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1.Introductiom

InEnglishimperatives,tWOidiosyncraticsyntacticpropertiesarefound･First,

auxiliaryverbshave/becancooccurwithauxiliarydoinimperatives,Whiletheycannot

indeclarativesorinterrogatives･Seethefb1lowlngeXamPles,inwhichcopulabe

appearsinaexamples,PaSSivebeinbexamPles,PrOgreSSivebeincexamples,and

Perftctivehaveindexamples:

(1)a.Don'tbeidle.

b.Don'tbeintimidatedbythosebullies･

C.Don'tbesleeplngWhentheyarrive･

(McCawley1998:548)

(ibid.:549)

d.Don,thavefinishedthejobyetwhenwegetback･ (ibid･:549)

(2)a.*Youdon'tbeidle･

b.*Youdon,tbeintimidatedbythosebullies･

C.*Youdon'tbesleeplng･

d.*Youdon'thavennishedthejobyet･
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(3)a･*Don'tyoubeidle?

b･*Don,tyoubeintimidatedbythosebu11ies?

C･*Don'tyoubesleeping?

d･*Don'tyouhave丘nishedthejobyet?

Second,aCCOrding to Davies(1986)and Potsdam(1996),auXiliary do caneither

precede or fb1low an overt subjectinimperatives,Whileit necessarily precedesin

interrogativesandfbllowsindeclaratives‥1

(4)a.Don'tanyonetouchmystuff!

b･Don'tyoumisbehavewhilewe'regone!

C･Thosewithluggagedon'tleaveitunattended!

d.Girlsgointothehal1,boysdon'tmove!

(5)a.Don'tyoumisbehave?

b.*Youdon'tmisbehave?

(6)a.*Don'tyoumisbehave.

b.Youdon'tmisbehave.

(Potsdam1996:4)

(ibid.:4)

(ibid.:4)

(ibid.:4)

Inthispaper,WeinvestlgatethesetwosyntacticpropertiesofEnglishimperatives

WhicharenOtObservedinotherclausetypes.Asthe丘rststep,Potsdam(1996)willbe

reviewedinthenextsection.Heclaimsthatthefirstpropertyresultsfromthefactthat

inEnglishimperatives,Verbsincludingauxili甲γVerbshave/bedonotraisetoIO,and

thatthesecondpropertyresultsfromthefactthatastrongfeaturewhichisoptlOnally

generatedunderCOattractstherelevantftatureofdoovertly･Itwi11beseen,however,

1NotethatmanyotherstudiesonEnglishimperatives(e.g.BeukemaandCoopmans(1989),

Zanuttini(1996),Han(1998)),eXPlicitlyorimplicitly,judgethesu叫ect-don'torderin(4c-d)to
beunacceptable.

AccordingtoDaviesandPotsdam,(emphatic)doanddonotcanalsooccureitherbefbreor

afteranovertsu叫ectinimperatives,although,ingeneral,imperativesentencesinwhichovert

Su叫ectscooccurwithdoordonotarenotwelcomed:
(i)a･DoSOMEonehelphimquickly! (Potsdam1996:4)

b.DoATLEASTSOMEofyouglVeitatry! (ibid.:4)

C.SOMEonedoanswerthephone! (ibid.:4)
d･Thosewithchildrendobringthemalong! (ibid.:4)

(ii)a.?DONOTANYofyoutouchthatcake!It'sfbrtheweddingandifanyofitis

misslngheadswillroll.

b･?DOnotYOU,Ofallpeople,insultmeinthisheinousandbasemanner!

C･IknowI'vedonewrongbutIcan'tsurviveonmyown.

?Ohplease,SOMEbodydonotdesertme!
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(ibid.:5)

d･?SOMEonedonotabandonthegate!The尽ghtisnotyetlostandwemustmaintain

thesecunty. (ibid.:5)
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thatPotsdam,s analysIS Ofthe firstpropertylS nOt enOugh and thatofthe second

property1SPrOblematic.Takingthoseproblemsintoconsideration,WeWillgiveour

OWnanalysesinsection3and4･

2.Potsdam(1996)

Potsdam(1996)proposesthattheclausestructureofimperativesentencesisnot

unlqueOreXCeptlOnalandtheyhavethesameclausestruCtureaSthatofothersentence

types:inimperatives,aS We11asin declaratives orinterrogatives,Su切ectsarein

【Spec,IP]anddoisbase-generatedinIO,mOVing to COifit must(forextensive

discussionsonthesenullhypotheses,SeePotsdam(1996))･Forexample,therough

struCtureOfanimperativesentencelike(7),inwhichdon'tprecedestheovertsu句ect,is

(8)(theVP-internalsu句ecttraceandtheprocessofcombiningdoandnotareignored):

(7)Don'tanyonetouchmystuff!

(8) CP

/へC

don'ti

IP

/へ＼
anyOne Ⅰ'

/へ＼
VP

/へV DP

touch mystuff

Thisstructureisparallelwiththatofaninterrogativesentence(9):

(9)Don'tyoudrinkwine?

(10) CP

/へC

don'ti

IP

/〈＼
yOu

Ⅰ'

/へ＼
VP

/へV DP

drink wlne
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InsplteOftheparallelismsintheclausestruCtureS,imperativesexhibitthetwospeCial

propertiesseenintheprevioussection･Inwhatfbllows,WeSeePotsdam,sanalysesof

theminturn.

