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PREFACE

As far as ig known, all languages have ways of expressing modality,
1.9:, notions of possibility, ﬁecessity, contingency, etc. But this per-
vasive phenomeqon has so far been the object of little systematic linguistic
analysis. In fact, investigators do not even agree on the scope of the
term modality. Very roughly speaking, two kinds of modality have been dis-
tinguished, namely epistemic ‘and deontic. The former involves the speﬁkerfs
judgment as to the degree of certainty of an event or state of.affairs
being referred to. Deontic modality, on the other hand, has to do with
such notions as obligation, permissability and necessity. However, as use~
ful as this distinction is, little is lmown so far concerning the linguistic
patterns which express those ideas. It is clear that the modality systems
of a great many languages will need to be thoroughly scrutinized and compared
before any conclusions can be drawn as to their place in 'universal grammar.'
The papers included in this volume of the Kansas Working Papers in

Lingulstics were written by graduate students at the University of Kansas

for a seminar on modality taught by Professor Choon-Eyu Oh in the spring of

1979. They deal with a variety of topics bearing on modality ard with a
variety of languages and language families. It is our hope that these papers
will stimulate comments from colleagues at other institutions.

The Editors
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MODALITY IN MALAY
Abdul Aziz Idris

Abstract: is study of the modal expressions in Malay
will be focused on the major symtactic characteristies
of modality in relation to various speech. acts, negation
and tense/aspect. In attempting to characterize the
semantic properties of modal expressions, and in justi-
fying their categorization into two major types of
modalities, epistemic or root/deontic, we will uge
intuitive or non-linguistic eriteria together with
linguistic eriteria. Finally, based on generalizations
that can be concluded from this study, we will discuss
vhether or not they fit into some of the tentistive.or
quasi~universals already established elsewhera.

The modal expressioas that will be discussed in this paper are
the following):

mungkin2 - possible

boleh jadi may

barangkali probable

mesti rrust

boleh can/may
terpaksa have to

patut should/ought to

Table I

These modal expressions may be grouped into three major categories,
namely epistemic, root and both epistemic and root as shown below.

Epistemic Root Epistemic/Root

munglin boleh mesti
boleh jadi patut
barangkali terpaksa

mesti mesti
Table IT

The meaning of the epistemic modal expressions ranges from mere
"possibilicy”, mungkin/boleh jadi, to "strong possibility", or "near
certainty" exemplified by mesti. In the case of the root category
the meaning ranges from "permission”, boleh, to "strong obligation",
mesti., As seen from Table II there is only one modal that is ambiguous,
i.e. mesti, which can be both epistemic and root in reading as in the
following sentence,
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(1) Dia mesti tidor.
he must sleep
'"He must -sleep.’

The two possible readings of sentence (1) are: "I am certain that
he 1s asleep” (epistemic) and "He 1is required or obliged to sleep.” The
sentence could, however, be disambiguated by providing the proper context
such as "sehab dia letih" (because he 1s tired) for the first reading,
and "iika dia mahu bangun pagi" (1f he wants to wake up early) for the .
second.

Within the root category, boleh is ambiguous. It can be inter-
preted as "permission” or Yability,"” but it could also be disambiguated
if provided with a suitable context.

(2) Dina poleh masak nasi.
Dina can/may cook rice
'Dina is able/may cook rice.’

I will leave further discussion of the ambiguous modal expressions
until later, after some of their basic syntactic and semantie properties
and their relations have been discussed.

The epistemic modals in Malay are mungkin, boleh jadi, barangkali,
and mesti. Mungkin and boleh jadi are semantically equivalent: both
have the meaning of possibility as in the English modal may. As
mentioned earlier, the fo r is an Arabic loan. The Arabie equivalent
for mungkin is mumkin ( % )y an adjective, and is glossed as "possible."
Barangkali is equivalent to pProbable in English, while mesti is equiva-~
lent to the English must.

... . The_root modals in Malay are boleh atut, _;gaksa and mesti.

" Boleh is ambiguous between "permiasion and 'ability in much the same
way as English can is ambiguous. Patut is something like English
should, a weak obligation or, more appropriately, a suggestion that

is avoidable., This aspect of patut is exemplified in the following
sentence with the circumfix se......nya, which implies that the subject
did not carry cut the obligation.

(3) Dia sepatutnya pergia.
he should go
'He should have gone, (but didn't).’

The third modal expression, terpaksa, is something like the
English have to, but in this case the obligation is not necessarily
imposed by the speaker but algo by rules, laws or norms imposed by
society or nature. Finally, mesti is defined as a "strong obligation.”




The epistemic and root modals behave differently in deeclarative
affirmative sentences., The epistemic modalities may occur in either

of two positions, namely (1) sentence initial position or (i1) immedi-

ately preceding the main verb of the sentence. In both environments,

the meaning of the sentence remains identical, and the epistemicity of

the modal is maintained. In all cases the modals are subjective,

expressing the speaker's assessment of the Eossibility or probability
“of the proposition embedded in the sentence®,

(4)(a) John mungkin letth.
John may tirzd

(b)  Mungkin John letih.
may John tired
'John may be tired.'

(5)(a)  Siti boleh jadi pergi.
Siti may go

(b) Boleh jadi Siti pergi.
may Siti  go
'S8iti may go.'

(6)(a) Dia barangkali seorang pelajar.
be probable a student

(b) Barangkali dia seorang pelajar.
probable he a student
'He is probably a student.'

(7)(a) Dia mesti sakit.
he certain sick

(bj.u_ﬁeﬁii_ai; saﬁif. _
certain he sick
'He must be sick.'

Some root modals can also occur In the same envirvnments as the
epistenic medals. These root modals, however, do not seem to maintain
the consistency of meaning characteristic of the epistemic modals
mentioned above. Boleh, for example, in sentence (B8) has "permission”
and "ability" readings, but in sentence (9) the "permission"” reading
is lost. The "ability" reading is maintained in (9), the only
difference being that the modal is emphasized.

(8) Ahmad boleh baca buku itu.
Ahmad can  read book DET
JAhmad can read the book' (permission)
'Ahmad is able to read the book' (ability).




(9) Boleh Ahmad baca buku itu.
. can  Ahmad read book DET
'Atmad is able to read the hook' (ability).

In sentences (10) and (11), the root meaning of the modals terpaksa
and patut is maintained, but the modals in the (b) sentences are
emphasized. Mesti, however, loses its root meaning when placed in
sentence initial position. In example (12b), mesti placed in sentence
initial position assumes only the epistemic reading of "certainty."

(10) (a) Ahmad terpaksa membeli buku 1tu.
Ahmad has to buy book DET
'Ahmad has to buy the book.'

(b) Terpaksa Ahmad membeli buku itu.
has to Ahmad buy book DET
'Ahmad has to buy the book.'

(11)(a) Lim patut kuruskan badannya.
. Lim should slim body POSS
'.im should slim down.'

(b) Patut Lim kuruskan badannya.
should Lim slim body POSS
'Lim should slim down.'

(12)(a) Dia mesti lulus peperiksaan itu.
he must pass examination DET
'He must pass the examination.' (root/epistemic)

(b) Mesti dia lulus peperiksaan 1itu.
must he pass examination DET
'He must (certain) pass the examination.”
(epistemic)

. .. From the above, it can be concluded that Malay epistemic modals
can occur in (1) sentence initial position and (i1) pre-main verb
position without changing the basic meaning of the sentence. Some -
root modals such as terpaksa and patut maintain theilr root readings in
both enviromments, while other root modals such as boleh and mesti lose
their "permission” and "obligation" meanings, respectively, in sentence
initial position.

Epistemic modalities are not used in yes-no or information-seeking
questions. Of the four modal expressions in this category, only
one, mungkin, seems quite acceptable in yes-no types of questions,
while boleh jadi is not acceptable to many speakers. When it is used,
it seems to be the type of question one asks oneself, to ascertain
certain propositions, and not the type that one asks of another in
search of informatior.




(13) Mungkin(kah) Ahmad pergi?
may QM  Abmad go
?'May Ahmad go?'

Boleh jadi, barangkali and mesti do not seem to be acceptable in
any type of interrogative yes-no question. It appears that the greater
the degree of possibility, as denoted by barangkali and mesti, the less
the likelihood of one agking questions to ascertain the proposition
that follows the modal.” It may be acceptable to some native speakers
of English to ask questions with the epistemic may, as in "May he go?"
with the connotation of wondering to oneself, but it may not be possible
or acceptable to impose such connotation with the epistemic must.

The root modals in Malay, however, may be used in information-
seeking questions. Questions such as the following are quite
acceptable in Malay and they necessitate some appropriate answers on
the part of the hearer.

(14) Boleh(kah) dia masak?

can QM the cook
'Is he able to cook?' (ability)
'Can he cook?' (permission)

(15) Patut(kah) dia pergi?

should QM he go
*Should he go?' (obligation)

(16) Terpaksa(kah) dia hafalkan ayat itu?
have QM he memorize sentence DET
'Does he have to memorize the sentence?'

(17) Mesti(kah) dia makan obat itu?
T 7T must QM he  eat medicine DET

'Must he take the medicine?’

One major syntactic property of Malay modals, which distinguishes
episcemic modals from root modals, is the exclusion of epistemic modals
from the 'if’ clause of additional sentences. This may be due to
the fact that '1f' already presupposes the concepr of possibility
which forms the base of the meaning of epistemic modals. The sentences
in (18), which include epistemic modals, are ungrammatical while
sentences in (19) are grammatical and acceptable, Thus, the ambiguous
mesti can only have the root reading in conditiopal sentences,




(mungkin)

(boleh jadi)

(barangkali) pergi, siapkan barangnya.
(mestl) -

go get readythings p0ss

MODALS
(epistemic)

(terpaksa)

Jika dia (boleh) pergi, silapkan barangnya.
(patut)

If the (mesti) go get ready things POSS

MODALS
(root)

In sentences containing modal expressions, there are two possible
domains for the negative. The modality may be negated as in the
example It is not possible that ........ or the embedded Ssentence
is negated as in the sentence It is possible that......tiot..ceeso--
The former is also called external negation while the latter is often
called internal negation. The following are examples in Malay showing
the place of negation in relation to modal expressions.

(20)  Merei. mungkin tidak pergi sekolah.
they possible NEG go school

'They may not go to schcol.'

(21) Tidak mungkin mereka pergi sekolah.
NEG possible they go school
'It is not possible that they will go to school.'
(22) Dia boleh jadi tidak suka saya.
he may NEG like me
'He may not like me.'

(23) *Tidak boleh jadi dia suka saya.
NEG may he 1like me

(24) Awvwin barangkali tidak lambat.
Awin probably not late
'Awin is probably not late.'

(25)  *Tidak barapgkali Awin lambat.
NEG probably Awin late

Dia pesti tidak belajar.
he must NEG study
'l am certain that he does not




(27), *Tidak mesti dia belajar6.
NEG must he study

From the above examples of the use of negation in relation to
epistemic modalities in Malay, one can observe that only internal
negation or negation of the embedded clause is allowed with epistemic
modalities, except for mungkin, which can be negated externally as well
as internally. As mentioned eaylier mungkin is an Arsbic loan, the
original form being mumkin (,i,.{‘ 7» an adjective tranglated as
“possible.' Mumkin is negited in Arabic by using the negative marker
gair ( & ); the expression gair mumkin would then be equivalent to
imEossibIe or it is impossible. Based on this, one may conclude that
the verbals or verbal auxiliaries such as boleh iadi, barangkali and
mesti used in epistemic senses, in principle, may not be externally
negated., Mungkin, in Malay, thus functions as an adjective which can be
externally negated, sharing the characteristics of the English
adjectival it is possible which can be externally negated.

The root modals in Malay can be negated externally as in Ehe-
following examples.
(a. boleh )
(b. terpaksa )
(28) Dia tidak (e, patut ) belajar
(d. mesti )
he NEG study
MODAL

The variations of the sentence roughly read as follows: (a) He
is not permitted to study, or he is not able to study; (b) He is not
obliged to study; (e) It is not the case that he should study; (d) He
is not required to study. The negative marker may alsoc follow the
modals, but it brings forth some inennsistencies in the reot meanings . .. .
of the modals., In some cases, the root meaning emerges only 1if forced.
In athers, the root meaning is lost, or the form itself becomes
unacceptable. -

(a. boleh )
(b. terpaksa )
(29) Dia (e. *patut ) tidak belajar
he (d. mesti ) NEG study

MODAL

In (a) the only reading which is acceptable is that of
Ypermission, i.e., "He 1s permitted not to study."” The "ability"
reading which makes this form ambizuous in other types of sentences is
lost. In (b) the reading "He is obliged not to study" is normally
unacceptable unless forced by a context such as "obligation not to




study because of more important matters at hand." Tn this cace the
obligation is not imposed by the speaker but by Some other forces,

and the speaker may or may not concur with the obligation imposed on

the subject. I find (ec) unacceptable, and I can't find any situation
in which any reading can be forced. (d) is purely epistemic in reading,
i.e., "I am certain that he does not study."

From the discussion of negation, it appears; when root modals are
negated externally, the root meaning of the modals 18 consistently
retained. When negation follows the modal expressions, the basic root
reading seems to emerge only in forced contexts (29b), loses one of its root
meanings (29a), or the sentencesbecome unacceptable as in the case of
(29¢). 1Internal negation, however, disambiguates boleh, and mesti.

