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ABSTRACT

The starting point of this article is a comparative corpus-based study of how
verbal aspect is used in the imperative in 12 different Slavic languages -
namely, Russian (Ru), Belarusian (By), Ukrainian (Uk), Bulgarian (Bg), Pol-
ish (P1), Serbian (Sr), Croatian (Hr), Macedonian (Mk), Upper Sorbian (US),
Slovak (Sk), Czech (Cz), and Slovene (Sn). The findings corroborate the re-
sults of previous studies of aspect use in the indicative (Dickey (2000), for
example), as well as recent studies of aspect use in the imperative by Be-
nacchio (2010) and von Waldenfels (2012): the imperfective aspect (IPF) is
significantly more widespread in the East Slavic languages - Ru, By, and Uk
- than in the West Slavic ones - Cz, Sk, and Sn, while Bg, P, Sr, Hr, Mk, and
US make up a middle continuum of languages stretching from more to less
IPF-oriented. However, contrary to Dickey (2000), who takes the meanings
of the aspects to vary across the Slavic languages, the author of this arti-
cle takes the meaning of the perfective (PF) aspect to be the same in all the
Slavic languages.

The question addressed in the article is why, in particularly the East Slavic
languages, IPF is so widespread. It is shown that in many of the cases in
question, IPF refers to a single, complete event. It is argued that what we
see in these cases is simply the same phenomenon that is referred to as the
general-factual IPF when it occurs in the indicative, with the exception that
the presuppositional type of the general-factual IPF in the imperative typ-
ically involves identification at the level of event type, not token, as in the
indicative. Since imperatives are not about facts, the general-factual IPF is
instead referred to as the fake IPF.

On this analysis, what some researchers consider to be aspectual meanings
specific to the imperative come out neatly as epiphenomena of aspect use.

[1] INTRODUCTION

In comparative Slavic aspectology imperatives have, just until recently, been lar-
gely ignored. In Russian aspectology imperatives have, to some extent, been taken
into consideration, but puzzles still remain. A case in point is (1) below. Specif-
ically, given that we typically use imperatives when we want the addressee to
change the world in some way, we would expect the aspect most widely used to
be the perfective (PF). However, the results of my own comparative corpus study,
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which are supported by Benacchio (2010) and von Waldenfels (2012), show that
this expectation is borne out only for a minority of the Slavic languages, as illus-
trated in (1).! 2

(1)  a. Ru: 4 3mat, moueMy OH He CTOHAJ M BOoOIIe He cToHeT. Ha Moit Bompoc
OH OTBeTWI: — “ YuTaritepr poman “OBox”, Torga ysHaere.”
(ParaSol. Ostrovskij: Kak zakaljalas’ stal’)
I know now why he never groans. I asked him, and he replied: “Read the
novel “The Gadfly” and you’ll know.”
b. By: - “Usrrarinepr paman “ABazenn’, Tajbl Oyzele Beqais.”
c. Uk: - “Yurarirepr poman “OBin”, Tomi 3Hatumere.”
d. Bg: - “Yererepr pomana “Crepuien”, Torasa e pasbepere.”
e. Sr: - “Citajte;pr roman “Obad”, tada ¢ete saznati.”
f. Hr: - “Citajte;pr roman “Obad”, tada éete saznati.”
g. US: - “Citajéepr roman “Spinadlo” a budZeée wédzeé!”
h. Sn: - “Berite;pr roman “Obad”, pa boste vedeli.”
i. Pl: - “Przeczytajciepr powie$¢ “Szerszen”, to sie dowiecie.”
j. Mk: - “IIpounrajrepr ro pomanor “IlItpken”, Torarm ke pasbepere.”
k. Sk: - “Precitajtepr si roman “Ovad”, dozviete sa.”
1. Cz: - “Prectétepr si romén “Stiecek” a dovite se to!”

As we can see, PF is used in only Pl, Mk, Sk and Cz. The other Slavic languages
under consideration, Ru, By, Uk, Bg, Sr, Hr, US and Sn, use the imperfective aspect
(IPF), despite the fact that the verb phrase (VP) describes a single, complete event.

