.

Tite namesof tite main semantie types of imperatives will be written in capital lctters: Wish.
Tite names of their subtypes will be underlined: reauest

It could be thought thas site term «command» would be more adequate br this kind of
imperatives in which 5 lays an obligation. However, 5 will use thc label Obligation because it refcrs
tea scmantic nesien, like the osherIbree labels, in contrast te «cemmand», which refeis a pragmatie
category (the illocutionary ferceof laying an obligation).

Vocatives are distinguisited from subjects «by thcir ability tu stand nos enly ¡ti initial position
bus also in the middle and at tite end of the clause» (Downing and Locke, 1992: 1.96).
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