Internal negation of boleh (permission/ability) leaves it with a
"permission™" reading while internal negation of mesti (root/epistemic)
reduces it to the "possibility" (epistemic) reading.

At this juncture it is appropriate to discuss the relation between
negation and question in modal sentences. Earlier in this paper we
discussed negation of an epistemic modality, i.e., mungkin - tidak (NEG)
mungkin (see 21) while other epistemic modalities in the language do not
appear to be negatable. This somehow had to do with the type of
modality of mungkin. Based on its adjectival function in Arabie, it
¢an be assumed that mungkin is not a verbal auxiliary or a true wmodal.
It is negatable as the English non-verbal possible (as in it 18 not
possible). Based on this assumption the epistemic modality in Malay
may tentatively be categorized into verbals or verbal auxiliaries,
consisting of the borrowed mungkin. The epistemic modals or verbals
are not negatable nor can they be used Jn information-seeking questions
while the adjectival mungkin may be used for both processes. In relation
to the aspects of negatability and questionability there seems to be a
correlation between differsnt categories of the epistemic modalities.
Root modals,-on :he other hand, as shown in (14) -~ (17) and (28) may
be negated and questioned.

Malay verbs are not conjugated to indicate time (past, present,
future, ete). Instead an aspect system or time adverbials such as
besok (tomorrow), kelmarin (yesterday), hari ini (today), sekarang (now)
ete. are used to indicate time., Acpect markers or adverbials are not
obligatory in a sentence and are normally used as emphasis or clarifica-
tion. Aspect markers can occur in a sentence.

(30) Dia telah tinggal di sana tahun lalu.
he PERF live at there year last
'‘He (lived ) there last year.'
(had lived )
(had been living )




In sentences with epistemic modal expressions, the aspect markers
occur between the modal expressiong and the verb., In instances wheve
adverbials are used, they normally occur in sentence final positionm.

(31) Dia pungkin (telah ) jual keretanya.

(sadang )
he MODAL (akam -} sell car POSS

ASPECT

e may (have sold ) his car.'
(be selling )
{sell )

Dia mesti pergi (a. besok ).
(b. kelmarin )
he MODAL go  (e. sekarang )

ADVERBIAL

'I am certain he (a. will go tomorrow).'’
(b. went yesterday )
{e. 1s going now )

In the above examples, the scope of the aspect markers and the
adverbiale is limited to the embedded sentences. In other words,
epistemic modals cannot have temporal aspect. They are basically
present or neutral in time, and this correlates with the subjectivity
of epistemic modals, which are based on the speaker's current knowledge.
However, unlike the sentences in (31), (32a) and (32¢) are ambiguous.
They can be epistemic as well as root in interpretation. Sentence (32b),
on the other hand, is only epistemic, which may be explained by the
fact that obligation may only be imposed at non-past time.

In sentences with root modals, adverbials such as besok,
kelmarin, ete. generally occur at the end of the sentence, a character~
istic shared by both epistemic and root modals in the language.
However, there is a limitation on the type of adverbials that can exist
at the end of gsentences with at least two root modals,i.e.,boleh
(permigsion), mesti (requirement). These root modals cannot occur
with adverblals of past time, though there seems to be no constraint
on their co-occurrence with present or future time.

(33) Dia boleh/mesti masak (besok) (tomorrow)
’ (petang ini) (this evening)
he MODAL cook (hari ini) (today)
(*kelmarin) (yesterday)
(*pagi tadi) (this morning-
past
ADVERBIAL




From the above examples, it can be safely assumed that permission
and obligation cannot be imposed on the subject regarding time that has
already passed. Such permission or obligation can only be imposed in
future time. This, however, seems to be contradictory when the root
modals patut and terpaksa are considered. These two modals, while
normally acceptable when they co~occur with future or present adverbials,
are equally as acceptable ywith past adverbials.

(34) Dia sepatutnya/terpaksa tidor lambat (kelmarin)
(yesterday)

he = MODAL sleep late (malam tadi)
(last night)

With gepatutnya the sentence has the reading "He sghould have
slept late yesterday/last night." With terpaksa it reads: " “He had

to sleep late yesterday/last night." This difference may be explained
by the semantic properties of the two modals, which to some degree
differ from that of boleh/mesti. Semantically, terpaksa and patut

are something like an interpretation of the English should, which Boyd
and Thorne (1969) explain as not a demand made by the speaker, but a
demand that somebody or something makes on the subiect of the sentence.
Based on this interpretation of the two modals, it can be explained
that sentence (34) is acceptable because it is a comment ¢n a past
demand or obligation mude by another person or a situation.

All the root modals, except for boleh, (ability) are unmarked for
time externally or internally. The aspect markers that occur before
boleh are all statements of rast, future, or current ability. They are
norually used to emphasize the time aspect of the modal.

(35) Dia telah boleh membaca.
he PERF able read
'He has been able to read.'

(36) Jika dia rajin, dia akan boleh sudahkan kerja itu.
if he work hard he FUT able to finish work DET
*If he works hard he will be able to finish the work.'

To conclude thls section on modality in Malay, in relation to
time, we can generalize that root modal expressions in Malay,
especially those with "permission/obligation” readings, are not
characterized by aspect markers while in sentences with epistemic
modalities, only the embedded sentences may be indicated for time by
aspect markers. When adverbials indicating time are used, speaker's
permission or speaker-imposed obligation is limited to present or
future adverbials,

This discussion of modality in Malay is not an exhaustive one.
Several other aspects of the use of modality in Malay such as

14




characteristics or properties of modals in relation to various classes
of verbs, transformations such as passivization as well as pragmatic
considerations need to be looked into in order to obtain a fuller
understanding of modality. However, based on the aspects already
discussed, several generalizations may be made at this point.

Modal expressions in a language can be made of verbal auxiliaries,
verbs (as in Hebrew) and non-verbals such as adjectives, adverbs and
nouns (Kress, 1976). Based on their syntactic properties, modal.
expressions in Malay can basically be categorized into two groups,
namely modals and adjectives. However, it is difficult to determine
which is which. 1In English it is at least relatively simple to dis-
tinguish the verbal modals from the non-verbal per.:hrastic expressions.
The former are normally single-word expressions su.. as can, may, ete.
while the latter of the form "it is possible/probable/certain that....”
Such a distinction does not exist in Malay. Modals do, however, differ
in relation to negation and question, as in thé case of mungkin, which
I have categorized as non-verbal. Further analysis is needed to
differentiate which modals are verbal expressions and which are not.

In any case, modal expressions in Malay fit into the two major categories
of verbals and non-verbals.

One of the basie characteristics of epistemic modals found in
most languages is the unnaturalness of yes-no questions with such
modals. Questions with such modals seem to have a connotation of
"wondering to oneself” which seems inappropriate if we are to assume
that epistemic modals are generally based on the speaker's current
knowledge. Epistemic modals in Malay such as barangkali, boleh jadi
and mesti similarly Jound odd when used in yes-no questions.

One widely accej ed generalization about modalities in many
languages 1s their use in conditional sentences with 'if' clauses.
Epistemic modals are not semantically acceptable in such sentences.
Root modals, on the other hand, are acceptable. This seems to be true
also in Malay.

Root modals with "permission” and "obligation" readings are not
acceptable in past and progressive time in many languages. Root
modals with ability and past~imposed obligation by forces other than
the speaker seem to be acceptable. The Malay boleh (permission) and
mesti (requirement - strong obligation) seem to concur with this
characteristie.

In Malay root modals are both negatable as well as questionable.
This property of the root modals seems to be shared by root modals
in most languages.

Horn (19?2) claims that there is a systematic connection between
root modality and epistemic modality. This claim was supported by




Steele (1975) in her study of Kampangan, Thai, Luisefo and Clagsical
Aztec., According to Horn's classification, the root and epistemic
modalities can be clagsified into three major divisions depending on
the degree of possibility or obligation. The following is the classi-
fication of English epistemic and root modals according to the degree
of intensity of possibility and obligation?.

Modal Epistemic Root

nay possibilicy permission
should probability weak obligation
must certainty strong obligation

Table III.

Horn claims that one should be extremely skeptical if one finds
that in a language "certainty” correlates with "permission’, or
“possibility” correlates with "strong obligation.” In other words,the
epistemic modal with lowest value must correlate with the root modal
with the same value and so on.

The epistemic modal expressions in Malay discussed above are .
four in number. They can be reduced to three to fit the above cate-
gorization, because mungkin is semantically synonymous to boleh jadi.
The root modals can likewise be reduced to three because terpaksa
is more or less like mesti. The main difference between the two 1s
that the obligation in terpaksa is not normally imposed by the speaker.
Based on the above classification the modals in Malay fit into the
major values set by Horn.

Epistemic Modal Modal Root

possibility boleh jadi boleh permission
probability barangkald patut weak obligation
certainty mesti mesti strong obligation

Table 1IV.

Steele states that "when modals in any one language are
ambiguous they are ambiguous in a predicted fashion,” (1975:57).
Ambiguity between epistemic and root modals occurs only in modals of
the same value. For example, in English the ambiguity of may occurs
only at the lowest value, i.e., between "possibility"” and "permission.”
In Luisenio xu is ambiguous only between "strong obligation" and
"ecertainty."” In Malay, the modal mesti can be both epistemic and root
in interpretation. Based on Table IV it is clear that the ambiguity
of mesti occurs only at the highest value, i.e., between "certainty"
(epistemic) and "strong obligation" (root).




Footnotes

1 Because of the lack of studies on modality in Malay, we will
leave them for the moment syntactically undefined in terms of
grammatical categories such as.auxiliaries, adjectives, adverbials,
etc. Some tentative categorizations will however be made based on
the syntactic properties of the modal expressions as we go along.

2 Mungkin is an Arabic loan.

3 The circumfix se.....nya appears to be affixed only to patut
and not the other three root modals in the language. This can ba
explained by the fact that it falls in the category of "weak
obligation" which provides the subject with a choite. Moreover, like
its English equivalent, should have, it states an unaccomplished past
obligation, which makes it reportable.

4 See Siebel in this volume.

5 Similarly, as an epistemic modal approachesreality as in
mesti (certainty) it cannot be contradicted,as shown in the following

examples:

1. Dia mungkin sakit, mungkin tidak.
'He may (be) sick, may (be) not.'

2. *Dia mesti sakit,'mesti tidak.
*'He must (be) sick, must not.'

6 This sentence 1s however acceptable, but with the root
meaning i.e. "He is not obliged to study."

7 Root modal with ability reading is not considered in their
argument.
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SUBJECTIVE MODALITY

Charles Seibel

ABSTRACT: Modal expressions place propositions somewhere
on a scale of likelihood. If the basis for placement

is the current knowledge of the speaker, we can speak
of subjectiye todelity. In English, may and must are
subjective modals. In this paper they are compared
with their non-subjective or objective counterparts

both semantically and syntactically. Modals in several
other languages are considered in an attempt to show
that thers is a widespread, if pot universal, tendency
to contrast subjective and objective modality.

The following terms will be used in the study. A proposition is
the meaning of & sentence. 4 world ia the set of propositions which are
true 1n 3 certain state of affairs. A base set is & consistent set of
proposivizons according to which a modal is interpreted. 4 proposition is
possible if and only if it is in at 1east one of the possible worlds that
are compatible with the base set. A proposition is necess if and only
if it is in all the possible worlds which are compatible w the base
set. (The base set and thus the set of possible worlds being considered
in the utterance of any modal sentence in a natural language vary with
the sort of modal expression employed and with the context, but it is
probably always less than the set of all possible worlds.)
) A distinction is often made between epistemic and root modality..
Root modals are sald to express permission, obligation, and ability, whereaa
the meanings of epistemic modals are sald to range from possibility to
certainty. The validity of this dichotomy and the relationsiip between
the two categories are not crucial for the current study. Let it simply
be sald that the subjective/objective distinction is made by slicing through
a modal system in & different direction from that of the epistemic/root cut,
and that in this paper the focus will be on the so-called epistemic modals.

If we take English as our starting and reference point and begin with
the possibility end of the epistemic modality scale, we immediately confront
the sticky problem presented by can and‘g%z. If we lay aside clearly root
uses, we will be ignoring sentences like (1-3

1. Laura can speak French.

2. Can you see bhim yet?

3. a. You may smoke.

b. You can smoke. o

However, it is interesting to note that speakers for whom permissive may
and can are in complementary distribution would use (3a) to grant their own
pernission and (3m§ to tell someone that some other authority permits
smoking at that time and place. The distinction I want to make between
epistemic can and may is similar and, apparently, related. May means pos-
sibility based on speaker's authority. It predicates of a proposition that
the proposition is true in a possible world compatible with his current
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edge: the propositions making up his knowledge of the actuel world
ggw;edrﬁiﬁgﬂ;s ’;hepbase set. That is what I mean by subjective modality.
Can, on the other hand, means that the proposition in its domein is true
in solle possible world compatible with some relevant base set. In more
intuitive terms, may is a weak guess or a prediction or, at least, an
assertion that the speaker, although he doesn't know if & proposition is
true or not, has no compelling reason to believe that it is (or was or will
be) false in the actuel world. Can mesns that there is nothing keeping the
proposition from being true, the kinds of obstructions being considered
depending on the context and the speaker's attitude. Can can be used more
freely than may. The spesker using can is not necessarily commitiing
himself to even a weak conjecture about the realization of the proposi-
tion. Therefore, the speaker can utter (la) truthfully even if he is
personally certain that the treaty in question will not be signed for
weeks. Under the same circumstances he cammot utter (4b).