The question I will address in this paper is this: In particularly the East-Slavic
languages, why is IPF so widespread? In the existing literature, the prevalent view
is that the semantics of the aspects is different in the imperative than in the in-
dicative. Three proposals are made. First, Paduceva (1996, 68, 70), among others,
argues that in the imperative, IPF in Russian focuses on the initial phase of the
event and includes the semantic component nemedlenno ‘immediately’. Second,
Lehmann (1989, 78) argues that, “[i]n the context of the imperative each aspect
correlates with a different set of speech acts”, where IPF is typically associated
with permissions. Finally, Benacchio (2010, 13) argues that in the imperative, the
aspects take on “completely different, secondary meanings (...) associated with
the category of politeness”. IPF is taken to be used when the speaker wants to be
particularly polite or particularly rude. None of these proposals can explain the

[1]  For the languages under consideration I will use the following abbreviations: Ru = Russian, By = Belaru-
sian, Uk = Ukrainian, Bg = Bulgarian, P1 = Polish, Sr = Serbian, Hr = Croatian, Mk = Macedonian, US = Upper
Sorbian, Sk = Slovak, Cz = Czech, and Sn = Slovene.

[2] Theexample is from the ParaSol corpus, “(...) a parallel aligned corpus of translated and original belletris-
tic texts in Slavic and some other languages” (http://parasol.unibe.ch/) and the English translation
is from Prokofeva (1959).
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use of IPF in examples such as (1), however. The interpretation in (1) is neither
one of commencement nor of immediacy, and the imperative is neither particu-
larly polite nor particularly rude, and finally, it is not a permission.

I will argue that what we see in examples such as (1) is simply the same phe-
nomenon that is referred to as the general-factual IPF when it occurs in the indica-
tive. It follows that the links drawn between IPF in the imperative and i) focus on
the initial phase of the event (Paduceva 1996), ii) speech acts such as permissions
(Lehmann 1989), and iii) a particularly high or low degree of politeness (Benacchio
2010) are indirect and must be considered epiphenomena of aspect use.

[2] BACKGROUND

In the most comprehensive account to date of aspect use in Slavic languages,
(Dickey 2000), seven different types of contexts of aspect use are considered, but
one important verb form is not accounted for: the imperative. In 2010, Benac-
chio’s monograph appeared, and in 2012 and 2013 two comparative corpus-based
accounts of aspect use in Slavic imperatives emerged - von Waldenfels (2012) and
my own dissertation, Alvestad (2013).3

In Alvestad (2013) I made use of the ParaSol corpus and, taking Nikolaj Ostro-
vskij’s 1936 novel Kak zakaljalas’ stal’ (KZS) - How the steel was tempered — as my point
of departure, I isolated all non-negated imperatives in the source language - Rus-
sian - referring to any one of Vendler’s (1957) situation types. This constituted
234 Russian forms in total. I subsequently isolated their non-negated imperative
counterparts in the 11 target languages and subjected the data to statistical anal-
ysis, and the results are as follows: whereas Sk, Cz and Sn use IPF in just about
30% of the cases, the percentage for Ru, By and Uk is 60%. The rest of the lan-
guages constitute a middle continuum where the percentage of IPF imperatives
varies between, roughly, 40 and 50%.

As far as the cross-Slavic divide in aspect use is concerned, Dickey’s (2000),
Benacchio’s (2010), and von Waldenfels’ (2012) accounts correspond to my own:
IPF is significantly more widespread in the East-Slavic languages - Ru, By and Uk
- than in the West-Slavic Sk and Cz, and Sn. Our accounts diverge, however, when
it comes to how we analyze these results.

Dickey (2000) argues that the semantics of the aspects in East-Slavic is distinct
from the semantics of the aspects in West-Slavic. Although he is not explicit on
this point, von Waldenfels (2012) tacitly adopts Dickey’s analysis. Benacchio’s
(2010) analysis is referred to in Section [1].

In my analysis, the meaning of PF is taken to be identical across the Slavic
languages while IPF is semantically underspecified. Following Klein (1995), I take
the meaning of PF to be the inclusion of the event time in the reference time, e C

[3] See also Fortuin & Pluimgraaff (forthcoming), a corpus-based study of aspect use in imperatives in Ru
and Sn.

