ISSN 2409-1154 HaykoBui BicHUK MixXHapoAHOTo rymaHiTapHoro yHiBepcuteTy. Cep.: dinonoris. 2024 Ne 67

UDC 811.111:81-112

DOI https://doi.org/10.32782/2409-1154.2024.67.22

Oleinikova G. O.,
Associate Professor, PhD in Philology,

Associate Professor at the English Philology and World Literature Department

Izmail State University of Humatinities

Slobodiak S. I,

Lecturer at the English Philology and World Literature Department

Izmail State University of Humatinities

ON THE IMPERATIVENESS CATEGORY IN THE ENGLISH
LANGUAGE COMMUNICATION (THE CASE STUDY
OF THE SPEECH ACT OF PROHIBITION IN FICTION)

Summary. This study examines imperativeness as
a functional and semantic category reflecting the relation
of the speaker's speech to the realities of life. The imperative
nature of this category is based on its verbal and morphological
form to be used to set up the communication process.
Considering imperativeness as a category makes it possible to
single out its communicative and pragmatic properties, which
are manifested in interpersonal relations of all the participants
of communication. In the course of this research, imperative
speech acts of prohibition have been analyzed according to
seven criteria: the communicative goal, the author's concept,
the addressee's concept, the content of the event, the factor
of the communicative past, the factor of the communicative
future, the linguistic implementation. It has been found that
the communicative goal of the speech act of prohibition is to
force the addressee to stop performing a certain action that is
unacceptable from the speaker's point of view, or to prevent
such an action in the future. The author of the prohibition can
be a person of higher social status, authority, who is personally
interested in ensuring that the interlocutor does not perform
some action. The addressee is a person with limited or equal
communication rights in relation to the interlocutor. The
prohibition acts both as an initial and as a reactive speech
act. The prohibition is reactive when it is preceded by verbal
actions that the speaker considers unacceptable for himself
and they do not meet moral, ethical and aesthetic norms. In case
of unsuccessful implementation of prohibition, there may follow
the acts that demonstrate a strict strategic line of behaviour. The
key linguistic means of imperative speech acts of prohibition are
the grammatical structures of the negative imperative, which are
often used to denote a prohibited action. Prohibition can also be
implemented by using different modal verbs in their negative
forms, phase verbs, negative pronouns and adverbs. There have
been cases of using emphatic and polite etiquette imperative
formulas of prohibition to emphasize the alienated and cool
attitude of the speaker, who seeks to achieve his goal without
resorting to unnecessary insults of the addressee.

Key words: imperativeness, imperative structures,
speech acts of prohibition, communicative goal, author's
concept, addressee's concept, content of the event, factor
of the communicative past, factor of the communicative future,
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Problem statement. At the current stage of the linguistic
research development there are a number of works on linguistics

devoted to the problem of studying the structural and morpholog-
ical, functional and semantic aspects of imperative constructions,
which express the intention of the speaker to force the listener to
perform a certain action. But the world linguistic community has
already reoriented itself towards the discursive study of linguistic
phenomena, and more often linguists are talking about the need to
turn to the study of the language code in the process of communica-
tion. Therefore, it is important to consider the problems of the inter-
action of participants of communication, aimed at the regulation
of interpersonal relations. In this regard, the task of systematizing
the means of expressing imperativeness in the English language,
as well as identifying its certain models that construct the corre-
sponding types of syntactic structures, bringing them to the level
of speech acts aimed both at achieving tolerance and at initiating
confrontation, is particularly promising.

Recent publications overview. Recently, the focus of research-
ers' attention has been shifted from the systemic and structural
aspects of language to the functioning of language as a means
of communication. As A. D. Bielova admits, this has happened
because "the descriptive systemic and linguistic approach, which
earlier gave positive results, now does not have sufficient explan-
atory power to solve the task of comprehensive study of dialogue
as a product of linguistic activities" [1, p. 11]. Nowadays, scien-
tists try to study language from an anthropocentric perspective.
0. L. Biessonova defines the anthropocentric approach to language
as a comprehensive study of linguistic means used in certain com-
municative situations, taking into account psychological, scientific
and cultural factors in the analysis of the communication process,
identifying the degree of effectiveness of using different linguistic
means in specific communicative conditions [2]. As for the imper-
ative structures, 1. A. Bekhta states that scientists have begun to
consider imperativeness as a category in which the communicative
and pragmatic function of language is particularly vivid [3, p. 77].