4, a. All the parties are present. The treaty can be signed any time.

b. All the parties are present. The treaty may be signed any time.
In (4a) the spesker is saying that “here are no physical obstructions
such as one of the parties being absent, to prevent the signing; in (ho)
he is saying that he has no compelling reason to believe-that the treaty
won't be signed soon. If the speaker feels certain that the treaty won's
be signed soon, the proposition is false in all possible worlds compati-
ble with his knowledge, even though 1t is not false in all possible worlds
compatible with other relevant base sets, i.e., even though it is not truly
impossible.

1t should be pointed out that the past forms of can and may are used
more frequently for epistemic possibility that the non~past forms. This
18 especially true of can when a proposition conflicts with the speaker's
beliefs, but the subjective/objective distinction remains, as can be seen
by comparing these sentences:

5. a. The peace treaty could be signed, but it won't be.

b.*The peace treaty might be sigmed, but it won't be.

Further evidence for the distinction between may and can erises when
they are put in negative and interrogative sentences. Inserting not after
gﬂ does not negate the possibility model but rather the mein verd (i.e., the

emodalized proposition). This is usually celled internal negation. Using
not t::th can negates the possibilisy (external negation). Compare these
sentences:

6. a. The peace treaty cannot be signed.

b. The pesce treaty may not be signed.
Furthermore, epistemic may is unlike can in that it seems unnatural in ques-
tions. Compare:

7. a. Can the peace treaty be signed now?

b.?May the peace treaty be signed now?

The differences of interpretation and acceptability in (6-~7) seem to
fit with the subjective/objective opposition. Given that the dialog and not
the monolog is the normal linguistic situation, it would seem odd for &
speaker to ask whether a proposition is true in & world compatible with his
own current knowledge, as in (7b). And if we see the use of may, i.e., of




subjective modality, as & week conjecture, a lwaving open of & possibility,

i¥ seems reasonable tizat 1t camnot be nefated. One might say that a weak
conjecture is already negative in a semse; it means that the speaker doesn't
know for sure. What wouid it mean to negate iy further? The subjective
possibility models in both Japanese and Korean are constructions whose

literal meaning iz that the speaker isn't able to know, i.e., that the speaker
is werely guessing sbcut the possible truth of a proposition. Sentences (8)
and (9) are examples.l )

8. (Japanese) John wa hon o yomu k& - mo - si - re - nai

SM book OM read QU-even-know-capability-neg.
'John may read the book.'
9. (Eorean) John - 1 0-1-ci - to ~ molt - n - ta
84 come-QM-even-can't-know-TM- MM
tJohn may come.'!

In Malay the subjective modal kin (& sentential adverb) contrasts .
with the objective modal boleh in about the same way as may contrasts with
can in English. Although mungikin, unlike may, can be negated (this might be
explained by its being an adverb) it cannot be used "in information-seeking
questions, whereas boleh can. :

10. 2Mungkin Ali sakit?

possibly sick
* 2?'May Al1 be sick?!
11. Boleh Ali sakit?

possibly
*Can Alli be sick?! .

In Hebrew the sentential adverb of possibility ulil contrasts with the
adverbs yitaxen and efsar in that both external and internal negation are
allowed for the last two, whereas only internal negation is possible with
uli.

12. uli Dani 1lo =xole
possibly neg. sick
1Dani may not be sick.!
13.%10 uii Dani xole

14, 1 yitaxen
O\ efsar
possible
'Dani can't be sick.!
Hebrew also has a stronger possibility modal (probability), kanire, which
literally means 'as far as I car see" and thus is clearly subjective. Again,
external negation is impossible.
15.%lo kanire se Dani xole
In Alsatian Subjectivepossibility is expressed with darfe, which, like
mey, is also a modal of permission. To indicate the possibility of a propo-
sition the subjunctive is used (c.f. might) and, in contrast to the objective
modal kan3, 1t cannot be negated or used in questiona.
18, a. ar kent drisi¥ jo'r »it sun
could 30 years old be
tHe could be 30 years old.!

se Dani xole

+




b, or d3rft drisi$ jo'r »it sin
might
'He might be 30 years old.!
c. kent or drisi¥ jo'r »lt sin
TCould he be 30 years old?t
d.*d8rft ar drisi$ joer plt sin
?1Might he be 30 years old?t?
o. or kent mt drisi¥ jo'r »lt sin
'He couldn’t be 30 years olg.t!
f.*or darft mt drisis joer »lt sun
Three of the nine languages included in this study, Turkish, Hungarian,
and Spanish, 4id not appear to have a subjective possibility modal, although
they did have subjective necessity modals. In Spanish there is a phrase
built upon the possibility modal poder which might be interpreted as sub-
Jective, since, unlike the simple modal auxiliary and a similar periphrastic
expression, it cammot be negated. The phrase, puede gue, occurs in (17a-b).
17. a. Puede gue é1 estd mintiendo.
Can that he is lying
'He may be lying.!.
b.¥lo puede que é1 estd mintiendo.
¢. E1 no pueds estar mintiendo.
'He canft be lying.!
d. No puede ser gue &l estd mintiendo.
be

'It can't be that he is lying.!

If may is the subjective epistemic modal on the possibility end of
the scale in English, mist is its counterpart on the necessitg end. Upon
stepping out onto wet pavement, one might utter sentence (18a).

18. a. It must have rained.

b. It has to have rained.

The speaker has seen the evidence; there is nothing in his current knowledge
base to conflict with the proposition that it has rained; in fact, he can't
think of any other good explanation. In all possible worlds compatible with
his current knowledge it has rained. (18b) seems to be a stronger statement.
Suppose the apeaker's companion suggests another hypothesls: perhaps city
workers have been washing the street. But suppuse the speaker can prove that
this hypothesis and all others are false. He might utter (18b). 1In all pos-
sible worlds compatible with the evidence it has rained. It can't have been
otherwise. Have to is objective.

Let us apply the negation and question tests to (18 a-b). ’

19. a. It must not have rained.

b. It doesn't have to have rained.
c¢.™Must it have rained?
d. Does it have to have rained?

Must works like may, and have to like can,

The intuitive feeling that (hb)‘%fhbjective) is stronger that (Ya),
put that (18b) (objective) is stronger than (18a) is easily explained.
Imagine the set of possible worlds compatible with the speaker's kmowledge
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enclosed by a circle which 1s inside a larger circls containing all relevant
possible worlds. Since a proposition 1s possible if it 18 true in at least
one possible world, subjective possibility entails objective possibility: a
proposition inside the small circle is necessarily inside the larger one.

On the other hand, a proposition is necessary only if it is true in all
possible worlds compatible with the base set. Therefore, a proposition could
be true in all possible worlds bounded by the smaller circle {must) without
being true in all possible worlds in the larger one (have to).

Two further remarks should be made concerning must and have to. First, the
second of these is not, strictly speaking, a member of the closed class
of English modal auxiliaries; it requires do-support and can be used in
the same verb phrase with a true modal. Second, epistemic hgve t0 is much
less commonly used than must. These two facts suggest the possibility that
eplstemic necessity is more likely to be expressed with a subjective modal
that with a stronger objective one. Evidence from other languages lends
support to this hypothesis,

In Turkish, for example, there are at least four epistemic necessity
modals, and none of them can be negated. A1l are unugual in information-
seeking questions. Two of these modals, ~mEll and ~DIr, ave verb affixes,
and two are adjectives, lazim and gerek.

20. a. John bu saat - te ev - de Ol - ma - pgli

this hour -~ at home - at be -neg.
b. Jobn bu saat - te ev ~ de deyil - dir
‘ neg.
¢. John bu saat - te ev -de ol - ma - ma - 8% lazim
be neg. ing poss.
d. John bu saat - te ev - de ol - ma - sa gerek
be neg. opt.
tJohn must not be at home at this hour.”
Te syntactic means are avallable for the external negation of all these
modals with the exception of mal4é. In fact, the two adjectives can be negated
‘when they express obligation. However, none of the four can be negated when
used epistemically.
21, ol-mali-ma
*John bu saat-te ev-de ¢ ol-ma-si lazim deyil
ol-sa gerek deyil
Jdir deyll
All epistemic necessity nodals in Turkish seem to be subjective.

The Hebrew necessity modal with an epistemic meaning 1s clearly
subjective and cannot be nsgated.

22. Danl betax 1o oved.

neg. work
tAccording to my knowledge, Dani is not working.'
'Dani must not be working.!

23.*Dani lo petax oved.

The Alsatian modal FMt°n, like its cognate must, 1s used in both an epistemic
and a root sense. Unlike must, however, the scope of negation {internal vs,
external) is ambiguous in the root readings. This ambiguity disappears in
eplstemic readings, where, as with must, negation is always internal.




24, dus ma*s nut voer sin

this must neg. true be
'This must not be true.!

Similarly, Spanish deber is used in a root as well as an epistemic
sense. When epistemic it is not used in questions, and negation is inter-
nal only. :

25. &. El debe estar loco.

he must be crasy
b.*Debe el estar loco?
¢. Bl no debe estar loco.
'He must not be crazy.!

When the Malay necessity modal m¥sti is negated it loses its epistemic
meaning and is given a root interpretation. Notice that in (26a) the negative
word occurs before the main verb, providing internal negation. In (26b) we
have external negation, the modal itself being negated.

26. a. John m8sti tidak ada di rumah

neg. exist at home
tJohn must not be at home.!
b. John tidak m8sti ada di rumsh
tJohn is not obligated to be at home.!

In Bungarian the subjective/objective contrast is made by using the
single modal adverb, bisztos. It is subjective when used as a predicate
modifier and cannot be negated or used in questions; it 1s objective when
used as a sentential adverb with the complementizer hogy.

27. a. Bisztos esett.

rained
11t must have rained.!
. Bisztos, hogy esett.
It 18 certain that it rained.!
. Bisztos nem esett.
neg.

tIt must not have rained.!

d.*Nem bisztos esett.
e. Nem bisztos, hogy esetst.

'It 18 not certain that it rained.!
{.%Bisztos esett? \
g. Bisztos, hoZy esett?

tI8 it certain that it rained?!

Sufficient evidence has not yet been collected to allow for a claim
that all langusges provide for a subjective/objective contrast in their
epistemic modal system. It is difficult at this stage even to say what we
mean by a& modal system or t¢ set up criteria by which €o classify expressions
as genuine modals as opposed to periphrastic expressions with modal meanings.
HBowever, the data collected in this paper indicate that there is some
basis for hypothesizing the subjective modal as a universal linguistic
category. Obviously there is a great need for more data, more clearly
defined categories, and a more refined gemeral theory of modality.

1. All the gentences from languages other n English came from
presentaticns made by speakers of those languages (mostly native) in a
seminar on modality, given by Professor Choon-iyu Oh at the University of

Kansas during the Spring Semester of 1979. 049
o




MODALITY IN ALSATIAN

Marguerite A. Hessini

Abstract: This descriptive study focuses .on the spe-
cial verbal category of Alsatian modal auxiliaries
with distinct syntactic characteristics. They include: [kens)
(can), [mesds] (would like to), [vels] (want to),
[darfa] (be allowed to), [sole] (ought to/must),

and [mren) ' (must). These modals specify the Speaker's
point of view in regard to the reported event. They
are able to express several levels of probability
regarding the event's potential fulfillment. They
form two subcategories depending on the presence or
absence of an external source of authority ilmposed on
the agent. The deontic and epistemic meanings of Al-
satian modals support Horn's (1972) hypothesis that
the latter two meanings are semanticall{ related.

Introduction

The present study on modality
pertains to Alsatian, a German dialect
of Alemannic origin, spoken in the
province of Alsace in Eastern France.
Alsatian comprises a variety of closely
related, mutually intelligible dialects.

§t. t+ Strasbourg ! My corpus is limited to examples of

2 1 Alsace i the dialect variety spoken in Strasbourg,
the provincial capital, of which I an
a native.

As plsatien is basically a
spoken dialect whose closest written
expression is standard German, but
which has no standardized written form
of its own, I am using a broad phonetic
transcription for my exsmples. " For
clarification, a few observations seenm
appropriate. Alsatian stops are voice-
less, lenis in word initial and medial
positions, fortis in word final posi-

fjon. I will represent the former by
b, d, g] and the latter by {p, t, kI.
The approximant {r] is a uvular trill
or a uvular fricative, the latter ad-
Jacent to a voiceless consonant or
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word-finally after a vowel. I am using the symbol [y] to designate a
front rounded vowel that is lower than [ii] but higher than [3].

Alsatian has incorporated numerous French borrowings in its lexi-
con, but the syntactic structures closely parallel those of standard
German.

The Verbal Category of Modals

Function. Modality may be conceived of as a broad notion including modal.
adverbilal expressions (it is possible, it is probable...), mood, modal
infinitives (I have to...), and modal auxiliaries (Brinkman, 1962). The
present study focuses on the special verbal category of modal auxiliaries
whose function 1s to "express a relation of the event to reality" (Bouma,
1973). This may be expressed by the formula:

S+ X ¥ Y

in which X plus Y specify the event, and M stands for a finite modal
which specifies the attitude of the speaker in regard to the reported
event, or what Brinkman (1962) labels more broadly as "Satzintention".