[31]
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t, and the meaning of IPF to be the temporal overlap between the event time and
the reference time, e o t. It follows from this analysis that the cross-Slavic vari-
ation in aspect use is due to the fact that the languages resolve cases of aspectual
competition in different ways.*

[3] ASPECTUAL COMPETITION AND THE GENERAL-FACTUAL/FAKE IPF

Aspectual competition arises in contexts where both aspects can be used with-
out changing the meaning significantly. When IPF “wins” this competition, it
receives a so-called general-factual interpretation (see, e.g., Paduceva (1996)). In
such cases IPF has a perfective meaning: it refers to a single, complete event. In
other words, the meaning of the general-factual IPF is e C t.

Grenn (2004) identifies two types of the general-factual IPF: the existential
type and the presuppositional type. When the IPF VP is used to simply assert the
existence of a particular event, typically in the past, the interpretation is existen-
tial. A classic example from the literature is Ja ¢itala “Vojnu i mir” ‘1 have read War
and Peace’. The time at which the speaker read the novel, is not important, just
the fact that she did. When the IPF VP is used to refer to an event that has al-
ready been introduced in the context, the interpretation is presuppositional. An
example is IPF pisal ‘wrote’ in (2).

(2)  Ru: B 3101t mOpTEPHOIt 1 HamHCalpr TIEPBOE JIIOGOBHOE THCHMO K Bepe.
Hucampr xaparpamiom.’ (Grenn 2004, 192), from (Forsyth 1970, 86)
In this tavern, I wrote my first love letter to Vera. I wrote [it] in pencil.

Since we are concerned with imperatives and imperatives are not associated with
facts, if we find this interpretation in the imperative, then we need a different
term. Following Iatridou (2000, 2009) on the past tense and subsequently Grenn
(2013) on aspect in counterfactuals, I will refer to IPF in such cases as ‘fake’. It is
devoid of its standard meaning and, hence, without semantic impact.

As mentioned, imperatives are not about facts, and since they are, further-
more, directed towards the future, it is not obvious that the fake IPF occurs in the
imperative. My findings, however, suggest that it does. I will argue that we are in
fact dealing with the same phenomenon, that is, the phenomenon that is referred
to as the general-factual IPF when it occurs in declaratives and interrogatives.

As regards the presuppositional type fake IPF, I set out with the strong hy-
pothesis that event token identification, as seen in (2), occurs in the imperative
too. It will become evident, however, that this hypothesis needs to be modified.

[4] Establishing, for each language, the exact rules, pragmatic or other, that govern the use of aspect in such
cases is beyond the scope of this paper, however.
[5] ‘Pisal’is underlined to show that the event referred to is presupposed.
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[4] THE EXISTENTIAL TYPE FAKE IPF

In (3) below, William and Adso find themselves in a labyrinth. William gives a
detailed account of how they can get out and Adso is impressed.

(3)  a. Ru: - “Kak BbI Bce 310 momuuTe? Bor usyuanupr mabupuntse?” — “Her. 5
BCIIOMHUJI CTAPUHHBIH TEKCT, KOTOPHIN OMHAKIBI YHTAPF.
(ParaSol. Eco: Il nome della rosa)
“How do you know all that? Are you an expert on labyrinths?” “No, I am
citing an ancient text I once read.”®
b. Uk: - “Hi, s LUTYIO 3 O[HI€l JaBHBOI KHUTH, SIKY KOJIUCH YHTABIpF.
c. Bg: - “He, iutupam Tv e{UH APEBEH TEKCT, KOMTO YeTOXipr 4OCTA OTHABHA.”
d. Pl: - “Nie, recytuje tylko stary tekst, ktéry kiedys czytatempg.”
e. Hr: - “Nisam, izgovaram dio starog spisa koji sam jednom ¢itaopr.”
f. Sk: - “Nie, to len citujem jeden stary text, ktory som kedysi ¢italpr.”
g. Sr: - “He, HaBOQUM 13 jeTHOT CTAPOT TEKCTA KOjU CaM HeKama IIPOYHTAOpf.
h. Mk: - “He, camo umuTupam efleH aHTUUKHU TEKCT IITO OJaMHA IO UMaM
POYHTAHOPF.
i. Cz: - “Kdepak, cituji stary text, ktery jsem si kdysi precetlpr.”
j. Sn: - “Ne, navajam iz starega spisa, ki sem ga neko¢ prebralpg.”