A large number of works are now devoted to imperative speech
acts, imperative situations, communicators in these situations [4; 5;
6]. The majority of them are connected with the theory of speech
acts by J. Austin and J. Searle, who drew attention to the prag-
matic nature of human speech. They suggested dividing the pro-
cess of "speaking” into three constituent parts: the illocutionary
act as the intention of the speaker; the locative act as the actual
speech; the perlocutionary act as a deliberate effect of communica-
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tion [7, 8]. But as the basis for our analysis of the communicative
and pragmatic features of the use of imperative structures, we take
the "questionnaire of the act", proposed by V. B. Burbelo in order to
present the main pragmatic and linguistic characteristics of speech
acts. Having formulated a fair thesis that a speech act is a compre-
hensive model, the scientist considers the construction of speech
act characteristics according to seven criteria: the communica-
tive goal, the author's concept, the addressee's concept, the con-
tent of the event, the factor of the communicative past, the factor
of the communicative future, the linguistic implementation. In
other words, "the speech act is determined by who, to whom, why,
about what and how he speaks, taking into account what happened
and what will happen later in communication” [9, p. 63].

The purpose of this article is to consider the lexical and gram-
matical features of the use of imperative structures with further
identification of their communicative and pragmatic characteristics
in the process of the realization of the speech act of prohibition in
the English language fiction works.

Main research material presentation. In the situation of pro-
hibition, the person who has the right and the authority to do so
can realize the speech act of prohibition. The prohibition can be
expressed both in an official and in an informal setting. The com-
municative goal of prohibition is to force the addressee to stop per-
forming a certain action that is unacceptable from the speaker's point
of view, or to prevent such an action in the future. I. M. Osovska dis-
tinguishes he following types of prohibition: 1) command; 2) order;
3) instruction; 4) threat; 5) advice [10, p. 213]. It is necessary to
admit that only some of the varieties specified by the researcher
can be involved in confrontational communication. In particular,
the prohibition-instruction provides for an action which is usually
helpful for the addressee, moreover, it is carried out in writing,
The prohibition-order functions exclusively in the official sphere
of communication and this type of prohibition cannot be consid-
ered as conflictual in advance. The purpose of the prohibition-ad-
vice is to warn the listener against a dangerous or inappropriate
act, and this type of prohibition implies the speaker's benevolence
towards the addressee. Instead, such subtypes of prohibition as
command and threat can be confrontational.

The author's concept. If we take into account the heterogeneous
communicative nature of the speech units included into the group
of speech acts of prohibition, it is not surprising that the concept
of the author will vary, and accordingly, the concept of the addressee.
So, it can be a person of higher social status, authority, who, taking
into account objective circumstances, is personally interested (or
forced to do so due to his official duties) in ensuring that the inter-
locutor does not perform some actions:

"You are not going to eat them, though,” he cried roughly. "No!
Not a single one" [11, p. 113].

The concept of the addressee. The addressee is a person with
mostly limited communication rights or a person with equal com-
munication status in relation to the interlocutor. He reluctantly does
what is required of him, he is rarely personally interested in the per-
formance of somebody’s willpower.

The content of the event. There is a certain preliminary event that
explains the reason for prohibition, otherwise the intention will be
groundless. The speaker evaluates this event (or a series of events)
as negative for himself, the addressee, or both at the same time,
namely as such that can harm these persons. This event is either
happening at the moment of speaking, or may happen in the future.

The factor of the communicative past. The prohibition acts both
as an initial and as a reactive speech act. The prohibition is reac-
tive when it is preceded by verbal actions that the speaker considers
unacceptable for himself, and those verbal actions that contain some
information that does not meet moral, ethical, aesthetic norms.