Alsatian Modals. Alsatian has six modals which form a distinet verbal
category with specific syntactic characteristics. Their broad basic
meanings within the domain of social customs nay be described as follows:

[xens] : ability, opportunity
#[me¥ds ] : inclination, desire
[vels] : intent, want
dérfs ] : permission, right
sola] : duty, obligation
[nr:n] : compulsion, absolute obligation

#[me$de] is used only in the subjunctive (see chart p.49 ).

Syntactic Characteristics. Modals in Alsatian are used with a depen~
dent verb Which is in the infinitive, and thus they function like -

auxiliaries.

(1a) mr mr:n bli:ve
{1pi=sb] must stay)
'we must stay!'

(1b) mr sm gsblive
(1pl=sb] be=aux stay=pp
'we have stayed=we stayed!

(2a) dil kon8 rg¥t hon
(2sg=sb] can right have)
tyou (sg. informal) may be right!




(2b) afi hed r&st ghet
(2sg=sbj have=aux right have=PP)
'you were right=you have been right!t

Under certain conditions the dependent infinitive may be omitted
from modal expressions (i) when the goal 1s explicitly stated in the
sentence:

(3) 1% mws ha:m (ge:n)
(1sg=sbj must home (g0))
'T must go home!

(4) do Bord kon elsisif (reds)
(the George can Alsatian (speak))
1George knows (how to speak) Alsatian!

(i) when the context would make the infinitive repetitious or unneces-
sary:

(5) A: mw:3 ¥un ge:n?
(must=you (sg. informal) already go)
tdo you have to go already?!

B: J, 18 mw:s
(yes, lsg=sbj must)
tyes, I must go!

(111) when the idea of fto do! is present:

(éa) nr kens s moxs 'we can do it!
(1pl=sbj can 3sg=neut=DO do)

(6b) mr kena(s) tye can do it!

A dependent infinitive used with a modal verb can never be pre-
ceded by [tsa] 'to! which is customary with most other verbs:l

(7a) or me¥t hile
( 3 =masc=sg=sb] would-like~to cry)
the would like to cry!

(7o) eor fogt-on s hils
(3=masc=sg=sb] starts to cry)
the starts to cry=he is starting to cry!

or kent gdejt sIn
(3=masc=sg=sb] can=pres. subj] intelligent be)
'he might be intelligent!'




(85} e brlt-si¥-in glejt tss sIn
(3=masc=sg=sbj imagines-himself intelligent to be)
the believes {pictures himself} to be antelligent!'

2. Models do not take the 3rd person singular marier [-t] in
Fhe present indicative, but do take the 2nd person singular marker
-38]:

(9a) 1¥ sol 1a:ve 'I am supposed to live!
(9b) att sols 1&:ve 'you are ...f -
(9¢) er sol_ 14:ve the...!

(10a) 1% 14:p I live=I am living'
(100) 4t 14:p3 lyou,..!

(10c) or 14:pt the...!

3. Modals remain single in “he present subjunctive like the
auxiliaries [hon] 'to have!, [stn] 'to be! and [dw:n] tto do' (the
latter only when used as an auxiliary). Other verbs usually form the
subjunctive wlith- the present subjunctive of the verb [dv:n] 'to do',
which then functions as an auxiliary

rodals ubjunetive:

(112) kene 'can! or kent  'he could'
(110) vela twant! T vot the would like to!

auxiliaries:

(12a) hon thave' er hit the would have!
(12b) sin thet - er vd:r the would be!

other verbs

[a4t] (pres. subj. of [dw:n] + inf. of the verb:

(13a) ge:n !'go! er d4t ge:n 'he would go'
(13b) gla:ve 'believe! or d4t s gla:ve the would believe it!
(13¢) dw:n tdo! or dit s dw:n the would do it!

4, A double infinitive construction is found in & compound tenses
when a modal verb is used with & complementary infinitive. The modal
vord functions, then, a8 an alternate past participle identical in form
tn the infinitive. This 1s clearly illustrated when the main verb is
omitted, but understood, and the past participle of the modal auxiliary
is used:

(1ka) 1% hops moxe kene
{1=sg=5h] have=aux do can)
'I was able to do it!




(14b) 43 hops gokent
(1=ag=sb] have=aux can=pp)
11 was able to do it

(15a) mr hum furt ge:n mi:n
(1=pl=sb] have=aux away go must)
'We had to leave!

(155) mr hon furt gemr:nt
(1=pl1=sbj have=aux away must=pp)
tHe had to leave!

The double infinitive occurs only when the complementary infinitive is
expressed, whereas the alternate pasg participle is used only when the
complementary infinitive is implied. .

The future tense with & modal verb also ylelds a double infinitive
construction:

(16a) o8 wvurt kume keme
(3=neut=sg=ab§ fut. aux come can)
tshe (informal) will (probably) be able to come!

(16b) @8 vurt kums
'she will (probably) come!

The preceding sentences (la through 16b) clearly indicate that the
modals in Alsatian are a separate verbal category as illustrated by
their distinct syntactic characteristics.

The Verb [briise] Used As A Modal. There is an additional verb [brise]
"need to' which is usually substituted for [mr:n] 'must' in the nega-
tive, and thus functions &3 & modal within that limited context. How-
ever, it does not share the characteristics of the other modals which
form a distinct verbal category. [briiSe] takes a [-t] in the 3rd
person singular in the present indicative, and requires [tse] when pre-
ceding an infinitive:

(17a) @8 briist ntt tse hile
(3wneut=sg=sbT need not to cry)
tshe (informal) must not cry!
'she doesn't have to cry!

[brﬁgel is also used as a non-modal:

(170) o8 brilst ne nit
tshe doesn't need him!
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Semantic Characteristics

¥odals Involving An External Source of Authority. The modals in Al-
satian may be specified as relative to the speaker’s point of view and
to whether or not the agent in a sentence 18 submitted to some exterior
influence with which the speaker concurs. Thus {(m1:n], [solel, and
{d4rfe] are modals that involve a source external to the agent that
affects the event.

(18a) afl d&rf$ ro:de
(2=sg=sbj may guess)
tyou may guess?

Someone gives the permission to the agent; 1f 1t 18 not the speaker, then
the latter concurs: —

(18b) dii s0l& ro:ds
tyou should guess! (the suggestion implied in Alsaticn 1is
much stronger than that of English tghould!}

Someone strongly suggests the obligation to the agent; iAf it 1s not the
speaker, then the latter concurs.

(18c) dfi mv:§ ro:de
'you must guess!

Someone absolutely compels the agent. If it 1s not the speaker, then
the latter concurs with him.

Modals Involving an Internal Source of Authority.

1. In the case of ths modals {kens], (me3de], {vels], the agent
18 the carrier of the ability, the desire, the will; the source of the
event lies with the agent, and the speakar confirms 1it,

(19a) du kans gla:ve
tyou can believe!

The agent has the ability to believe, and the speaker confirms this.

(150) dil medtd gla:ve
'you would like to believet

The agent has the desire to belleve, and the sbesker confirms this.

{19¢) dil vit gla:ve
'you want to believe!

The agent has the will to believe, and the speaker confirms this.




2. It seems that in the case of [kene], [mesde], and [vels],
there 1s & clear tie between the subject and the predicate. This is
further underscored by the fact that, on the syntactic level, only
these modals can take & real object, whereas [ddrfs], (sols], and
(mr:n), which involve an external authority, camnot.

(20) 18 kon elsiisis
'T know Alsatian - I can speak Alsatian'

(21) 18 medt ns n1t
‘I don't like %o have him - I wouldn't want him!

(22) 13 v1l ken %nigs
'I don't want any snails!t

Range of Probabllity Expresssd by Alsatian Modals. The degree of pro-
babllity regarding the potential fulfillment of an event 1s another
dimension expressed by Alsatian modals. The two subcategories mentiomed
earlier each have a range of three levels (see 18a, b, c and 192, b,

¢), from great uncertainty to strong probability, from mers suggestion
to strong compulsion. The use of the subjunctive further allows exXpan-

slon of the range of varying degrees of probabllity:

(23) e mus sva:r Sofe
(m1:n:pres.ind.)
the must work hard!

(24)  ar sol sva4:r Sofs
(sols:pres.ind.) .
'he mmst work hard=he 1s expected to work hard!

(25)  er sot Sva:r Sofe
{sola:pres.subj.)
'he 1s supposed t¢ work hard=he should...!

(26) eor mist Sva:r Sofe
. (m1:n:pres.subj.)
the would have to work hard!

In (23) the agent is under absolute obligation to comply. In (24) the
agent 1s under strong obligation to comply, but has a choice available.
In (25) the agent is under strong obligation to comply, but according

to the speaker's point of view, most likely doesn't or won't comply,
elther by choosing not to or by being unable to. In (26) the agent is
under a strong hypothetical obligation to comply, but according to the
speaker's point of view, he doesn't, and the chances are extremely slight
that he will do so in the future. As illustrated in (25) and (26), the
subjunctive carries a negative connotation not conveyed by the 1nd1ca-
tive.




Negation of Modals
Negation Expressed Through Standard Oppositionms.

1. In Alsatian the negation of modals may be expressed through
the following oppositions

a. mIi:n : 1t 1s necessary that...

furt ge:n (s8) = '*-0'“ furt ge:n (s)

(8) = sors (George)

(27) de-sors mg:s furt ge:n
( the-George must away go)
'George must leave!

b. nit kena/nt$ ds’.rfa 1t is not possible that..= it is

necess 7 that..
hﬁ furt ge:n (s)

(28a) da-éor§ kon n1t furt ge:n
(can not)
'George may not leave! (=1t 1s not the case that George may
leave

(28b) de-Sors dArf nrt furt ge:n
(1s not permitted to) T
*George may not leave! (= it is necessary that George not

leave'!

c. kens/darfs : it is possible that ...==1t is not necessary
that... not...

O furtgem 8) & ~[J~  furt ge:n (3)
(29a) de-surs kon furt ge:n

(29b) de-%or¥ darf furt ge:n
tGeorge may leave!

d. nlt briife : 1t 1s not necessary that... =1t is possible
that... not.,..
O~ ~[] furt gen (8)
(30) do-Bors brudt nrt furt tss ge:n
'George doesn't have to leave!

2. These basic relationships between .the modals.in-Alsatian-may
be 1llustrated schematically as follows, teking the "logisches Quadrat"
(square of opposition) cited by Blumenthal (1976) as a model, with the
following root meanings of the modals:

31




A - obligatorisch !'necessary!
E - verboten 'forbidden'
I - erlaubt 'permitted!
0 - fakultativ - toptionalt
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Referring to the Alsatian examples (27 to 30) given under sections a, b,
¢, and d, we obtain the following:
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Alternate Forms.

1. The use of the negative as pertaining to Alsatian modals needs
to be specified further. The negation of [m1mm] (a): [n1t mr:n] may
replace [n1t bris] (d) as 11lustrated below.

(31a) or mw:s n1t 3vi:r $nfo
(31b) er briist nrt &vd:r tse sofe
.(3= masc=8g=sbj must not hard work)
need to
'he doesn't have to work hard’

dll m1:5t% n1t bri:ls

(need=pres.subj to)
tyou wouldn't have to shout!




(34a)
(34d)

¥
si m1:n n1t mer sndge hon

8i brilss n1t mor ndge tse hon
(3=pl=sbj must not always snails have
(need o)
1% is not necessary, that they always have snails (for foodl!

um nit 5Pfe tsomr:n, ket or si¥ gronk gidelt

um nrt spfe tso bri¥s, het sr si¥ gronk gidelt
(for not work to must, has Be himself sick acted)
tin order not to have to work, ke acted sick!

In all of the preceding examples, the negation refers to the modal, and
thus {me:s n1t] p has the meaning of ~(3 P

2. There are other instances, when [nrt mr:n] may replace
(n1t d&rfs] (b) or {n1t kems] (h):

(353)

(350)
(35¢)
(36a)
(36b)

(36e)

(37a)

di mv:s d1s n1t moxs, 80 eps moxt mr nrt
(2=8g=8bj must this not do, such something does not one)
'you must not do that, one doesn’t do such a thing!

dil dérf¥ d1s n1t moxs, 8o eps moxi mr nrt

dll kand dis n1t moxe, 80 eps moxt mr nrt
tyou may not do that, one doesn't do such a thingt

dis mw:8 nit voir sin
(this must not not true be)
'this is certainly not tpuezthis is most likely not true!

d1s kon nrt vo:r sin

d1s dirf n1t vo:r sin
'this cannot be true!

or mv:s ntt gronk sm

(3~masc=sg=sbj must not sick be)

'i1t 1s imperative that he not be sick!

(a second reading would be: the is probably sick', but
37b and 37¢ would not paraphrase that meaning)

or ddrf n1t gronk sin
'it is necessary that he not be sick!

dil mv:8 nrt dririd sm
(2=sg=8bj must not sad be)
tyou must not be sad!