If we concentrate on the event of William’s reading the ancient text, the important
information is not the exact time at which he read the text or that he finished
reading the text. What is important is merely the fact that he read the text. In
other words: at some time in the extended now past, there existed an event of
William reading a particular ancient text. (3) is thus a clear case of the existential
type fake IPF. Of the languages where a translation is available, an existential type
fake IPF is used in Uk, Bg, P, Hr and Sk in addition to Ru. In Sr, Mk, Cz and Sn a
PF VP is used.

Now recall the imperative clause in (1). A nurse is impressed by one of her
patients, Korcagin, who does not complain even though he is severely injured.
The nurse writes in her diary that now she understands why he does not groan.
She has asked him, and he replied: Read the novel “The Gadfly”, then you'll know.

Korcagin’s message to the nurse is not that she must finish the reading of the
novel and/or that she must do it inmediately. What is important is simply that she
reads it, at some time in the future. The parallel between the imperative clause
in (1) and the declarative clause in (3) is evident.

Examples such as (1a-h) strongly suggest that we find the existential type fake
IPF in imperatives too. In both (1) and (3) the event time is included in a wide
reference time (cf. Klein (1995)). The difference is just that in (3), the reference
time is the extended past whereas in (1) it is the extended now future.

[6] The English translation is also from ParaSol.

[33]
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Thus, in (1) an existential type fake IPF is used in Ru, By, Uk, Bg, Sr, Hr, US and
Sn. A PF VP is used in P1, Mk, Sk and Cz.

[5] THE PRESUPPOSITIONAL TYPE FAKE IPF

[5.1] Introduction

In declaratives and interrogatives in the past tense, the most widespread type of
the fake IPF is the existential type. In imperatives, however, the presuppositional
type is, by far, the most frequent type. Recall (2) and consider (4) below, where
the priest suspects four boys of having tobacco in their pockets.

(4) a. Ru: — “BriBepHnTepr xapMansl! Hy, swuBo! Uro s Bam roBopro? Bripopayn-
pariteprp!” (ParaSol. Ostrovskij: KZS)
“Turn out your pockets! Come on, hurry up! Do you hear me? Turn [them]
out!”’
b. By: — “BeiBepHinepr xiwsHi! ... BriBapausarinepr!”
c. Uk: - “BusepHirtspr xuineni! ... Buseprarirerpr!”
d. PL: - “Wywrdéciepr kieszenie! ... Wywracajcierpg!”
e. Bg: — “O6npHerepp mxobosere cu! ... O6pswiaritepy!”
f. Hr: - “Izvrnitepr dZepove! ... Izvréiterpr, kad vam govorim!”®

In the declarative clauses in (2), an event of writing a love letter to Vera is
referred to first by a PF VP and then again by an IPF VP. The writing event is
old information - it is presupposed, anaphoric - in the second sentence. In the
imperative clauses in (4), a turning-out-the-pockets event is described first by a
PF VP. Then a turning-out-the-pockets event is referred to again, this time by an
IPF VP. The similarities between (2) and (4) are obvious. However, whereas we
can argue that PF napisal and IPF pisal in (2) do refer to one and the same event we
cannot straightforwardly say the same about PF Vyvernite and IPF Vyvoracivajte in
(4). For one, whereas napisal and pisal refer to a writing-event that did take place
in the past, imperatives describe events that may or may not take place in the
future. We do not know whether or not the events described will ever exist.

Before we can conclude that we do find the presuppositional type fake IPF
in the imperative, two main problems must be resolved. First, there is the focus
problem and second, the inaccessibility problem. 1 will discuss each of them briefly
below.’

[7]1  The English translation of this example is due to Forsyth (1970, 208).

[8] The other translators resolve this case in different ways. In Cz, for example, one PF infinitive is used
twice, and in Sr one IPF imperative is used twice. In US a PF imperative is followed by an imperative of
an IPF distributive Aktionsart verb.

[9] For an extensive discussion, see Alvestad (2013).
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[5.2] The focus problem

In the relevant declarative sequence in (2), there is a clear partition into presup-
position - pisal - and focus - karandasom. Pisal karandaSom brings new information
into the context: the fact that the letter was written in pencil. In (4), on the other
hand, there is no such clear partition. The imperative clause in question consists
of only one word, the verb, so there is no other constituent to which the phono-
logical focus can be shifted.