Let us begin with the first property seenin(1),rePeated here as(11),the

COOCCurrenCeSOfdowithhave/be:

(11)a.Don'tbeidle.

b･Don'tbeintimidatedbythosebullies. (McCawley1998:548)

C･Don'tbesleeplngWhentheyarrive. (ibid.:549)

d･Don'thave鎖nishedthejobyetwhenwegetback. (ibid.:549)

PotsdamClaims,likeLasnik(1981)andotherresearchers,thatthisresultsfromthefact

thatinimperativesentences,Verbsincludinghave/bedonotraisetoIO,StaylngWithin

VP,Sinceitis supposed that the reason why db-SuPPOrtis not requiredin non-

imperativesentenceswithhave/beisthattheauxiliaryverbsraisetoIOthere･Potsdam

argueS fbrnoV-tO-Imovementinimperativesby uslng SOme diagnostics･One of

themisrelativepositionlngOfavefbwithrespecttosententialnegation･2Ifitis

assumedthatthepositionofsententialnegationnotisnxedinaclauseanditisbetween

VPandIP,PrqiectingNegP,aPartialclausestruCtureislike(12):

(12)IP

/へ
∫〟毎gcJ

I'

/へ＼
I NegP

//＼＼
Neg VP

not

SinceNegPisoutsideofVP,WeCanCOnCludethatavefbraisesoutofVPtoIOifitisto

theleftofnot,anditdoesnotifitistotherightofnot･Innon-imperative丘nite

Clauses,mainverbsappeartotherightofnotasin(13),andauxiliaryverbshavehe

appeartothelef[ofnotasin(14),SOitcanbeconcludedthatthefbrmerdonotundergo

V-tO-Imovementandthelatterdo:

2
ThepositionlngOfsententialnegationisalsousedfbrargulngfbrnoV-tO-Imovementin

imperatives by some other researchers than Potsdam(e.g.Lasnik(1981),Beukema and

Coopmans(1989),Po1lock(1989)).
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(13)Sampsondidnotattendthebabyshower.

(13')*SamPSOnattendednotthebabyshower.

(14)a･Thatjunkerhashotruninami11ionyearS.

a'･*Thatjunkernothave/hasruninamillionyearS.
b･Kathyisnotgettingherhairdone.

b'･*Kathynotbe/wasgettlngherhairdone･

(Potdam1996:73)

(ibid.:74)

(ibid.:74)

C･Mykoalaswerenotmisplacedbytheluggagehanders･

C'･*Mykoalasnotbe/wenmisplacedbytheluggagehandlers.(ibid.:74)

d.Mom'sscarfisnotonthecandelabra.

d'.*Mom'sscarfnotbe/isonthecandelabra. (ibid.:74)

Inimperativesentences,mainverbsappeartotherightofnotagainasin(15),but

auxiliaryVerbshave/bealsoappeartotherightofnot,unlikeinnon-imperative丘nite

Clauses,aSin(16):

(15)Donottouchthatglass!

(15')*Touchn't/notthatglass! (Potsdam1996:91)

(16)a･Donothavelef[amessinthekitchenfbrustocleanwhenwegetback!

a'*Pleasehaven'血otleftamessinthekitchenfbrustocleanwhenwe

getback! (ibid.:92)

b･DonotbegolngSOSOOn!

b'■*βeが〟仰fgolngSOSOOn!

C･Donotbefo01edbyhischicanery!

C'･*Ben't/notfboledbyhischicanery!

d･Donotbeproud!

d'･*Ben't/notproud!

(ibid.:92)

(ibid.:92)

(ibid.:92)

ThesepleCeSOfevidenceabouttherelativepositionlngOfavetbwithrespecttonot

Showthatinimperativesverbsincludingauxiliaryhave/bedonotraisetoIO,Staying

withinVP.

AnotherdiagnosticforV-tO-ImovementisrelativepositionlngOfaverbwith

respectto"S-adverbs."Potsdam(1996:18)describesthedistributionofthiskindof

adverbas(17)below:

(17)SyntacticDistributionofS-Advetbs

a.1eftaqiunctiontoIP

b･1eftaqjunctiontoI'

C･1eftadjunctiontothetopmostVP
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(17')IP

/へ(∫一助九) IP

/へ＼

∫〟毎ecJ Ⅰ'

/へ＼
(∫一助力′) Ⅰ'

/へ＼
VP

/ ＼
(∫-αれ) VP

Since,aStheabovetree(17')clearlyshows,S-advetbscanbenolowerthanthetopmost

VP,thatis,theyareOutSideofVP,WeCanCOnCludethataverbraisesoutofVPtoIOif

itmayappeartotheleftofanS-adverb,anditdoesnotraise,StaylngWithinVPifitcan

neverappeartoitsleft.Innon-imperativefiniteclauses,mainverbscannotappearto

theleftofanS-adverbasin(18),Whereasauxiliaryverbshave/becanasin(19),SOit

CanbeconcludedthatthefbrmerdonotraisetoIOandthelatterdo,COn丘rmlngthe

COnClusionreachedbythesententialnegationdiagnosticabove:

(18)*Theprincipaltalkedprobab&totheparentS.

(18')Theprincipalprobab&talkedtotheparentS.