The factor of the communicative future. In case of unsuccessful
implementation of prohibition, there may follow the acts that demon-
strate a strict strategic line of behavior: disagreement, denial, repri-
mand, etc. The example below illustrates the act of disagreement:

“Sit down, Sheldon,” said Clark, “and dont shout”.

“I'm not shouting”’, said Sheldon [11, p. 78].

The linguistic implementation. In the English language, the main
way of expressing prohibition is the negative form of the affirmative
imperative which requires the addition of the auxiliary do + not
(dont) to the infinitive of the verb without the particle 0. 1. Yu.
Shkitska notes that this structure has a high frequency and is sys-
tematically used to express a prohibitive meaning, conveys this
meaning most unambiguously, is the most specialized for express-
ing this meaning, and also is the most universal [12, pp. 111-115],
for example:

‘Oh, don't go on at that again’[13, p. 85];

‘And don t speak to me like that and look like that’ [13, p. 185].

Another way of expressing prohibition in English is the use
of modal verbs in negative structures. The categorical form of pro-
hibition often presupposes the use of the modal verb can in its
structure. According to T. V. Parasiuk, it attributes to the speech
act the meaning of "impossibility of performing this action due to
the existence of specific circumstances or generally accepted laws
that prevent the addressee from performing this action" [14, p. 142],
for example:

"This is my room, you can't come in here just then you want,
girl' [11, p. 76].

The prohibition expressed by the construction with the modal
verb must has a high degree of categoricalness. It is a reminder
of some duties of the addressee, or the speaker is trying to prohibit
something under duress:

'No, you mustn't talk like that to him' [13, p. 98],

The prohibition expressed by the modal verb need expresses
the absence of the necessity to perform a certain action. In the case
of non-conflictual communication, this form will prove that this
is advice to the addressee from the speaker, but under the condi-
tions of confrontational communication, taking into account para-
linguistic factors, we can talk about the modification of the advice
into the prohibition at the level of imperative recommendation
and observe an increase in the categorical nature of the speech act:

"You needn't try and tell me what to do' [15, p. 123];

‘No, you needn t. You needn t ask him at all’ [13, p. 166].

Since the prohibition presupposes the completion of an action
undesirable from the speaker's point of view, predicates that spe-
cialize in conveying the phase value of the end of the action often
appear in the structure of imperative speech acts. It is enough for
the speaker to use the imperative form of the phase verb to realize
his imperative speech act:

“Oh stop, stop, stop,” shouted Toby [11, p. 176].

It should be noted that such phase verbs are combined not with
the infinitive of the verb to indicate the tabooed action, but with
the gerund, which additionally conveys the forbidden action as
a process that continues at the moment of speaking:

"Stop putting on an act, Bobby [13, p. 98].
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To indicate the restriction of the interlocutor's actions in
the English language, the word only can be used with the impli-
cation of prohibition on an action that is not included in the circle
of those words related to the word only, thus establishing a clear line
between what is allowed and what is forbidden:

John Thomas came on the car after Annie, at about a quarter to
ten. He poked his head easily into the girls’ waiting-room.

“Prayer-meeting?” he asked.

“Ay,” said Laura Sharp. “Ladies only” [16, c. 127].

The speech act of prohibition is often characterized by
the use of negative pronouns and adverbs. This list includes no one,
nobody, nothing, never. A specific feature of the English language is
the interaction of general and partial negation within an elementary
sentence. The presence of a partial negation unit in connection with
one of the non-verb components immediately blocks the possibil-
ity of using a general negation structure [44, p. 102]. It is the use
of negative lexemes that creates the prohibitiveness of an action.
Thus, when the subject or object in the sentence is expressed by
a negative pronoun, the predicate is used in the affirmative form,
for example: nobody will come to this room. In addition, it should
be noted that the use of negative pronouns or adverbs in the English
language, compared to the usual negative form of the verb, signifi-
cantly strengthens the prohibition.