[5.3] The inaccessibility problem

In formal semantics, imperatives are often considered to be modal operators.
This, according to widely held assumptions about the accessibility of antecedents
- in Discourse Representation Theory (DRT) (Kamp & Reyle 1993), for example -
makes the eventive discourse referent of PF Vyvernite inaccessible to the eventive
discourse referent of IPF Vyvoracivajte.

Furthermore, modal operators are analyzed in terms of quantification over
possible worlds.!® Since imperatives describe events in possible worlds, then if
(4) were a direct parallel to (2), the two imperatives in (4) would have to refer to
the exact same event(s) in the exact same world(s). Granted, in (4) the speaker is
one and the same in both imperatives so we could perhaps argue that he has one
and the same event token in mind. Often, however, the sentence containing the
antecedent and the sentence containing the anaphor are uttered by two distinct
speakers, as in (5) below.

(5)  Ru: A: - Vykljucipr svet! B: - Vykljucajipr sam!
A: - Turn off the light! B: - Turn it off yourself!

The strong hypothesis of event identification, according to which the turn-off
event(s) in A’s wish worlds is/are identical to the turn-off event(s) in B’s wish
worlds, cannot be upheld.

[5.4] Resolving the focus problem

The information structural focus problem does in fact not only occur in the case
of presuppositional type fake IPFs in imperative clauses. Consider B’s reply in (6)
below, from Mueller-Reichau (2011, ex. (1)).

(6)  Ru: A: Konja poilipr? (horseacc wateripr, past, m.sc.)
Did you water the horse?

B: Poilipr. (Wateripr, past, M.5G.)
Yes, I did [water [it]].

[10]  Following Kaufmann (2012), I take imperatives to be necessity modals and, thus, analyze them in terms
of universal quantification over possible worlds.

[35]
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B’s utterance is a declarative sentence. IPF Poil ‘watered’ in this sentence is pre-
suppositional. It refers to the event introduced in the context by IPF poil ‘watered’
in A’s question.'!

The phonological focus in B’s sentence cannot be on any constituent other
than the verb, yet the semantic content of the verb is known. However, B does
bring some new information into the context: the fact that the proposition is true.
What is focused in B’s sentence is the truth of the proposition. Hhle (1992) refers
to this type of focus as Verum focus.

When the phenomenon corresponding to Verum focus occurs in clause types
other than declaratives, Hohle (1992) refers to it as the Illocution Type interpre-
tation of Verum (op. cit.: 117). He argues that Verum is “(not a truth predicate
but rather) [...] a variable over” illocution type operators (ibid.). When the lexical
content of the verb is backgrounded, the illocution type operator becomes fore-
grounded. The effect is that the lexical content of the verb is, as it were, “presup-
posed to be known” (ibid.). What is focused in the imperative clause Vyvoracivajte
is the mere speech act, which in this case is a speech act of ordering, or demand-
ing.

The Macedonian translation of Ru IPF Vyvoracivajte serves to illustrate this
point. Specifically, instead of using a presuppositional type fake IPF the Macedo-
nian translator introduces a new PF imperative: Pobrzajte ‘hurry up’.

(7) Mk: - “IIpesprerepr tu e6osute! [...] ITo6psajrepr!”
(ParaSol. Ostrovskij: KZS)
“Turn out your pockets! [...] Hurry up!”

Thus, in the Macedonian translation it is spelled out: at the time of the utterance
of PF Pobrzajte ‘Hurry up’ (for Ru IPF Vyvoracivajte), the lexical content of PF Pre-
vrtete (for Ru PF Vyvernite ‘Turn out’) is indeed “presupposed to be known”, in the
words of Hohle (1992, 117).

Summing up, the phonological focus on the verb allows for an intriguing parti-
tion after all: it permits both a presupposition - Vyvoracivajte - and an information
structural focus - Vyvoracivajte.'?

[11]  without further context, IPF poil ‘watered’ in A’s question may also be a presuppositional type fake IPF
but with a covert antecedent. The VP then refers to a water-event which the interlocutors, at the time of
A’s utterance, have already discussed. In this case, A’s question for B in (6) can be paraphrased as follows:
Did you bring about the water-event (that we talked about)? (For a detailed discussion of covert antecedents
in the case of imperatives, including how we can capture the phenomenon in a theoretical framework,
see Alvestad (2013).)