(19)a.Shehasevident&misunderstoodmyquestion.

(Potsdam1996:73)

(ibid.:73)

b.ThepolicearePrObabb7SurrOundingthewarehouseaswespeak.

(ibid.:73)

C･TheinhabitantSWereundeTTtandab&botheredbytheriotlngOutSide.

d･CatherinewasqEParentb7aSPOrtSfanatic.

(ibid.:73)

(ibid.:73)

Inimperatives,neithermainverbsnorhave/becanappeartotheleftofS-advetbs

asin(20)-(21)(althoughthe sentencewithhave(21d)seems morenaturalthanthe

COrreSPOndingsentenceswithbe(21a-C)):

(20)*InterYiewcertainlywiththecompaniesthatyou'reinterestedin!

(20')Certainlyinterviewwiththecompaniesthatyou'reinterestedin!

(Potsdam1996:89)

(21)a.*Beabsolutelylisteningtothecustomers'complaintsandtakingnoteof

tbem!
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a,AbsolutelybelistenlngtOthecustomers,complaintsandtakingnoteof

them! (ibid.:90)

b･*BenormallyapprovedbythecommitteebeforecomlngtOtheseminar!

b,･Norma11ybeapprovedbythecommitteebefbrecomlngtOtheseminar!

(ibid.:90)

c･*Benormallyinyourseatsbefbretheguestofhonorwalksin!

c,.Normallybeinyourseatsbefbretheguestofhonorwalksin!(ibid･:90)
d.?Havecertainlyreadatleasttheintroduction!

d,.Certainlyhavereadatleasttheintroduction! (ibid･:91)

ThesepleCeSOfevidenceabouttherelativepositionlngOfavetbwithrespecttoanS-

adverbagalnShowthatinimperativesauxiliaryverbshave/be,aSWellasmainverbs,do

notundergoV-tO-Imovement,StaylnglnSitu,SuPPOrtlngtheconclusionreachedbythe

sententialnegationdiagnosticabove･3

LetusturntothesecondpropertyofthesyntaxofEnglishimperativesseenin(4),

repeatedhereas(22),Whereauxiliarydooptionallyappearsbefbreoraftertheovert

Su句ect:

(22)a.Don'tanyOnetOuChmystuff!

b･Don,tyoumisbehavewhilewe,regone!

c.Thosewithluggagedon,tleaveitunattended!

d･Girlsgointothehall,boysdon,tmove!

(Potsdam1996:4)

(ibid.:4)

(ibid.:4)

(ibid.:4)

p｡tSdamassumesthatwhendofbllowsthesubiect,itislocatedinIO,andwhenit

precedes,itislocatedinCOasaconsequenceofI-tO-Cmovement･Inshort,(22)

showsoptlOnalI-tO-Cmovementofdoinimperatives･

PotsdamsupposesthattheI-tO-Cmovementofdoasin(22a-b)isdrivenbya

strongftatureinCO,IMP.ThisftaturecorrespondstoQininterrogativesentences

positedbyChomsky(1995:289ff･)･Theyarebothclausetypefeaturesgeneratedin

CO:QdeterminesinterrogativeclausetypewhereasIMPdeterminesimperativeclause

type･AccordingtoPotsdam,theIMPftatureisanopt10nalelementinimperative

sentences･Ifitappearsinaclause,itmustbecheckedoffbytherelevantfeatureofdo

befbreSpell-Outsinceitisstrong,SOthatdoraisestoCOovertly,yieldinglmPerative

sentenceslike(22a-b).4
0ntheotherhand,ifitdoesnotappear,dodoesnotraise

3

potsdampositsathirddiagnosticusingVPellipsisdata･SeePotsdam(1996:92ff･)･
4

potsdamclaimsthatIMPischeckedbyacategorialftature∑,Whichiscarriedbyn'tin

don･t,nOtindonot,and+EMPHinemphaticdo(seePotsdam(1996:Ch･6))･However,itis
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OVertly andimperative sentenceslike(22c-d)are generated.Qis also strongin

English,but,unlikeIMP,itnecessari1yappearsininterrogatives,SOthattheI-tO-C

movementisobligatorythere.

Sofar,Potsdam,sanalysesforthetwounlquePrOPertiesofEnglishimperatives

havebeenreviewed･BelowwepolntOutthatneitherofthemissufficientandtheyare

tobesupplementedormodi丘ed･First,aSreCOgnizedbyPotsdamhimself,althoughhe

SuCCeedsinshowlngthatinimperativesentences,unlikedeclarativeorinterrogative

SentenCeS,auXiliaryverbshave/bedonot▼raisetoIO,StaylnglnSitu,heproposesno

explicitmechanismsofverbmovementanddo-SuPPOrt･Toquestionswhyauxili

VerbsdonotundergoV-tO-Imovementinimperativesandwhydo-SuPPOrtisrequired

WhenverbsstaywithinVP,nOanSWerSareglVen･

Second,inordertoexplaintheoptionalityofI-tO-Cmovementinimperatives,itis

ClaimedthatthestrongIMPftature･WhichdrivesthemovementbeforeSpell-Out,

appearSin CO of animperative clause optlOnally･IMPis,however,afeature

determiningimperativeclausetype,justasQisaftaturedetermininginterrogative

Clausetype･Whenitisabsentinaclause,howdoestheclausegetinterpretedasan

imperative?Potsdamassumesthatdeclarativeclauseshavenoclausetypeftaturein

CO･Ifso,howcanimperativeclausesinwhichIMPis
accidenta11y absentbe

difftrentiatedfrom declarative clauses whentheyareinterpreted?Contrary to

Potsdam'sclaim,IMPmustbeanObligatoryelementinanimperativesentence.