In the structure of speech acts of prohibition, emphatically polite
etiquette formulas with the word please can appear, which reinforce
the declaration of cold, neutral or hostile relations between speak-
ers. In the following episode, a man is annoyed by the fact that
his wife makes critical remarks about the field in which she knows
nothing, and he wants to stop it, especially emphasizing his imper-
ative volition:

He continued to enunciate. “Please do not talk of “significance”,
because you do not understand it. And that is because you are insig-
nificant yourself” [18, p. 64].

Conclusion. The strategic predeterminedness of communi-
cation is the highest level of communication organization. The
communication strategy covers both planning and implementa-
tion of the communication process. But depending on the actions
of the interlocutor, on his immediate reaction, the speaker can
change his initial communicative intention by changing the tactics
of his speech behaviour. Gradually, the speaker performs a num-
ber of speech acts and, finally, implements that specific speech act
which helps him to achieve communication success.

Imperative structures have an imperative nature of action
expression and, therefore, have been studied from the point of view
of those communicative intentions that form the basis of speech
acts. In the course of this research, imperative speech acts of prohi-
bition have been analyzed according to seven criteria: the commu-
nicative goal, the author's concept, the addressee's concept, the con-
tent of the event, the factor of the communicative past, the factor
of the communicative future, the linguistic implementation. It has
been found that the key linguistic means of imperative speech acts
of prohibition are the grammatical structures of the negative imper-
ative, which are often used to denote a prohibited action. Prohibi-
tion can also be implemented by using different modal verbs in their
negative forms, phase verbs, negative pronouns and adverbs. There
have been cases of using emphatic and polite etiquette imperative
formulas of prohibition to emphasize the alienated and cool attitude
of the speaker, who secks to achieve his goal without resorting to
unnecessary insults of the addressee.

All of the above-mentioned postulates will help, in the lin-
guistic aspect, to focus research attention on identifying the poten-
tial opportunities of language units of different levels to express
the imperative intentions of interlocutors in other speech acts
of confrontational content.
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OuaneiinikoBa I., Cuaobomsik C. [lo nuTaHHsi Npo
KaTeropilo iMmnepaTMBHOCTI B aHIVIOMOBHiH KoOMyHikauii
(Ha MpUKJIAAi MOBJIEHHEBOIO AKTY 3a00pPOHM B XYIO0XKHil
JiTeparypi)