[12]  In my theoretical analysis, Speech Act focus is represented as a condition on event types. See Alvestad
(2013, 244ff) for details.
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[5.5] Resolving the inaccessibility problem

We have seen that it may be hard to argue for event anaphora in the case of imper-
atives. A case in which event token identification is impossible is (8), where the
two events of selling the chest are included in distinct reference times. Skavronov
suggests that he and Kla$a sell the chest while Roman is away, whereas Klasa sug-
gests that Skavronov sell the chest when she is dead.

(8)  Ru: - [lasaii, moka PomaHna Her, KoMmop mpogagrMpr... — Her, ckasana Kiara
Ckasponosy. — Her u Het. Kax mompy, npogaatiterpr (*mipomaiitepr). A moka
xwusa, e nam (C. Auronos). (Khrakovskij 1988, 282, ex. (45))
“Come on, let’s sell the chest while Roman’s not here...” “No”, Kla3a said to
Skavronov. “No, no, no. As soon as/When I'm dead, sell it. But while I'm
alive, I won’t give it away.” (S. Antonov)

The inaccessibility problem can be solved, however, if we analyze such cases
in terms of event type presuppositions. In DRT, discourse referents for event types
can be freely declared at any level of a DRS (Discourse Representation Structure),
particularly, “at a level where they are accessible for a presupposed event type
referent coming from a presuppositional type fake IPF” (Alvestad 2013, 310)."

Event type identification does perhaps not tie the IPF imperative as tightly
together with the discourse as event token identification does. It does, however,
account for the strong intuition that the IPF is used because “the course of ac-
tion described in the imperative has already been put under consideration in the
discourse” (ibid.).

[6] EXAMPLES ANALYSED IN TERMS OF EVENT TYPE PRESUPPOSITION

The analysis in terms of event type identification captures the use of an IPF im-
perative VP in cases as diverse as (4), (5), and (8)-(15), and perhaps more. The
discourse may be a monologue or a dialogue; the antecedent may be modal or
non-modal; the sentence contributing the antecedent may be a declarative, an
interrogative or an imperative clause; the subject of the imperative VP may be
identical to the subject of the antecedent VP, or a subset thereof (as in (8) and
(10)); the two events described may be included in distinct reference times; and
the two VPs may belong to distinct aspectual pairs (as in (10) and (13)).

9) NON-MODAL ANTECEDENT IN DECLARATIVE. DIALOGUE
Ru: — Ber rpy6usin! — 3akpuuan Toncrerit. Bac raats Hago! S Ha Bac mokiman-
Hyto mogampr! — Hy u nmogasafiterpr, MpauHo ckaszan KopHees. — 3aiiMuTech
mo6umbiM genom. (A. u B. Crpyraukue). (Khrakovskij 1988, 286, ex. (68))

[13] InDRT, predicates can be treated as constants of the form “P =...” on a par with propositions, represented
as “K =...” (cf. Asher (1993, 225ff). See Alvestad (2013, 240ff) for details.

[37]
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(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

(14)

(15)

(7]

“You boor!” Tolstyj shouted. “I'll have to drive you away! I'm going to report
you!” “Go on. Report me!” Korneev said gloomily. “Do as you wish.” (A. and
B. Strugackij)

"’

NON-MODAL ANTECEDENT IN DECLARATIVE. MONOLOGUE
Ru: Temeps MBI 3amuimeMpr 510 Tipemioxenue. ITuiruterpy!
(Schlegel 1972, 91)

Now we’ll write this sentence. Write (it)!

NECESSITY MODAL ANTECEDENT IN DECLARATIVE. MONOLOGUE
Ru: — Amerna, Tt 3a6b11? TeGe HyXKHO 1TO3BOHHTEpr! 3BOHFHpF CKOpee!
(Rassudova 1982, 133)

“Alesa, have you forgotten? You have to call! Call immediately!”

MODAL ANTECEDENT Want IN DECLARATIVE. DIALOGUE

PL: A: - Chciatbym pooglgdaépr program telewizyjny.

B: - A oglgdajipr (sobie). Mnie jest wszystko jedno.

A: - I would like to watch a program on the TV.