InthefbllowlngSeCtions,WeWillgiveourownanalyses,takingtheseproblemsof

Potsdam,sanalysesintoconsideration･First,insection3,WeWillproposeamodified

VerSionofLasnik's(1995)theoryofverbalmorphologyinordertoaccountR〉rnOV-tO-

Imovementinimperatives･Next,insection4,thenotionof=internaldiglossiaMwill

beintroduced,Which enables us toexplain the optlOnalI-tO-C movement ofdoin

imperatives.

3.NoV-tO･Imovement

Lasnik(1995)proposesthefbllowingapproachtoverbalmorphology:

(23)a･Haveandbearefu11yinflectedinthelexicon.

b･AllotherEnglishvefbsarebareinthelexicon.

(24)Inflisfreelyanafnxorasetofabstractftatures.

assumed here thatIMPis checkedby aVfbatureofdo.TTleChoicebetween themisnot

Slgni鮎antinthefbl)owlngdiscussion･FortheproblemswiththeassumptlOnbyPotsdam,

SeeEato(1999).
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(25)FiniteftaturalInflisstronginEnglish.

(26)AffixalInflmustmergewithaV,aPFprocess(distinctfromhead

movement)demandinga4jacency.

GiventheseassumptlOnS,thefactthatauxiliaryVerbshave/beinnon-imperativefinite

clauses raise toIOand main vefbs do not can be accounted fbr as fbllows.In the

derivationofafiniteclausewithhave/be,anauXiliaryverbfu11yinflectedinthelexicon

andaftaturalInflareintroduced.TheftaturesoftheInflisstrongandsotheauxiliary

VerbwithinnectionalfeaturesraisesovertlytotheInfltochecktherelevantftatures

(See(27)):

(27)‥.Inn‥.Ⅴ.‥

+F +F

し｣

In contrast,main verbsareintroducedinto derivationsin bare fbrm,and theInflis

afnxal.Ifa句acency obtains,the PF mergerofthe afnx withthe vetb(i.e.a伍x-

lowering)takesplace(See28)):

(28)‥.In爪‥.Ⅴ‥.

Af bare

JJ

In negative sentences,nOtintervenes betweenthe afnx and the verb.Since the

aqjacencyconditionisnotsatis丘ed,afnx-loweringdoesnottakeplace(See(29)):

(29)*Johnnotwalked.(...Infl.‥nOt‥.V‥.)

This derivation wouldlead to a PF crash because ofthe stranded afnx,SO thatdo-

supportisinvokedasalastresort･5

5Itmightbeaskedwhynever,unlikenot,doesnotblockafnx-lowenng,aSSeenbelow:

(i)Johnneverwalked.

Hereweassumethatneverisanaqiunct,henceamaximalprq]eCtion,andnotisahead,andthat

the a句acency conditionis sensitive only to heads,and not to maximalprq]eCtions･This

assumptlOnenablesustoexplain anotherfact,ObservedinLME､andEModE.In theperiod,

thewordorderseenin(i)waspossible.Thismeansthatnotdidnotblockaffix-loweringthen･

Ifwesuppose,fbllowing,fbrexampIe,Frisch(1995)andIshikawa(1995),thatnotintheperiod

WaSnOtaheadbutaspecifier,thefactthatthea伍ⅩSkipsnottothevefbisnotproblematic,
becausespecifiersaremaximalprq]eCtions.
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The supportlng eVidence fbr Lasnik-s analysis comes fromVP ellipsIS･Itis

knownthatthefbllowlngdescnptlVegeneralizationholdsforVPellipsIS:

(30)ThebarefbrmOfaverbVotherthanbeorauxiliaryhavecanbedeleted

underidentltyWithany otherfbrmOfV･Be orauxiliary have canbe

deletedunderidentitywiththeverysamefbrm(Lasnik1995:111)･

VPellipsISispossibleunderltsloppyidentlty=betweenanantecedentverbandanelided

verb,Whentheverbsaremainverbs,aSShownin(31),Wheretheelidedverbsareall

Sleqpinbarefbrm:

(31)a.Johnslept,andMarywi11too.

b.Johnsleeps(everyafternoon),andMaryshouldtoo･

C.?Johnwassleeplng,andMarywilltoo･

d.Johnhasslept,andMarywilltoo･ (Lasnik1995:108-9)

Incontrast,WhentheverbsareauXiliaryverbs,VPellipsISispossibleonlyunderstrict

identlty:

(32)a.*Johnwashere,andMarywilltoo.

b.*Johnishere,andMarywi11too.

C.Johnwi11behere,andMarywilltoo. (ibid.:109)

LasnikclaimsthatthisasymmetryinVPellipsISCanbeaccountedforwiththeanalysl亨

OfverbalmorphologyseenaboveandthefollowlngaSSumPtlOn:

(33)AfbrmofaverbVcanonlybedeletedunderidentitywiththeverysame

fbrm(Lasnik1995:112).