(38b) 4 kan3 nit dririd sin

(38c) a ddres nrt driri$ sm
tit is necessary that you not be sadt

In all of these cases the negation seems to refer to the predicate
rather than to the modal, and may be schematized as follows: ~ P :
it is necessary that... not p. As 1llustrated above, each sentence ‘
containing [n1t mr:n] may be paraphrased using (b) [n1t kems]/[nit dirfs],
the two latter modals implying a lesser degree of compulsion than when
[n1t m1:in} is used. Furthermore, whenever the subject is 2md. pers.
singular {dii], the sentence has the character of & negative imperative
rather than of & statement. In that case it implies from the speaker!s
point of view that the subject 1s in a position to comply with the pro-
hibition, which would explain why this type of sentence, in which

[n1t m1:n) may optionally replace [n1t kers]}/ [n1t darfs], is only used
in the present tense and never in a question form:

(39) *my:8 du ni1t drifeid srn?

-

3. The use of alternate negative forms is restricted, however,
as there are instances in which only [n1t mr:n] may be used, and others
when only [nit bmiSe] is appropriate:

(40) +vin 18 n1t vo:rds h#t mr:n, vir i¥ Sun loy tha:m
(1# I not walt have=pres.subj. must, be=pres.subj. I already
long at-home)
'4f I hadn't been compelled to wait, I would have been home
long ago!

(41) mwe:s nit om drejs vider ¥ofas?

(must=you not at 3 again work)
'don't you have to work again at three?!

Examples (40) and (41) imply & strong obligation imposed on the
subject by an external authority. Examples (42) and (43) on the con-
trary, imply the absence of an obligation which has been agsumed by the
subject:

(42) 13 hop,de gontss do: niks moxs briss

do anything...!
di h&t% ajadli¥ niks sa:ve brilss

(2=8g=shj have=pres.subj. strictly-spesking nothing say need)
tActually you didn't have to say anything!
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It may perhaps be possible to conclude here that when [n:zt mri:n] is
used exclusively, there is a real obligation that exists and that

is external to the agent, whereas when [nit briifs] is used exclusively,
the obligation is merely assumed by the agent.

Negation and Modal Subcategories. The division between the two cate~
?ories of modals, those that depend on an outside source of authority

[a&rfs], [sols), [mr:n]); and those that don't ([kens!, [medds],
[vels]), remains the same in the negative:

(4%) 1s hop ken huner, 13 kom nox niks #ss.
(1=sg=sbj] have no hunger, l=sg=sbj can yet nothing eat)
'I am not hungry, I can't eat anything yet!

(45) 1% hop ken huner, i¥ mest nox niks &se
‘..., I would like not to eat amything yet!

(46) 18 hop ken huner, is vil rox niks #ss
..., I dontt want to eat anything yet!

(47) 1s hop ken huner, i¥ darf nox niks #se
',.., I may not yet eat amything!

(48) 1§ hop ken huner, if sol nox niks #ss
..., I (strongly) should not yet eat amything'

(49) 18 hop ken huner, 18 mes nox niks &se
'..., I mst not eat anything yet'

Exsmples (47), (48), and (49) indicate a reference to an ext:ernal o
authority, which is not the case in examples (4%, (45), and (46).

Negation Expressed Through Adverbial Expressions. Hegation may not be
expressed solely through the negation of a modal, but may be conveyed
through an adverbial expression, which may be eithsr a clear negation
such as [n1:] 'never!, [unme:j1i¥] timpossible!, or a limiting expression
such as [kiim} 'hardly' [nume? tonly!, [s 18 kim me:jli¥] 'it is hardly
possiblef, [unvorﬁinliﬁ] tunprobable!, [venik3dsns]-tat-least', [hekidsns}
tat the most'

'you must at-least 70 francs there for-it pay)
tyou must pay at least 7OF for that!'

(50b) *ait hfﬂﬁ venikddons sivetsid fronge do defir batsm:le

(51a) dii mwd hekSdens stvetsis frongs do defir batss:ls
‘you must pay at the most 70F for that!
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(51b) di briid hekfdens srvetsis fronge do defrr betsp:ls
tyou must {need).pay at the most 70F for that!

The implicit negative in [hek¥dens) 'not more than! has a wider scope
than the modals, while that of [venik3dens] has a narrower scope. (51a)
and (51b) may be paraphrased as follows:

(51¢) @i briis n1t me: ols srvetsis frongs do defIr botsr:l
tyou must not pay more than 70f for that!

and translated as 'it is not necessary for you to pay more than 70f for
that! or 'you must pay at the most 70F for that!. (50a) may be para-
phrased as follows:

(50¢) dil mv¥ me: vls srvetsi¥ fronge do defrr batsp:ls
tyou must pay more than 70F for that!

and translated as 'it is necessary for you not to pay any less than 70F!
or 'you must psy no less than 70F!, [hekSdens] fat the most' x(x )
marks the maximum, but [venik$dsns] 'at the last! indicates that'x(x )
18 minimum which in Alsatian is incompatible with [bru%e] 'need! (50b),
which in this context may be used to express sufficiency but not neces-
sit, .

[veniksdens] ftat least! {50b):
¥ < $70
* » $70

[ heksdens] 'at the most! - [n1+t me: »ls] 'not more than!
(512 and 51b):
1> $70
3 <$70

External and Internal Negation. External and internal negation are
possible in Alsatian with possibility expressions such as [s kon srn]
114 is possible!, and [8 15 me:j1i3] 'it is possible!:

(52a) s kon sm, dos s-gredsl- gronk—1 8—— - -
(1t "¢an b, that the-fredel sick 13)
it may be that Gredel is sick!

O eronk (6) 3 ~[ ]~ erok (C)
i. internal negation:

(52b) 8 kon sin, dos s-gredel nit gronk 13
11t 18 possible that Gredel is not sick!’

O~ eonk (@) T ~ [ eronk (0)




11, external negation:

(52¢)

s kon n1t sin, dos s-gredsl gronk IS
11t 1s Not possible, that Gredel be sick!

~ <) gronk (G} = [~ evonk (¢)

(53b)
(53c)

(53d)

External and

iii. internal-external negation:

(52d) s kon nlt sin, dos s-gredsl nlt gronk 18

11t is not possible, that Gredel not be sick’

~ Orgroak (GIE [T gronk (6)

s 1% me:J11¥ dvs ss sif frajt In vndera umdtinds tse sin
(1t 1s possible that she (informal) herself be-happy in
other circumstances to be (=be with child))

11t 1s possible that she is happy to be pregnant!

s 18 me:J118 dos ss 8138 nit frajt m ndere umsténdstss sm
'1t 1s possible that she 1s not happy to be pregnant!

s 18 n1t me:j1i8 das o8 sis frajt In pndsrs umstinds tss £In
11t 18 not possible that she 1s happy to be pregnant!

s 1% n1t me:J118 dos os s1¥ n1t frajt in pndors umstands
t8s s1In
tit isn't possible that she 1s not happy to be pregnant!

internal negation are possible also with an expression such

as {8 mv:s sm] 'it must he the case,! provided that the negative form

is either (s

kon n1t sm] or {8 d4rf n1t sin] '1t can/may not be!

within the context below:

(Sha)

LI 2 AT

“(skb)
(skc)

(54d)

8 meis sIn, drs s majdsls dAriiri¥ 1%
(1t must be, that the girl-dim sad 1is)
'1t must be the case that the little girl 1s sad!

8 my:s 811, dos & majdsle 1t driiris 13
11t must be the case, that the little girl 1s not sad!

8 kon n1t stn, drs s majdals drtrid 13
'it 1s impossible that the little girl is gad!

8 kon n1t smn, dos s majdole ni1t druri¥ 1
11t is impossible, that the little girl not be sad!

(= she must be sad)




Epistemic and Deontic Mesnings of Alsatian Modals

Relationship Between Root Meaning and Epistemic Meaning. This section
ertains only to the modals [darfe] 'be permitted tol, [sole] !shouid!,
mr:n)] ‘t'must!, which imply an external source of authority. Modals in

Alsatian support Hornfs {1972) hypothesis that there 18 & systematic

conneéction between the root meaning and the epistemic meaning of modals,

the latter being based on the speaker'!s knowledge, and that the two
meanings are related semantic concepts. While the Alsatian syntactic
modals may be ambiguous between epistemic and root meanings, they are

80 1n a systematic way as the following sentences i1llustrate: -

(55a) 4t ddrfts rd:st hon®
{you may=pres. subj right have)
tyou may be rightt

(55b) dtt dirfs e glas hon
{you may an ice-cream have)
tyou may have an ice-cream!

(56a) sini svesder sol se:n sin, hov 18 ghe:rt
(his sister must pretty be, have I heard)
this sister must/is supposed to be pretty, I've heard!

(56b) e hotis sol se:n sin, um rn dire Usstelun vrvajt tse grejs

(a hostess must pretty be, for in that fair work to get)
tin order to get a job at that falr, a hostess has to be
prettyt : . _

d no:xbers mws rre mon forhaws, mr he:rt ne bri:ls
(the neighbor (fem.) must her husband beatup, one hears
him yell

tthe neighbor must be beating up her husband, one hears
him yellt SR

d no:xbare mus irs mon faorhaws, suns d4d er nrt ufste:n
(the neighbor {fem.) must her husband beat-up, otherwise,
aux-do-pres. subj he not get-up)

‘the neighbor must beat—up-her-husband;-otherwise-he-wouldntt-

get up!

{ddrfe] in (£- ‘ndicates possibility, in (55b) permission. {sole] in
{56a) indicater probability/assumption, in (56b) weak requirement/obliga-
tion {there may bc an exception to the rule regarding physical appearance
when hiring a hostess for the fair). {m::n] in (57a) indicates certainty,
in (5Th) strong obligation/requirement. Thus these modals are ambiguous
between epistemic and root meaning, as {ddrfs]may fluctuate between the
meaning of possibility and that of permission, {sols] between probabilibty
and obligation, and {mr:n] between certainty and requirement. Yet there




is consistency in that possibility is matched by permission, and pro-
bability and certainty are matched by weak or strong obligation.

Concepts of Modality Occurring in Alsatian. The various notions of
modality occurring in Alsatian &re conveyed through the following
modals. —

1. Ability. Only {kene]} in 1ts root meaning is used to express
either physical or mental ability. .

(58a) dr-sors kmn-s moxe (physical)
(the-George can-it do)
'George can do 1it!

(58b) dr-sors ken-s n1t Mo (physical)
{not)
tGeorge can't do 1!

(58c) kon-s dr-sors (nIt) moxe? (physical)
tean (%) George do 1%?

(59) s-gredel kon dits (mental)
(the-Gredel can German)
Marguerite knows German'

(60) (fut): m e-jo:r vurd eor gu:t &nlis kens (mental)
{in~a a-year will he well English know)
'Within a year he will know English well'
{certainly or probably)” —=

{past): vi 18 gla:n brn gsin, hov 15 elsdsis

g kent

L " reda] (mental)

{when I small have been, have I Alsatisn known/know speak)
tvhen I was small, I knew (how to speak) Alsatian?

(pres. subj): kents df so eps lipfs? sical)
{can-pres. subj you such something 11ft-up
Ycould-you-lift that? - NN

(pres. subj): du kents mr pm g3Ir halfe (physical)
{you can-pres. sub] me at-the dishes help)
tyou could help me with the dishes!

(past subj): h#ts d¢ so eps gla:ve keme? (mental)
{have-pres. subj-aux you such something believe can)
teould you have believed that?!




When the subjunctive is used, there 18 either an indication of serious
doubt from the speasker's point of view ((62, 64): !'I'm not so sgre...')
or a degree of politeness (63) not indicated by the indicative.

2. Permission. Both [keme] and [dirfo] in their root meaning may
be used, with [kens)] paraphrasing the permission sense of [ddrfe].

(65) mr (didrfs) ge:n
kens )
'we are permitted to go!

(66) Jddrgs) (n1t) mrt kume?
kons
tare you (not) permitted to come along?!

kens
(we fut, aux not away may stay
'we won't be allowed to stay away!

(67) (fut): mr vire nit furt dﬁrfjbli:va

(past): mr hon n1t fiil dirfs sin
(we have not lazy be-permitted be)
'we were not allowed to be lagy!

(pres. subj): {dﬁrf;é hasid rawxe?

kents
(may=pres. subj=you grass smoke)
'might you smoke grass?! (more doubt involved than if
indicative were used)

(70) (past subj): h#t do glist stige dérfo le:re?
(have=pres. subj the Gustave embroider be-permitted learn)
Tcould Gustave have been permitted to learn to embroider!

As in the examples referring to ability, the use of the subjunctive

indicates a certain amount of doubt from the speaker's point of view,

or some polite suggestion.

3. Obligation. Both [m1:n] (absolute obligation/requirement) and
[sola] (obligation, but the agent has a choice available as to whether

or not to comply) are used with [nIt briise] and [nit dirfo] as possible

negatives as indicated in the Negation section. The root meaning of
[sole] corresponds roughly to English tshould' as defined by Boyd and

Thorn (1969:66), stating Mthat somebody or something makes a demand®.

%nhﬁlga?ian that demand seems to be stronger than that conveyed by
should?,

(7la) mr mi:n om a:nse doft sin
{we must at=the one=o'clock there be)
'we must be there at one!




38

Both internal and external negation may apply.
(71b) mr mr:n oo a:nss n1t dort sin

(71¢) mr mr:n n1t om a:nse dort sIn
'we must not be there at ome'!

{sole] may be substituted for [mr:n] in the above sentences, ind‘r ing
then a lesser degree of requirement. (The agent may possibly be
unable or wnwilling to comply).

In their root meaning [mr:n] and [sols] may be used in all tenses
and also in the question form.