B: - Well, watch it. I don’t care. (Bogustawski 2011, 147, ex. (29)).

MODAL ANTECEDENT Want IN DECLARATIVE. MONOLOGUE

Ru: ..M rosopur: “d10, HaBepHO, cazaH. Ha, TOBOPUT, MEPKU yIOUKY, S XOUY,
9TOOBI THI BRITAIH/Ipr. 51 KAK B3SUL, HACHITY yIep)Kall. A I1ara rOBOPHUT: 15l
CHUIIBHO He [iepraii, 000pBelll JIeCKY, a Jail eMy ITOBOUTh, OH yCTAHET, TOTHA
To1 ero u BerraraBatipe!” (Fedin: Sazany).

... And he said ‘That must be a carp. Here, you hold the rod, I want you to
land it.” When I took the rod I could scarcely hold it, but Dad said ‘Don’t
tug hard or you’ll break the line. Let it play about a bit. It will get tired,

and then you can pull it out.” (Forsyth 1970, 199)

POSSIBILITY MODAL ANTECEDENT IN INTERROGATIVE. DIALOGUE
Ru: A: — MoXHO BOHTHpF?

A: - May I come in?

B: - Bxogurepy! (Satunovskij 2009, 263)

B: - Come in!

MODAL ANTECEDENT Want IN INTERROGATIVE

Uk: - “Tontw, xouern, s posmosiMpp T06i ipo Xpucrtuuky?” — “Posmosi-
nmaripr, — ®BaBo ckasana Tous. (ParaSol. Ostrovskij: KZS)

"Tonja, do you want me to tell you about Khrystynka?” “Tell me,” Tonja
urged him.

CONCLUDING REMARKS AND FURTHER OUTLOOK

This paper is based on a comparative study of aspect use in Slavic imperatives.
The study corroborates the observation made by, inter alia, Dickey (2000), Benac-
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chio (2010), and von Waldenfels (2012) of a cross-Slavic variation in aspect use,
specifically, that in West-Slavic, PF is most frequent, whereas in East-Slavic, IPF
is most frequent. The study also corroborates the observation made by Benacchio
(2010) and von Waldenfels (2012) that in the imperative, IPF is remarkably widely
used, particularly in the East-Slavic languages, to refer to single, complete events.

Contrary to aspectologists who argue that the aspects take on distinct mean-
ings in the imperative - such as Paduceva (1996) and others, according to whom
IPF in the imperative includes the semantic component ‘immediately’ and focuses
the attention on the initial phase of the event; Lehmann (1989), who argues that
the aspects are associated with distinct sets of speech act types, where IPF is as-
sociated with, inter alia, permissions; and Benacchio (2010), who argues that IPF
designates a particularly high or particularly low degree of politeness - I proposed
a simpler solution. Specifically, I argued that what we see when IPF is used to re-
fer to complete events in the imperative is in fact the same phenomenon that is
called the general-factual IPF when it occurs in the indicative. On this analysis,
any connection between a given aspect, on the one hand, and which part of the
event is in focus, a certain speech act type, or degree of politeness, on the other,
is indirect and an epiphenomenon of aspect use.

Since the term ‘general-factual’ is inappropriate in imperatives, I used the
term ‘fake’ IPF instead. Grenn (2004) identifies two types of the fake IPF in declar-
atives and interrogatives: the existential type and the presuppositional type. Based
on examples from the ParaSol corpus and the aspect literature I have shown that
we find both types in imperatives too, the presuppositional being the most fre-
quent.

As regards the presuppositional type, I set out with a strong hypothesis of
event token identification. It became evident, however, that some IPF impera-
tives are not amenable to such an analysis. I then proposed an analysis in terms
of event type presupposition. Event type identification may not tie the IPF im-
perative as tightly together with the discourse as event token identification does,
but it does capture the intuition that an IPF imperative is used because the course
of action described has already been introduced in the context.

Consequently, there might be reason to revisit the hypothesis of Grgnn (2004)
that the presuppositional type fake IPF invariably involves event token anaphora.

A question that was not raised in this paper was why the individual Slavic lan-
guages resolve cases of aspectual competition differently. To establish the exact
rules, pragmatic or other, that govern the use of fake IPF versus PF in such cases,
further research is needed.

[39]
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