(33)meansthatVPellipsisisnecessarilypossibleonlyunderstrictidentity･Since

mainverbsareintroducedintoderivationsbare,theyareinthesamefbrmbeforeafnx-

loweringtakesplace,SOthatVPellipsiscanoperateatthisstage(asshownin(34))･

Moreover,it might be asked why auxiliary verbs
can raise across anintervenlng head

positionorNegOwithoutbringlngabouttheHeadMovementConstraintviolation･Herewe

fbllowRoberts(1993)andassumethatNegOandVOareheadsofdifftrentsorts,thatis,the
formerisanA▼-head,andthelatterisanA-head,andaheadblocksmovementsacrossitofa

headofthesamesort･Althoughitisclearthatmorediscussionisneededonthesequestions,

Wewi11notpursuethemanyfurtherhere･
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Afterthis,afnx-lowerlngtakesplace,reSultinginVPellipsISunderapparentSloppy

identity.

(34)JolmInflsleep,andMarywillsLeeptoo(=(31a))

Ontheotherhand,auXiliaryverbshave/beareintroducedintoderivationsfu11yinflected,

andsothereisnopolntinthederivationwhentheyareinthesamebareform･Then,

VPellipsISisimpossibleunderapparentSloppyidentlty･

Although Lasmik-sanalysis of verbalmorphology enables us to explain the

asymmetrybetweenauxiliaryverbsandmainverbsinverbmovementandVPellipsis

asseensofar,itmustbeslightlymodinedbecauseofawrongpredictionitmakes･

Theclause(26)leadsustopredictthatifInflisafnxal,italwayslowerstotheverband

theverbdoesnotraise.Butthisisnotthecase･VerbsmayraiseevenwhenInflis

afnxal.AspointedoutbyWarner(1995),uPuntiltheearlynineteenthcentury,VPs

headedbyauxiliaryverbbecouldbeelidedunder‖sloppy"identity(asseenin(35)),

whichshowsthatintheEnglishintheperiod,beraisestoIOalthoughtheInflisafnxal:

(35)a.Iwishouropinionswerethesame･Butintimetheywillbethesame･

(1816,JaneAusten,Emma,ed.R.W.Chapman(London,Oxford

UmiversityPress,1933),471)【Warner1995]

b.AndLadyMiddleton,issheangry?

Icannotsupposeitpossiblethatsheshould抽･(1811,Jane

Austen,SenseandSensibility,ed.R.W.Chapman(London,Oxford

UniversityPress,1933),272)[ibid･]

Thereforewehavetwopossiblewell-formedderivationswhenInflisafnxal･Inone

case,theafnxlowerstotheverbstaylnglnSitu･MainverbsinPEfallunderthiscase･

Intheothercase,theverbraisestotheafnxstayinginsitu.BeTsin(35)fal1underthis

case.Ifneither verb movement nor afnx-lowerlng OCCurS,the derivation willbe

crashedatPFbecauseofthestrandedafnx.Itisobviousthatthissituationshowsthat

thereisastrengthparameterfora伍xalInfl,aSWe11asftaturalInfl･WhenafnxalInfl

isstrong,VetbsraisetoIO,Whereaswhenitisweak,afnxesIowertoVO･Nowwefind

thatthedichotomybetween=afnxalInfl=and=featuralInfl"ismisleading,because

strengthisapropenyOfftaturesandthefactthat=afhalInflMhasthepropedyshows

thatitdoeshostftatures･SincebothtypeSOfInflhavefeatures,therealdifftrence

betweenthemiswhetherornottheyhostaverbalafnx･ThusthecorrectdichotomylS

between=+afnxalInfl"and"-afnxalInfl."

Tosummarizethe discussion so far,therearetwoparametersforInfl･One
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determineswhethertheInflis+afnxalor-amXal,andtheotherdetermineswhetheritis

StrOngOrWeak･ThesetwoparameterSCOmbinetoyieldfburpossiblepatternsofverb

movementanddecomposabilityofverbsandafnxes,aSSeenin(37),WhereVstandsfor

abareverbandV-aff.aninflectedverb:

(36)twoparametersfbrInfl

a.+afnxalor-afnxal

b･StrOngOrWeak

(37)a.+afnxalandstrong

IP

/へⅠ VP

Lv一へ
aff.

C.-afnxalandstrong

IP

ノヘ＼
Ⅰ VP

Lv忘｢ヽ

b.+afnxalandweak

IP

/へⅠ VP

｣J一へ＼
afr.

d.-afnxalandweak

//ヽ＼＼
Ⅰ VP

/へ＼
Ⅴ-afr.