(72a) (past) heg §va:r sofe mr1:n?
(720) heg Iva:r mi:n §ofe? 41 You have o vork hard!

(have~you hard work must/must work)

The flexible word order of [5nfe] and [mz:n] allows one to emphasize
either the obligation in (72a) or the work in (72b).

(73) (fut) 15 wur drs f¥rtis moxe mI:n
(I fut-aux this finish do must)
1T will have to finish this!

It seems that the negation of the root meaning of [mr:n] and [sole]

is doms respectively with [n1t britfe] and [n1t d#rfe] unless the nega-

tions [nrp mr:n] and {n1t sols] are used.
(7%a) dt me:s slo:fs N

tyou must sleep!

(7%) dft brus nrt tse slo:fs
fyou dont+ have to sleep!

(758) mr sole uneri ma:nuy sa:ve
(we must our opinion say)
'we are supposed to tell our opiniont

(75b) (mr d4rfe unari ma:nuj nrt sa:ve
(75¢) {

nr d&rfe nrt unsri ma:nun sa:ve
'weé must not tell our opinion!

The use of the subjunctive again conveys a lesser degrees of obligation,
and involves a certain amount of doubt or uncertainty.

(76) (pres. subj):ig mr:st mis drumbi:re, vin 18 n1t eofs mI:st
(I must=pres.subj myself err, if I not work must=pres.subj)
'T would be Mistaken, if I didn't have to work!'

(77) (past subj): ai h¥ts niks sa:ve sola
(you have=pres.subj nothing say should)
'you shouldnft have said anything!




L4, Pessibility. To indicate possiblity both [kens] and [ddrfs]
are used in their epistemic sense, the latter modal in the subjunctive
only,

(78) i kons rd:st bon  'you may be right!
(you may right have) "

(79) s kon sin, dos d ré:st hes
tit may be, that you are right!

Both internal and external negation seen possible:

(80a) = kon sin, dos d nit rd:st hes
it is possible that you may not be right!

(80b) s kon nrt sin, dos d rd:st hes
11t can not be that you are right!

When external negation is used (80b) the meaning is 'it must not be
the case that!'.

Only present indicative and sub)w.ctive may be used with epistemic
[kens]. When the subjunctive is used & greater degree of doubt is
conveyed. The subjunctive of [d4rfe] paraphrases the subjunctive
meaning of [kens] with no difference in meaning, Interrogative forms
are possible:

(81) {xent |or so olt sm?
darft
}can;pres.subj he 8o old be)

nay
‘can he possibly be so old?!

(82) nat so-eps me:jlis kene sin?
(have=past subj=aux such-something possible can be)
'could something” like that have been possible?!

Only embedded verbs can take the past or future tense.

(83) s 15 me:jlis dos or gronk 1s gsin
(it 1s possible that ne sick is been)
'it is possible that he was sick!

(84) s 1S me:J1is dvs er gronk virs vurd
(became fut, aux)
tit is possible that he w! 1 be sick'




S. Probability/Supposition/Assumption

a. To express probability the fufure auxiliary {vi:rs], an
adverbial expression such as [vorsinlis] fprobably!, or both may be used.

(85a) dif vurs ré:st hm
(you fut. aux right have)
tyou are probably right!

(85b) dfi hes vorsinlis ré:st
(you have probably right)
'you are probably right!t

(85¢) dii vurs vorsinlis rdst hon
tyou are probably right?

In (85¢) there seems to be a greater commitment om the part of the
speaker to assert the probability of the proposition. It may be noted
here that the future auxiliary carries the meaning of probability
rather than that of futurity. To express a future event which, in the
mind of the speaker, is certain to occur, Alsatian generally uses the
present tense with a time adverb indicating futurity such as [morjs]
ttomorrow!, [1vermorjs] 'the day after temorrow!, [hito:ve] 'tonight',
[1m & jo:r] 'in a year'!, and so on. An alternative is to use the
future auxiliary [vA:rs] with the infinitive of the main verb (see
chart p. 30).

{86a) sr kumt morje
tThe will come tomorrow!

(86b) er.vurt morjs kume
'he will come tomorrow! or the probably comes tomorrow’

(86b) is ambiguous as it could convey either probability or futurity.
To ape that futurity is meant, an adverbial expression such as
[goats sidar] 'entirely certain' or [unbedingt] 'without fail'! mey be
added to a sentence having the future auxiliary.

(86c) or vwt gonts siser morje kume
the will certainly/most likely come tomorrow’

Without such an adverbial expression the difference between (86a) and
{86b) lies in the degree of certainty, the latter implying some degree
of doubt.

. To express supposition, assumption, and related probability,
[mi:n] and [sole] may ve used in the various tenses, in the declarative
and negative forms, put not, it seems, in the question form. .




or sol ninenintsis Joir o1t smn
(he must 99 years old be)
the is said tc be 99 years old!

s8i mr:n fol simn, um sofi:l grombo:l tse mpxs
(they must drunk be, to so-mich din to do)
tthey must be drunk to make such & din!

si hon fol mr:n sin, um SO ops tse moxo
(they have drunk must be, to such something to do)
'they must have been drunk to do such & thing'

dﬁfm::;tg} nrt vol sin
sotd

(you must-pres.subj not drunk be)

'you presutably shouldn't be drunk' (but you are)

(91) 4 hits n1t mm virtshlis sods bli:ve
(you have-pres.subj not in-the pub must-subj stay)
'you should not have stayed in the pub)

6, Necessity/Comclusion. To express necessity, conclusion, only
{mr:n] 'must’ in ite eplstemic sense is used, and the modal cannot be
negated nor take an interrogative form.

(92a) or mw:s tha:m sin, s 1r:§t 1s on
(he muat at-home be, the light is om)
the must be home, the light is on!

(92b) or my:s nit tha:m sin, 8 15 1les findder
(he must not be home, it is all dark)
'he must not be home, everything is dark!

(93) s majdele mw:s gronk sin, s het gebroxs
'the 1little girl must be sick, she vomited'

(94) s mu:s r4:Je, s vokst niks me:
(1t must rain, there grows nothing more)
'it 1s necessary that 1t rains, nothing grows anymore!

While the modal in this sense #<u only be in the present tense, sither
indicative or subjunctive, the event denoted by the main verb may be in
the past,

(95) ar mys tha:m sin g3in, is hob no reds he:rs
(he must at:=home be be=PP, I have him talk hear)
the must have been at home, I heard him talk!®

When the subjunctive is used, there is glways a counter-factual meaning.




(96) or mr:st tha:m sIn gsIn
11t would have been necessary that he be home (but he wasn't)!

(97) or m1:st do:t sin, um s-miil nimi uf tse moxe
(he must=pres.subj dead be, for the mouth no=more open to do)
the would have to be dead not to open his mouth anymore!

1. Yolition

a. Alsatien has two modals [vele] end [mesds] (the latter used
only in the sub%unctiva) which in their root meaning express either
want or intent (indicative) or inclination (subjunctive).

(98) 15 vIl vise vps d moxs
'] want (to) know, what you are doing!

(99) vt eps sa:ve?
(want=you something say)
tdo you want to say anything?!

(100) nr vels niks defun vIse
(we want uothing from-it know)
twe don't went to kmow anything about it
(101) 15 {me#t) rv:j hon
vot
'L would like to have peace!

(102) ivoté n1t mrtkume?
modté : : .
tyouldn't you like to come along?!t

[vels] in the subjunctive paraphrases [mesde], but with a slightly
stronger degree of volition. [vele]is distinct from other modals con~
sidered so far, in that the event denoted by the main verb lies in the
fubure; the time point referred to by the modal is always prior to that
referred to by main verb. Thus there is often a notion of futurity
inherently involved in the use of [vele] by the mere fact that the
potential realization of the event often falls in the futurs. Futurity,
however, does not seem essential to the meaning of [vele] and [me3ds].

(103) or sp:t or vIl sis s 1lH:ve nims
(he says he wants himself the 1ife take)
the says he wants to kill himself! (volition)

(104) or sv:t or vurt sis s 1#:ve nime

(fut. aux)
the gays he 1s going to kill himself! (future)




[vele] may be used in all tenses, in declarative, negative and question
forms.

(105) (past) hes nit svime vels?
(have=you not swim want)
'didn't you want to swim?!

(106) (fut) mr vdre ¥Vime vels
(we fut.aux swim want)
twe will (probably) want to swim!

(107) (fut) dt vurs svime kems velo
(you fut.aux swim can want)
'you will want to be able to swim!

(108) (past subj) h4ts nit Svime vele?
(have=pres.subj not swim want)
'wouldn't you have liked to swim?

b. Whenever [vels] is used with the main verb in a perfective
tense, there is ambiguity in the meaning conveyed.

(109) eor vil gHse hon
(he wants eat=PP have)
the wants others to eat! or:
the ¢laims to have eaten'

BEither the subject of the main verb is understood to be different from
that of [vels] ('he wants the food t0 Le eaten by somecne!) and [vels]
41s then -used-in its root meaning, or there 1s only one subject for both
[vele] and the main verb ('he claims to have eaten’) and then [velslis
used in 1ts epistemic meaning (IV.B.7.c.). This seems to be consistent
with the observation made earlier-(IV.B.7.a.) that the root meaning of
[vele] is based on information that comes from the fnture. Therefore
[velo] in 1ts root meaning is incompatible with a main verb in the past.
Although (109) uses the perfective [g4se hon] ‘thave eaten! the meauning
conveyed refers to the future 'he wants others to eat! and not 'he wants
others to have eaten!.

¢. [vela] in its epistemic meaning seems to convey an assertion
which the speaker questions. ) .

(110) or vil gdejt sin. un debi: kon or nit uf drej tse:le
(he wants smart be, and by~that can he not up-to 3 count)
the claims to be intelligent, yet he can't count up to
three! (=yet he 1s really utterly dumb)

sl velofi:l gdlt hon, un debi: voine se IR o lox

(they want much money have, and by-that live they in a hole)
tthey claim to have a lot of money, yet they live in a very
shabby place!




(113) 4t vit In omériko: geld:pt hon, un kons ken vort &niis?
(you want in America 1ive=PP have=aux, and you=can not=
a word English)
'you claim having lived in America, and you don't lnow one
word of Emglish?!

In the preceding examples, the second clause is not necessary to convey
the speaker'!s doubt; non-linguistic devices such as gestures, intonation
msy do as well. It seems then that in the case of epistemic [vels],
while the speaker asserts the existence of the subject's volition, he
also seriously questions, if not rejects, the reality of the object of
the subject's volition. That latter dimension does mot occur with any
of the other modals.

d. There are a few rare instancas, when [vels] may mark an impera-
13ive demand and then comes close to the meaning of English 'will'. The
example I have is an indirect speech act in which the imperative implies
a threat directed toward the listemer, and is syntectically a question.

(11%) vit sofort ha:m kume?
(intend-you immediately home come)
'you better come home right away {(or else)?

When, instead of [veles], Alsatian uses [v:ro] the future awxiliary
corresponding to English 'will'!, the meaning conveyed is simply a
question regarding the subject's intention about the future event ex-
pressed by the main verb, and no longer carries any threat.

(115) vurs sofort ha:m kums?
(fut. aux=you immediately home come)
'will you come home right away?!
'you probably come home right away?!

V. Conclusion

Much remains to pe investigated about modality in Alsatian, and
the preceding observations are merely a preliminary attempt to describe
some of its 88pects. In general, the modals seem to express pre-
sumptiveness to a certain extent. When the modals [m1:n], [sols],
[darfs] are used, the speaker views the event as being dependent on
some external authority When [keno], [mesde],[vele] are used, the
speaker views the agent as the initiator of the event. Within each
category there are points slong a probability continuum which may be
expanded thrcugh the use of the subjective.




Force Source of Authority
] ‘ " Interrial Extérnal

great uncertainty

slight possibility [keno] [darfs]

intermediate [mesde] | [solsl

strong probability
or compulsion

[vela] [n1:n]

When the modal 1s 1n the subjunctive rather than in the indicative
mood, an additional counter-factual dimension is added, which increases
the degree of doubt conveyed (see fooinote 6).

Alsatian modals support Horn's hypothesis of a semantic connection
between root modality and epistemic modality. Alsatian epistemic modals
stand in contrast to the factual in that they involve the speakerts
point of view, and are capable of expressing various kinds of relation
to reality.

There are other semantic questions which would need to be con~
sidered 1n a more comprehensive study. How does the speeker view
modality, how does he choose one particular modal in a particular mood
rather than another, and what is the relationship between modality and
aspect? These are but a few areas of possible investigation.

Footnotes
1 The verb [ge:n] 'to go! is modal-like in this respect:

1) mr ge:n sofs :
twe are going to work!

which then indicates also imminence.

2 A few very common verbs have two alternate forms, a simple verb
form and the construction with [d&#:d] which may be used interchangeably.
[vise] tto know! '

i) 18 vist ken fisvii:]
i¥ a4:4 ken fisvd:] viso
1T wouldn't lknow any way out!

L ) gol

8 ging on n1t ums ghlt

8 d4d on n1t ums g#lt ge:n

{it would go him not about money)

tit wouldn't be a matter of momney according to himf




{kume] 'to come!
iv) vén er kume kent, kam er sofort
vén ar kume kent; dad er sofort kume
tif he could come he would come right away!