AHoTauiss. B maHoMy JOCHIIKEHH] PO3IIISIAETHCS 1MITe-
PaTHBHICTh SK (PYyHKIIOHAILHO-CEMAaHTHYHA KaTeropis, sKa
BiZloOpakae BiJIHOIICHHS BUCIIOBJICHHS MOBIIS JI0 peaii mikc-
HocTi. CrIOHYKaJIbHA CYTHICTh IMIIEPATHBHOCTI IPYHTYETHCS HA
ii giecniBHO-MOpdooriuHiii GopMi 3 METOK BHPAXKEHHS KOMY-
HIKaTHBHOI YCTaHOBKU. 3’sICYBaHHS IMIIEPaTHMBHOCTI K Kare-
TOpii JT03BOJIMJIO BUOKPEMHUTH il KOMYHIKATUBHO-TIpArMaTH4HI
BJIACTUBOCTI, 110 BHUSBISIOTHCS Yy MIKOCOOHMCTICHMX HACTaHO-
BaX, CHPSMOBAHMX Ha BCIX YYaCHHKIB KOMYHIKalii. Y xomi
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JTOCHI/PKeHHST OyJI0 MPOaHAII30BaHO CIIOHYKAJIbHI MOBJICHHEBI
aKTH 3a00pOHHM 3a CIMOMa KpHUTEpIisIMU: KOMYHIKaTHBHA METa,
KOHIICTIIIisSE aBTOpa, KOHIICTIIIiS ajpecara, 3MICT MOjii, YHHHUK
KOMYHIKATHBHOTO MHHYJIOTO, YHHHUK KOMYHIKATHBHOTO Maii-
OyTHBOTO, MOBHE BTUICHHS. ByI10 3’1COBaHO, 1110 KOMYHIKaTHBHA
MeTa MOBJICHHEBOTO aKTy 3a00pOHH 3aKJIFOYAETHCS B TOMY, 1100
OPUMYCHUTH aJjpecara IPUIHHATH BUKOHAHHS TICBHOI [Iii, Hef1o-
MyCTHMOI 3 TOYKU 30py MOBILSL, 200 JK HE JOIYCTUTH TaKy IO
B MaliOyTHhOMY. ABTOpOM 3a00pOHH MOXKe OyTH 0c00a, BUIIA
3a COLAIbHIM CTaTyCOM, aBTOPHTETHA, sIKa 0COOUCTO 3alliKaB-
nieHa (abo 3MyIieHa 11e POOUTH B CHITY CITY>)KOOBHX 00OB’SI3KiB)
y TOMY, 00 CITIBPO3MOBHHK HE BUKOHYBaB SIKOICh Aii. Anpe-
CaroM BHCTYIIA€ JIFOAMHA 3 OOME)KCHUMH KOMYHIKATHBHUMH
npasamu a0 0co0a 3 PIBHUM KOMYHIKATHBHUM CTaTyCOM LIOZIO
CITIBPO3MOBHHKA. 3a00pOHa BUCTYIAE 1 SK IHIMIANBHUM, 1 5K
PCaKTHBHUIT MOBJICHHEBHIT aKT. PeakTHBHOIO 3a00pOHA € TOji,
KOJIK Tl TepeyroTh BepOalibHi Jiii, K Cy0 €KT PO3IIHIOE SIK
HETPUAHATHI 10710 cebe, Ti, SKi MICTATh iH(POpMAIlifo, 10 HEe

Bi/IMTOBiTa€ HOPMaM MOpaTBHAM, ETHYHUM, €CTETHIHHM. Y pasi
HEYCITIIHOI peatizarlii 3a00pOHH 1if MOXKYTh BIJIIIOBIIaTH aKTH,
[0 JEMOHCTPYBATUMYThH JKOPCTKY CTpaTeridHy JIHil0 ToBe-
nminkn. KITOYOBMME MOBHHMH 3aCO0aMM iMIIEPATHBHHX MOB-
JIEHHEBMX aKTiB 3a00pPOHU BHCTYIAIOTh IPAMAaTHIHI CTPYKTYpH
HAKa30BOTO CIOCOOY JIiECTIOBA, SIKE T03HAYAE 3a00pPOHEHY JIit0,
i3 3aMEPEYHOI0 YaCTKOKO 10t. 3a00poHa MOYKe OyTH TaKOX pealti-
30BaHa 3a JIOMOMOT'00 MOJIAJIEHUX JI€CIIB B 3arepedHii Gpopmi,
(ha3oBUX Ji€CIiB, 3aMEPEUHUX 3aUMEHHHKIB Ta MPUCITIBHUKIB.
BcTaHOBIEHO BUTIAIKK 3aCTOCYBAHHS ITiIKPECIEHO-BBIUWIHMBUX
ETHKETHUX CIIOHYKATBHUX (OPMYIT 3a00pOHH JITS TTiIKPECIIEH-
HS BiIUy»KEHNX, TIPOXOJIOJHNX CTOCYHKIB MOBIIS, SIKH TparHe
JIOCSTTH CBOTO, HE BJIAIOYHMCH JI0 3alBHX 00pas3.

KuarouoBi ciioBa: iMnepariBHICTb, iIMIIEPaTHBHI CTPYKTY-
PH, MOBJICHHEBI aKTH 3a0OpOHM, KOMYHIKaTUBHa METa, KOH-
LIEMIlisE aBTOpa, KOHIICMINs ajapecara, 3MICT MOJil, YHHHUK
KOMYHIKaTHBHOTO MHHYJIOTO, YAHHUK KOMYHIKaTHBHOTO Maii-
OyTHHOTO, MOBHE BTIJICHHSI.
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