MainverbsinPEfallunder(37b),auXiliaryverbsinPE(37c),andbe(andallother

verbs)upuntiltheearlynineteenthcentury(37a).6

Sofar,WehavereviewedLasnik's(1995)analysisofvefbalmorphologyandthe

SuPPOrtlngeVidencefromVPellipsIS,andmodi丘editbyintroducingtheparametric

difftrenceto"afnxalInfl."WearenOWinapositiontoconsiderverbmovementand

do-SuPPOrtinimperatives.Inimperatives,aS Potsdam(1996)points out,nOtOnly

mainverbsbutalsoauxiliaryVerbsfailtoundergoV-tO-Imovementanddo-SuPPOrt

maybeinvoked.Thismeansthatbothtypesofverbsinimperativesfal1underthe

pattern(37b),thatis,Inflis+afnxalandweak,SO afnx-loweringtakesplaceifthe

a句acency conditionis satisfiedand otherwise do-SuPPOrt OCCurS.Then the partial

derivationsofneutral,negativeandemphaticimperativesarelike(38),(39)and(40)

respectively:

6

AccordingtoLasnik(1995),Swedishexhibitsthepattern(37d),inwhichInnis-afnxaland

Weak.
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(38)IP

/〈-＼

∫〟毎ecri I'

/一へ＼

imp一鮒･/へ

｣∴√㌦
(39) IP

/へ＼

∫〟毎ecri I'

/〈＼
I NegP

imp-aff./へ

ノト∴:㌔
(40)IP

/へ＼

∫〟勿ecfi I'

/〈＼
I EmpbP

imp-aff･ノ〈
【+Empb】

/〈＼

VP

/へ Ⅴ'

/へ＼

InthesestruCtureS,Inflis+afnxalandsothereisanimperativeafnxinIO･Sincethe

Inflisweak,theverbstayswithinVP(beforeSpe11-Out)andtheimperativeafnxlowers

andattachestotheverbifa句acencyobtains.In(38),Wherethisconditionissatis丘ed,

afnx-loweringdoestakeplace.Ontheotherhand,in(39)and(40),theintervening
headNegOorEmphOblocksthelowerlng,anddo-SuPPOrtOCCurSinordertosavethe

strandedaffix.

TheclaimthatInflis+afnxalinimperativesissupportedbyevidencefromVP
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ellipsIS･Seebelow:

(41)a.Leave.Idon'twantto/Iwon-t.

b･Bequlet･Idon-twanttO/Iwon't･ (Lasnik1995:114)

(41)showsthatinimperativesVPellipsisundertheconditionof"sloppy"identityis

possiblenotonlywhentheverbisamainverb,butalsowhenitisanauxiliaryverb･7

Thiscontrastswiththesituationofnon-imperativesentencesseenin(31)and(32),in

Which main verbs,but not auxiliary verbs,Can be deleted under''sloppy''identlty･

RememberthatVPellipsISunder''sloppy''identltylSPOSSibleinthecasewhereverbs

enterintoaderivationinbareform,thatis,Inflis+afnxal.ThereforethisfactofVP

ellipsISSuPPOrtSOuranalysisofimperatives･8

4.OptionalI･tO･Cmovement

Asseenin(4)andfbotnotel,auXiliarydoinimperativesmaybelocatedbefbreor

afterasubject:

(42)(わ乃'〟(わ/(わ乃Of+S+V

a.Don'tanyonetouchmystuff!

b.DoSOMEonehelphimquickly!

(Potsdam1996:4)

(ibid.:4)

c?DONOTANYofyoutouchthatcake!It,sfbrtheweddingandif

anyofitismisslngheadswillroll･

(43)S+(わ乃'〟ゐ/(わ乃Of+V

a.Thosewithluggagedon'tleaveitunattended!

b.SOMEonedoanswerthephone!

C.IknowI'vedonewrongbutIcan'tsurviveonmyown･

?Ohplease,SOMEbodydonotdesertme!

(ibid.:5)

(ibid.:4)

(ibid.:4)

(ibid.:5)

Itissupposedby Potsdam(1996)thattheabovedatashow thatdoinimperatives

7
Notethatthesurfacefbrmsoftheverbsineachpalrareidentical,buttheftaturesthatthey

Carryarediffbrent,SOtheVPellipsISOPerateSunder=sloppyHidentity･
8

ThereisaremalnlngqueStionwhyInflinimperativeswithanauxiliaryverbandtheonein

non-imperativeswithanauxiliaryverbexhibitthedifftrentparametriccharacterization,thatis,

theformeris+afBxalandweakandthelatteris-afnxalandstrong.Notethatthisquestionis

arestatementofwhyauxiliaryverbsdonotundergoV-tO-Imovementandrelyondo-SuPPOrtin

imperatives,unlikeinnon-imperatives･Asseenabove,thenatureofInflinearliertimesis

difftrentfromeitherofthepresent-dayInfl's(i･e･itis+a伍xalandstrong),SOWeCananSWer

thequestiondiachronicallybyconsideringthehistoricalchanges･SeeKato(1999)･
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optlOna11ymovestoCO･WehavealreadyseenthatPotsdam,sanalysisinwhichIMP,

aclausetypeftatureinCOtriggerlngtheI-tO-Cmovement,issupposedtobestrongfails

todealwiththeoptlOnalmovementofdo･TheproblemofdealingwiththeoptlOnal

movementwithintheMinimalistProgram,Wherealltheoperationsinacomputational

systemaresupposedtobeobligatory,lSaSfbllows:

(44)IfIMPinCOwerestrong,thepattern(42)wouldbeunacceptable,butif

weak,thepattern(43)wouldbeunacceptable･

Inthissection,aSOlutiontothisproblemissearchedfor･

ItmaybesaftlyassumedthatrobustlyavailableinputfbrtheacqulSlt10nOf

EnglishimperativescontainsthefbllowlngtyPeS:9

(45)robustlyavailableinputfortheacquisitionofEnglishimperatives

a.Ⅴ(e.g.乱川相加mdわ･)

b.S+Ⅴ(e.g.ね〟r〟m相続e用血･)

c.`永椚′f+Ⅴ(e.g.仇財吊吼仰ゆ･)

d.(わ乃′J+S+Ⅴ(e.g.エb乃'Jyo〟あg乃Of即･)

e.(わ+Ⅴ(e.g.加f〟mq椚ゐe用dわ･)
f.(わ〝Of+Ⅴ(e.g.加乃OJあe乃0ねy)

outofthesetypesofinput,Only(45b)and(45d)canbeusedtodeterminewhetherIMP

isstrongorweakbecauseoftheovertsubiects,andtherestarenotusefu1inthisrespect･

Fromthetwotypesofinput,however･ChildrencannOtunlquelydeterminethestrength

ofIMPsincetheygiveusinconsistentinfbrmation:(45b),inwhichtheV-ftature

fo1lowsthesubjectlocatedin[Spec,IP],infbrmsusthattheIMPftatureisweak(as

longaswedonotpresumeanemptyelementinCO),Whereas(45d),inwhichtheV-

feature(Ofdo)precedesthesubiect,informSuSthattheIMPftatureisstrong･What

dochildrenacqulrlngEnglishdointhefaceoftheindeterminacyofthestrengthof

OnepossibilitylSthatchildrenfinishlanguageacqulSlt10nleavlngthefeature

strengthinquestionunderspeci丘ed･Ifthisiscorrect,theexplanationoftheoptlOnalI-

to-Cmovementwouldbeasfbllows:

9
Theothertypesofimperatives(i･e･S+don･t+V,do+S+V,S+do+V,donot+S+V,

andS+donot+V)arepossiblebutnotwelcomedingeneralasmentionedipfbotnotel,SO
theymaybeincludedintheinput,butnotrobust･
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(46)IMPisneitherstrongnorweakinthegrammar･Thestrengthofitis

underspeci丘ed.

Ifitisassumedthatthegrammarthathasaftaturewhosestrengthisunderspeci丘ed

OPtlOnallyspeci丘esthestrengthasstrongorweakeverytimetheftatureentersintoa

derivation,WeCanSaythatwhenIMPisspecifiedasstrongandentersintoaderivation,

SentenCeSaSin(42)areyielded,andwhenitisspeci丘edasweakandentersintoa

derivation,SentenCeSaSin(43)areyielded.

Althoughthismightbeaplausibleexplanation,WeWOuldliketoavoidadoptlnglt

ifpossible,becausetosaythatagrammarhasaftatureofunderspeci丘edstrengthis

nothingbutsaylngthatthegrammarhasanOPtionaloperation･ThisisagalnStthe

StandardviewinthecurrentframeworkoftheMinimalistProgramthatthereisno

OPtlOnaloperationinagrammar,andatheoryassumlngthatal1theoperationsina

COmPutationalsystemareobligatorylSStrOngerthanatheory assumlngthatsome

OPerationsareoptlOnal･Soanotherpossibilityshouldbeexplored･

Anotherpossibilitytobeconsideredhereisthatinthefaceoftheindeteminacy

OfthestrengthofIMPchildrenacqulretWOgrammarSOneOfwhichhasstrongIMPand

theotherhasweakIMP･Ifthisiscorrect,theexplanationoftheoptionalI-tO-C

movementwouldbesummarizedasfo1lows:

(47)SpeakershavetwodistinctgranmarSinmind.OneofthemhasstrongIMP

and the other has
weakIMP(..internaldiglossia一一(see Kroch(1989),

Lightfbot(1999:Ch･4)andtheliteraturecitedthere)).

Thespeakerswithtwogrammarsinmindcanoptional1yaccesseitherofthem.When

theyaccessthegrammarwithstrongIMP,theyutterimperativesasin(42),Whereas

WhentheyaccessthegrammarwithweakIMP,theyutterimperativesasin(43)andthe

OneSinwhichdodoesnotappear･Notethatifthenotionofinternaldiglossiais

adopted,WeCanmaintainthestandardviewintheMinimalistProgramthatthereisno

Optionaloperationina(Single)grammar,SincethegrammarSthatthespeakerswiththe

internaldiglossiahaveinmindaretheoneinwhichdon･tMohionotobligatorilyraiseto

COandtheoneinwhichtheyobligatorilystaylnSitu･Inthisrespect,theexplanation

(47)ismoredesirablethan(46).

Letusconsiderthisexplanationwiththenotionofinternaldiglossiaabitfurther.

Lightfbot(1999:Ch･4)claims thatinternaldiglossia,thatis,･一optionalt-syntactic

OPerationsarediachronicallyunstableandshort-1ived,andthereasonisthesameasthe

Onethatmorphologicaldoublets(e･g･aWakedandawoke)arediachronicallyunstable

andshort-1ived:inlanguageacqulSltlOn,ChildrenarePreVentedfromlearnlngCOeXistlng
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formSthatarenOtSemanticallyandfunctional1ydistinctbyaneconomyrestrictionthat

Aronoff(1976)callstheBlockingE晩ct･Therefore,iftheoutputproducedbyon

grammarininternaldiglossiaisnotsemanticallyandfunctionallydistinctfromtheone

PrOducedbytheother,theBlockingEffectoperates,SOthatoneofthemwinsoutand

drivesaway theother,OrtheydifftrentiateinmeanlngOrfunction･Accordingto

Lightfbot(1999),theaverageliftspanofdoubletsislessthan300yearS.Kato(1999)

ClaimsthattheindeterminacyofthestrengthofIMPinlanguageacqulSltlOn丘rsttook

Placein the eighteenth century,and this means that theinternaldiglossia ofthe

grammarswithstrongIMPandweakIMPhaslastedfornearly300yearSWithoutone

drivlngaWaytheother･Thereforeweshouldexpectthatthetwogrammarsinthe

internaldiglossia have diffbrentiatedin meanlng Orfunction,and,in fact,this

expectationisright.