3 By compound tense 1s meant any tense involving an auxiliary and
a main verb, such as a perfective tense.

4 The double infinitive construction 1s not restricted to modals;
it.may occur with a very few verbs such as [he:ra] 'hear! and {s#:n]
tseatl:

7) 18 hob 8¢ 1v:fe he:rs
{I have them call hesar)
tI heard them callt

vi) 1% hob ne hile sd:n
(I have him cry see)
'T saw him cry!

5 Only in the subjunctive can [dérfs] have an epistemic reading
in Alsatian. Howsver [dirfe] in the subjunctive may also have the
root meaning of permission:

vii) dfi dirfts P glas hon vin d Sluge kents

tyou would be permitted to have an ice-cream, if you could
- swallow!

6 This study doesn't deal with an investigation of the relation-
ship between subjunctive and modality, which would be necessary for
a comprehensive analysis of modality. The following observations
seem pertinent, however. According to Bouma (1973),

Subjunctive and modality contrast in that the former focuses
on the fact thattthe event stands in no desigmated relation
to reality, whereas in the latter the focus is on a parti-
cular relation.

When the subjunctive is used with epistemic modals, the speaker asserts
the lack of reality of a certain modality; thus the event is doubly
removed, first by the subjunctive and second by the use of the modal.
In conditional sentences, in which in Alsatian the subjunctive is used,
the speaker asserts a particular modal relation of the event to reality
as-counter~-factual.

viii) vln or kume vot, sot or 4 rais mvxs kens
{if he come want=pres.subj, must=pres.subj he the trip make can)
'if he wanted to come, he should be able to make the trip!
{both the intention of the agent and the event are negated:
the agent won't come, he doesn't want to)




7 Exsmple (106) 1llustrates the stackability of Alsatian modals,
a common phenomenon in that dialect. Stackability of Alsatian modals
would need a thorough investigation, but is beyond the limits of this
paper. The following examples are simply to illustrate further the
concept. .

ix) @i vurs dort svime kene mI:n
(you fut=aux there swim can must)
'you will have to be able to swim there!

X) s kent stn, dps dii gla:ve kene vele mests
'it could be possible, that you would like to want to be able
t0 believe!
(1t can=subj be, that you belleve can want would-like=2=sg)

xi) eor kent rd:st hon
'1t might be possible that he is right!

xii) or mist rd:st kene hon
'he would have to be able to be right! (but isntt)

xi11) vin or eps sa:vs vot, sot er ri:st kene hen
Iif he wanted to say something, he should be able to be right!

In both (xii) and (xiii) {kens] no longer retains the epistemic meaning
of (x1). It seems then, that in Alsatian, when modals are stacked,
only the highest in the phrase-structure tree ma)y be epistemic.
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CHART OF ALSATIAN MODELS

Singular

13 (l!

% _(2)

ar.ss, i {3)

Plural
mrl) vria) si(s)

presents

kina (ability,
be oble, can)

dir fa (permiusion,
be allowsd Lo, may)

L1n (must, have
Lo, necessity

vela (desire,
want Lo, wish)

(obliigat ion,

nla
be supposad Lo,shall)|

kon

ol

mytS

vil

sol

kons
Uirfs
s
vt

sols

kon

diarf

mies

vil

a0l

| kens

dirfa

mern

velo

sols

auxe hon+f.p,

PPos gakeﬂl
gadarft
gamctnt
gavell
gasolt

hob

hes

het

hon

Fulures

auxe vBra+infinit,

wur

vurd

yurt

vira

pres,.sobd j.

kena
Jirfa
meen
velas
snla .
' meSde (to 1ike
to, inclination)

kenl
dicfFt
meest
vobt
sol
moest

kents
dgwrrts
mee3Ls
voly
sobd
nests

kent
Jirft
muest
vol
sol
west

kenda
dirfue
muisds
voda
soda
mesds

past subj.

avxs hon +P.P,

hit

hits

hist

‘hida

presents
Pres,sub . ¢

briifa  (necd to)

#Bxcept for [mesde],

bri}¥
brist

modals in Alsatian occur in all tenses.

bris

brigtd

brigt
brist

briida
brifds




MODALITY IN ALSATIAY
Abbreviations and Symbols Used:

3 1lst. person

2 2nd. person

3 3rd, person

aux auxiliary

dim diminutive

Do direct object

fem feminine

fut future

ind indicative

inf infinitive

masc magculine
neutral

pl ' plural

PP past participle
present

sb] subject

sg singular

sub] subjunctive

.| it is necessary that

o it 1s possible that
negation
proposition




WHAT COULD DEKIRU POSSIBLY MEAN?

W. L. Wight®

Abstract: DEKIRU is a Japanese verb with root and modasl
interpretations. The modal interpretations are depend-
ent on the absence or presence of an agent and volitionm,
with respect to an action,in a complement sentence
predicated by DEKIRU.

Root and Modal Sense

DEEKIRU is a Japanese werb which in its root sense may be used to
indicate the appearance or occurrence of some objJect or event, and which
seems to be constrained to events or things which in some way occur
naturally or spontaneously. In its modal sense DEKIRU may generally
be interpreted as oxpressing a state of possibility or existence of a
potential skill or capacity. Of the sentences below, the first is
interpreted with a root sense of DEKIRU, while the gecond is interpreted
with a modal sense: )

1. hoho ni pilibi ga deki-ta’
cheek Dpimple
(Lit.: on cheek pimple appeared)
(A pimple broke out on his chedk.)

kare wa piano o hik~u koto ga deki-ru
he piano play nominalizer

It should be pointed out that what I refer to &s the "root" and
modal sense are not epistemic, in sSpite of the Englisn glosses I will
be giving. The root sense of DEKIRU is its interpretation as an inde-
pendent verb which i1s not modal or dependent for its interpretation on
a compiement verb in a lower consiituent. In its modal sense, DEKIRU may
be interpreted as a nontransitive” equivalent of English CAN. For
instance (3.a) may be interpreted with the root sense of CAN,“ while in
(3.b) 1% is interpreted with the epistemic gense of CAN.

3.a. He can do 50 one-handad pushups.
b. He could have been sick.

(3.a) expresses some sort of capacity or ability, whereas (3.b) expresses
an epistemic sense of possibility and does not refer to a capacity. I
have translated the modal sense of DEKIRU in English in most of the
sentences which follow as "It is/was possible for NP to VP." But the
reader should keep in mind that this 18 not epistemic possibility, but
gome sort of a state of potential capacity or ability to do something.
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Concerning the semantics of sentences with DEKIRU as a matrix
verb, there seem to be several instances in which DEKIRU may be ambig-
uously interpreted with either a root or modal semse. Interpretations
in its modal sense may also vary from sentence t¢ sentence or be vagus.
To some extent, though, it is possible to discern which sense is in-
tended by relying on syntactic structures and lexical categories.

Root Sense in Simpleé Expréssions

The simplest cases in which DEKIRU may be interpreted in its root
sense are in expressions concerning phenomena which would not normally
be assumed to have a volitioral agent. The Japanese sentences below
have heen paraphrased from Morita (1977: 309-310).

4, +tuki wa tikyuu Lara deki-ta
moon earth from
(The woon came from the earth.)

sato wa sato-kubi kara deki-ru
sugar sugar-cene from
(Sugar comes from sugar-cane.)

ringo wa aomoriker de deki-ru
apple popori prefecture from
(Apples come from Aomori prefecture.)

kaki wa uti de deki-ta
persimmon house from
((These) persimmons came from/were grown at home.)

In the above four sentences NP's affixed with the particle GA have
beern avoided, because it is in structures with GA in which interpreta-
tions between a modal and root DEKIRU may be ambiguous. The following
three sentences with GA, though, are not ambigious and DEKIRU receives
a root interpretation as they are clearly agentless.

8. mejiri ni siwa ga deki-ta
outside corner of wrinkle

the eye
(He's got crows! feet.)

bazira kara eds £2 Jeki-ca
pillar from branch
(A branch sprouted from the piilar.)

ame de tokorodokoro mizutamari ga deki-ta
rain by here and there puddles
(Puddles were formed here and there by the rain.)
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In (1) and (4-10), the phenomenon which occurs is not controlled
by the surface subject nor would one normally assume some (non=super-
natural) volitional entity to be acting as agent. i1.e., the rain does
not volitionally make puddles. In this way, except metaphorically, it
would be incorrect to state such a phenomenon with an active verb:

10'. ¥ame ga tokorodokoro mizutamari o tuku-tte
. make-past
(The rain made puddles here and there.)

If a volitional agent is not expressly stated, but is inferred,
DEKIRU may indicate a state of completion of an act or process resulting
in the occurrence of the subject NP, In these instances the subject NP's
are not agentive and therafore do not volitionallv control the action
or process which resulted in the state denoted by MERIRU. Im the
following, the second of each pair of sentences . vesses the action or
process in the passive form of & verb other them . XIRU. In both members
of each set of sentences, (a and b), 1t should be n.ted that no agent
NP is overtly expressed.

1ll.,a. syokuji ga deki-ta
meal
(A meel was prepared (and is reedy to eat).)

b. syokuji ga tukur-are-ta
make~passive-past
(A meal was prepared.)

12.a. yokotyoo ni patinko-ya ga tukur-are-ta
alley pachinko~parlor
(A pachinko parlor appeared in the alley.)

b. yokotyoo ni patinko-ya ga tukur-are-ta
build-passive~past
(A pachinko parlor was built in the alley.)

13.e, fusigi na koto ni tyoozoo ga koori kara deki-ta
strang thing carving ice from
(In & strange manner the carving appeared from the ice.)

b. fusigl aa koto nl tyoozoo ga koori kara tukur-are-ta
make-passive~-past
(In a strange manner the carving was made from ice.)

In the (a) sentences with DEKIRU as the matrix verb, the surface
subject does not v litionelly control the process or action indicated
in the complement, and the emphasic in the interpretations is placed
on the occurrence of the object rather than the volition which brought
it into being. But each of the (&; sentences above, given a proper



context, could also be given a modal interpretation; and as they are,
they are ambiguous.

Modal Sense of DEKIRU x

The simplest form in which DEEKIRU may be clearly inferred to take
a modal reading is in a structure which I assume to be something such
as:

W (P) X WP Y VERB-Nonpast” KOTO GA % DEKIRU
{agent) (nonstative)

KOTO is a nominalizer which for DEKIRU takes a nonstative (active) verd
in the ccmplement sentence. The following, which are possible modal
interpretations of the (a) type sentences above, should make this clear.

11.c, (Tarco wa) syokuji o tuku-ru koto ga deki-ru
(Taroco) make
(It is possible (for Taroo) to make a meal.)

(Jeda-san wa) yokotyoo ni patinko-ya o tuku-ru koto ga deki-ru
(Mr. Ueda) . build

(It 1s possible (for Mr. Ueda) to build a pachinko parlor in
the alley.)

(kare wa) fusigi na koto ni t¥o0o0zoo o koori kara tuku-ru koto
make

%a deki-ru
It 1s possible (for him) to make carvings out of ice in a
strange manner.)

It may be noticed that for the root readings of 11-13, I have given
the past tense form of DEKIRU, while for the above modal interpretations,
the nonpast forms were given. It seems easier to infer potential read-
ings from the nonpast form than from the past tengse form. The reason
may be related to certain implications the past tense may carry (see
section V). It should be kept in mind, though, that in the past tense
similar modal readings for the above tYPe of sentences are also possible.

With respect to the structural description and the above sentences,
it may also be noted that the complement verbal suffix is nompast. Only
the nonpast form may occur before the nominalizer (KOTO) in sentences
with DEKIRU as the matrix verb. This parallels the modal structure of
English sentences with CAN:

14.a. He can/could play the piano.
b. *He can/could played the piano.

15.a. He ?can/could have played the piano.
b. *He can/could had played the piano.




In English it seems that a verb contingent to and following CAN is never
in the past tense, but always in the nontensed form.

Other ways of expressing the potential in Japanese are with a
potential verbal suffix or with a form of deletion in constructions with
DEKIRU as the matrix verb. One exception to verbs which may take the
potential suffix is SURU (to do). For the potential of SURU, DEKIRU is
used (ses Alphonso 1974: 913). In gentences {16-18), the (a) set
11lustrates the potential with DEKIRU and without deletion; the (b)
set, DEKIRU with deletion; and the (c) set, the potential verbal suffix
(~B- or -RE-) which is attached t0 what would be the complement verb in
the (a) sentences. (16) and (18) are from Makino (1975-76: 118).

16.a. watasi wa plano o hik-u koto ga deki-ru
I plano play

watasl wa plano ga deki-ru
watasi wa plano ga hik-e-ru
play-pot. -nonpast
(It is possible for me to play the pilano.)

dailu wa nihon no uti o ki  to kami de tuku-ru koto ga deki-ru
carpenter Japan house wood and paper make

daiku wa nihon no uti ga ki to kami de deki-ru
daikn wa nihon no uti ga ki tc¢ kami de tuku-re-ru

(It is possible for a carpenter o puild a Japanese house out
of wood and paper.) -

watasi wa gengogaku o kenkyuu su-~ru koto ga deki-ru
I linguistics study do

watasl wa gengogaku ga deki-ru
watasi wa gengogaku ga kenkyuu deki-ru
(It is possible for me tc study linguistics.)