Davies(1986)argueSthatthetwovariantsofnegativeandemphaticimperatives,

theonewithdbn'〟dobefbreasuqectasin(42)andtheonewithdon,tMoafterasubject

asin(43),arenOtinfreevariation.First,theydifftrinthecontrastivenessofthe

Su切ects･Davies(1986:94)observeSthat''thepositionofthesubjectafterdon,tseems

toresultinitsbeingviewedasthefocusofthenegation;Whatisbeingrqectedisnot

Simplythepossibilityofacertainactionbeingcarriedout,butthepossibilityofitbeing

Carriedoutbyoneparticularagent,aSOpPOSedtosomeoneelse･‖ Forexample,inthe

fbllowlng PalrS,the b examPles,in which the su句ects precede don,t,are mOre

acceptable:

(48)a･?Don'tthosewithluggageleaveitunattended.

b･Thosewithluggagedon'tleaveitunattended. (Davies1986:92)

(49)a･?Donttanyonewhohasaradiouseitforthenexthalf-hour.

b･Anyonewhohasaradiodon■tuseitfbrthenexthalf-hour.(ibid.:92)

Thisisbecauseintheaexamples‖thereisnowaylnWhichtheaddresseedesignatedby

thesubiectcouldbeunderstoodtocontrastwithotherstowhomtheprohibitionmight

havebeen,butitisnot,issued;OneCOuldhardlyhavetoldthosewithoutluggagenotto

leaveitunattended,Orthosewithoutradiosnottolistentothem(ibid.:94).‖ The

difftrencein■thecontrastivenessofthesubjectsalsoa脆ctsemphaticimperatives.The

POSitionofthesuqectaf[erdoseemstoexpressthespeaker-semphasisonhisdesire

thatanaCtbeperformedbyoneparticularPerSOnOrOneParticulargrOuPOfpeople,but

notby the other･Soin the pairof(50a)and(50b),in which such a contrastive

interpretationofthes叫ectsisdifncult,theformerismoreacceptable,Whereasinthe

Pairof(51a)and(51b),inwhichthecontrastiveinterpretationiseasy,thelatterismore

acceptable:
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(50)a.Thosewithcarsdobringthemalong･

b.?DothosewithcarSbringthemalong. (Davies1986:95)

(51)a.?Iknowthecyclistsmightnotbeabletomakeit,butthosewithcarSdo

turnuP･

b･Iknowthecyclistsmightnotbeabletomakeit,butdothosewithcars

turnup. (ibid･:95)

Second,thepositionofthesu句ectmayalsobeafftctedbythescopeofthe

negationoremphasis.SeethefbllowlngpalrS:

(52)a.Donltoneofyoufbrgetthemoney･

b.Oneofyoudon.tforgetthemoney･

(53)a.Don'tsomeofyoutalktohim･

b.Someofyoudon-ttalktohim･

(Davies1986:97)

(ibid.:97)

(52a)isusedwheneachoftheaddresseesisexpectedtobringmoney,Whereas(52b)is

usedwhenoneofthemisexpectedtobringmoney･Similarly,(53a)isusedwhen

noneoftheaddresseesisexpectedtotalk,Whereas(53b)isusedwhenjustsomebutnot

allofthemareexpectednottotalk･

Davies.s(1986)discussionindicates thatthe outputproducedby the grammar

withstrongIMPandtheoneproducedbythegrammarWithweakIMPareSemantically

and/orfunctiona11ydistinct,andthisisconsistentwiththeexpectationresultingfromthe

factthattheinternaldiglossiaofthetwogrammarshaslastedfornearly300yearS･IO

5.ConclⅦSion

In this paper,We haveinvestlgated the two unlque prOPerties of English

imperatives･Thefirstpropertyisthatauxiliarydocancooccurwithauxiliaryvetbs

have/be.Ithasbeenseenthatitisexplainedbymeansoftheslightlymodi丘edversion

of Lasnik,s(1995)theory of verbalmorphology:inimperatives,Vetbsincluding

auxiliaryvetbsdonotovertlyraisetoIOsincetheparametricvaluesofInflareSPeCined

as+af丘xalandweakforbothmainverbsandauxiliaryverbs･ThesecondpropertylS

thatdomayeitherprecedeorfollowanovertsubject･Ithasbeenseenthatitis

explainedbyadoptlngthenotion山internaldiglossia":thegrammarwithstrongIMPand

theonewithweakIMPcoexistinthemindhrainofEnglishspeakersandthefbrmer

10Kato(1999)givesananalysisofhowthisinternaldiglossiaemergedintheEnglishgrammar

intheeighteenthcentury･
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generatesimperativeswithdobefbrethesubjectandthelattergeneratesimperatives

Withdoafterthesu句ect.
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