(18.¢) 1llustrates the use of DEKIRU as the potential for SURU,
which does not take a suffixed potential form (¥SURERU). In this
sentence, DEKIRU has replaced SURU but otherwise the pattern follows
that of the other {c) sentences. In (18.a) SURU has not been deleted,
while in (18.b) it has undergone deletion.

Concerning the (b) set of sentences, Makino states:

...the verb "dekiru" can take a single NP instead of an
ent ;dded sentence, if the verd is uniquely tied in with
an NP as in {16.b], or if a verb is a Sino-Japanese
compound verb as in {18.a] ... (118).
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For the {b) type of sentences we might postulate that they are derived
by some sort of deletion-transformation rule, from the {a) type of sen-
tences, such ag the one given below.

SO X NP-O Y VERB-NONPAST [EKOTO DEKIiRU
{nonstative)
1 2 3 4 6 6
SC 1 2¢GA 4 @ 6

It should be noted that when the complement verb has been deleted,
if there is no other context than the sentence itself, it may be vague
and difficult to interpret. For instance, if (16.b) were vttered by
someons who made musical ins:ruments, it might mean that it 1s possible
for him "to make pianos" rather than "to play a piano." But it does seem
as if some gort of idiomatic process is occurring which limits the set
of possible interpretations. Expressions with a modal DEKIRU seem to0
be interpreted in terms of NP!s which are conventionally associated with
a set of specific actions or processes an agent mar perform on those
NP!g, These include OBJECT-NP VERB relations such as given below:

OBJECT-NP's VERB

SHICOTO {work/job), KAIMONO {shopping),
KEKKON {marriage), SOTUGYO {graduation) SURU {do)

OTYA {tea) ) IRERU {put into/serve)

TOMODATI {friend), TATEMONO {(building),
SYOKUJI {meal), PAN {bread) TUKURG {build/make)

NIHONGO {Japanese, EIGO {English) HANASU {speak)

PIANO (piamo), GIITA (gultar) HIKD {pluck/play)
TAIXO (drum) U0 (beat/play
SYAKUEATI {bamboo flute) HUKG {(blow/play)

It seems that underlying complement verbs which most readily are
deleted are limited to those which are semsntically red ‘*ant. The
complement verdb and NP together seem t0 create some set .. semantic
features which, with a presuued get of features for DEKIRU, makes the
complement verb redundant. What these features might be, I cannot
state formally, but that some such constraint exists on verbs which may
be deleted can be seen clearly by examining the gentences below. {19.t)
is derivable from {19.a), but neither {20.b) nor (21.b) is derivable
from its correspording {a) sentonce.

19.a. Hanako wa otya o ire-ru koto za deki-ru
serve
(It 1s possible for Hanako to serve tea.)




Hanako wa otya ga deki-ru
(same as for 19.a)

Hanako wa akatyan o koros-u koto ga deki-ru
kill
(It is possible for Hanako to kill babies.)

¥Hanako wa akatyan ga deki-ru

kare wa-plano o ka~u koto ga deki-ru
he buy
(It is possible for him to buy a piano.)

b. *kare wa plano ga deki-ru

(21.b), of course, could have a modal reading as given in (16.b)
earlier, 1f it were not derived from a sentence such as (21.a); but in
no easily understood sense would it have a root reading. (20.b), if
we were to assume 1t to be derived from some other sentence, could have
a modal reading such as

20.b.' (It 1s possible for Hanako to bear children.)

It 1s also possible to get s root reading from sentence (20.b):
20.b." (Hanako is pregnant; i.e., Hanako's womb 1s swollen with child.)
SURD In Contrast Witk -DEKIRD

It was noted that for the potential form of SURU, DEKIRU is used
(as in 18); but this may lead to ambigulty when-a sentence 1s open to
a root interpretation of DEKIRU, particularly with respect to the past
tense form. For instance:

22.a. yoojl o su~ru '
errand/business do-past
({1) do/will do (some) errand.)

{hiru~gohan no aida ni) yooji ga deki-ru
noon meal during
((Du.ing lunch) it is possible (for me) to do (an) errand.)

(1tumo hiru~gohan o tabe~hajime-ru to) yooji
always eat-nonpast begin to
deki~rut
Whenever I begin to eat lunch, an) errand (always)
comes up.
yooJl o si-ta
do~past
({1) 414 {some) errand.)




yooji ga (zembu) deki-ta
all/completely
(It was possible to finish (all of the) business.)

{asita si-nakereba naranal) yooji ga deki-ta
tomorrow must do
(An errand (which must be done tomorrow) came up.)

Jywmbi o su-ru
preparations do-~nonpast
{{I) make/will make preparations.)

{kare ga asita ku-ru mae ni) Jyunbi ga deki-ru
he tomorrow come before
{It is possible to make preparations (before he comes tomorrow.)

{none for the root interpretation of DEKIRU)
Jyumbi o si-ta

do-past
({I) made preparations.)

{tenrankal no} jyunbi ga deki-ta
exhibition
(It was possible to make preparations {for the exhibition).)

(none for the root interpretation of DEKIRU)

For (22) given proper contexts (such as those in parenthesis),
DEKIRU may receive either a modal (b and e) or root {¢c and f) interpreta~
tion with YOOJI. For (23), with respect to JYUNBI, the modal inter-
pretation seems to be the only possible interpretation. For sentences
like (23), such nominals as JUNBI, "preparation" (KESSIN, "resolution;"
RYOKQO, "trip:" EKAIMONO, "shopping:" etc.), DEKIRU can only signal the
potential possibility. In the past tense with nominasls such as these,
a possible state of completion of an action or process is signaled. For
nominais such as YOOJI {errand), on the other hand, DEEIRU in its root
sense refers to a state of occurrence of the nominal, and in its modal
sense a possibility of "doing something" with respect t0 the nominal.
Simply put, one does not do an errand until an errand to do exists; but
one must make preparations before the preparations exist. Consequently,
nominals such as YOOJI, which can be acted on after they occur, are open
to semantically ambiguous interpretations between a root or modal sense
of DEEKIRU. ,

" acuous ‘and Nonvacuous Interpretations

With respect to the two senses of DEKIRU, an inclusive relation-
ship seems to hold. It appears that if the root sense is possible, the
modal sense also is possible; but that if the modal sense 1s possible,
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the root sense may or may not be possible. Thus, in the simplest of
cases with the past tense form of DEKIRU (DEKI-TA), if a state has
occurred or appeared, then it was possible for the state to appear or
occur. But with respect to root interpretations of DEKIRU with nominals
such as YOOJI, the inclusive relationship applies vacuously, i.e., if
an errand occurs, then it was possible for an errand to occur (but this
does not imply anything concerning the possibility of taking care of the
errand). In these instances,(as in 18.c and 18.f, sentences 1 and 4-6),
the modal sense would not seemm to impart any "meaningful" nuance to an
expression, whereas for sentences with NP's such as JYUNBI, the "modal"
sense of DEKIRU would seem to carry some implicative nuance.

It seems then, that, only in those instances in which there is an
embedded (possibly undei.ying) complement verb, does the modal sense apply
nonvacuously. This might be made clear by contrasting the following
two sentences.

2k, hoho ni nikibi ga deki-ta (sentence (2) repeated)
cheek pimple
(a pimple broke out on his cheek (and it was possible for a
pimple to break out on his cheek).)

kyonen huransu e ryokoo ga deki-ta
last year France to trip
(Last year it was possible to take a trip to France.)

In (24) the modal reading in parenthesis, under most contexts, would
2pply vacuously; but for (25) the modal interpretation seems to implicate
that some volition by the spesker is being or has been exercised. When
DEKIRU appears in such sentences as (25), it is implied that it is possible
to do something and that something is done through some effort exerted by
the agent. In the sentences below, possible implications have been
bracketed in the English translations.

26. kyonen huransu @ ryokoo ga deki-ta.
(Last year it was possible to take a trip to France
fand (I) did take a trip to France].)

27. syuumatu konsyuu no syukudal ga zenbu deki-ta
weekend this week homework all
(It was possible to do all of this week's homework on
the weekend {and (I) did do all of it].)

If the speaker only intended to state that some activity is done,
then the verb in the underlying complement would suffice by itself:

27!, syuumatu konsyuu no syukudal o zembu gi-ta

do-past
((I) did all of this week'!s homework on the weekend.)
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Negation and Volition

In simple negation where DEKIRU .s suffixed with the negative non-
past suffix NAI or the past negative form NAKATTA, the proposition
asserted by DEKIRU is simply negated for either root or modal interpreta-
tions:

28. hoho ni wa nikibi ga dski-nai
cheek pimple
(a pimple does not appear on his cheek. root reading)

29. kyonen huransu e no ryokoo ga deki-nakatta
last year France trip
(1ast year it was not possible (for me) to take & trip
to France.) )

If a clause with DEKIRU is conjoined with another which negates
the DEKIRU clause, though, the interpretations for the resulting com-
plex sentence are not as simple. For clauses in which_a root reading
is given for DEKIRU, the result may be a logical ~antradiction:

30. *hoho ni nikibi ga deki-ta ga, si-nakatta
but do-neg past
(*A pimple appeared on his cheek, but didntt.)

On the other hand, if a modal interpretation is possible, for the
DEKIRU clause, any implication that the event predicated by DEKIRU
occurred is cancelled:

31. watasi wa plano ga deki-ta ga, si-nakatta
I plano but
(It was possible for me to play the piamo, but I didn't.)

32. Kyonen huransu e no ryokoo ga deki-ta ga, si-nakatta
last year France trip but
(Last year it was possible (for me) to take & trip to France,
vut I didn's,)

In (31) and (32) only the implication that the action occurred is
cancelled. What remains is an assertion that the occurrence or non-
occurrence of the action was under the volition of an agent.

With respect to instances when negation of a DEKIRU clause with a
conjoined sentence does not result in a contradiction, these cases seem
to involve generic statements such as are possible in English:

33. Elephants can swim,
34. Cactus can grow in the desert.




Similar statements in Japanese with DEKIRU can be made, but they
seem controversial. JAcceptance of nonvolitional modal DEKIRU statements
varies from speaker to speaker, but all of my informants have stated
tggg t%ghﬁentences below are understandable. (36 is from McCawley
1976:

35. 3200 wa oyog-u koto ga deki-ru
elephant swim
(It is possible for elephants to swim.)

36.777saboten wa sabaku ni haer-u koto ga deki-ru
cactus desert grow
(It is possible for cactus to grow in the desert.)

(35) is not problematic as elephants are seen as capable of volition,
but all of my informants had difficulty accepting (36), though Mec Cawley (1976:
314) reports it as given to him as acceptable (364). If negated with a
conjoined sentence, my informants seemed slightly more willing to accept
it:

361,77saboten Wa sabaku ni haer-u koto ga deki-ru ga, sshara sabaku
but Sahara desert
ni wa 800 si-nai.
so do-neg nonpast
(It 1s possible for cactus to grow in the desert, but in the
Sahara, they don't.)

If the generic aspect of the statement 1s made more general and
negated, it seems oven more acceptable, but not completely:

37. 7?seibutu de wa saboten sika, sabaku nl haer-u koto ga deki-nai
lants cactus except desert grow
Except for cactus, it 1s not possible for plants to grow in
the desert.)

Another‘éentence McCawley gives which seems somewhat acceptable

is:

38. “?asagao wa asa sika sak-u koto ga deki-nai
morning-glory morning except bloom
(It is not possitle for morning-glories to bloom except in the
morning. )

I cannot offer a satisfactory explanation as to why there would be
varying degrees of acceptance for sentences such as (35-37), except to
point out that it seems to have something to do with the negative type
of conjunctives such as SIKA (except) and the type of verdb in the com-
plement sentence.




Deontic Interpretation

In a footnote McCawley (1976:368) states thas only the (-E- or -RE-)
potential suffix (as in 16.c and 17.c above), ... "but not 'deki-!, has
the additional meaning of 'is permitted! ... (368)." In this case, I
would not be certain how (40) would be interpreted. (In (38) below, the
potential verbal suffix is used, while in (40) DEKIRU 1s used as a paraphrase
(40) 1s from Morita (1977:310)).

39. kodomo wa hitorli de eiga-kan ni hair-e-nal
child alone movie-house enter-pot. ~-neg nonpast

40. kodomo wa hitorli de eiga-kan ni hair-u koto ga deki-nai
enter-nonpast
(It 1s not permitted for children to enter a movie-house alone.)

examples suggested to me by A. Yamamoto include:

kyositu de tabako o su-u koto ga deki—nai
classroom tobacco smoke
(It 1s not permitted to smoke in the classroom.)

gaku mae de kuruma o unten su-ru koto ga deki-nai
achocl front vehicle drive do
(It 1s not permitted to drive on the school grounds.)

Though not as easily derived as from sentences with the potential
suffix, it seems possible to derive deontlc expressions from these
sentences. Yamamoto (personal communication) has suggested that it seems
to be related to generic interpretations in contrast to specific inter-
pretations. For instance for (40), were KODOMO to be replaced with a
more specific NP, DEKIRU would not receive a deontic interpretation:

40t. ano hito wa hitorl de eiga-kan ni hair-u koto ga deki-nai
that person
(It 1s not possible for that person to enter a movie-house alone.)

In (40) and (42) above, DEKIRU has been affixed with the negative
nonpast marker. They may be uttered without a negative suffix, but 1t
seems that contexts in which a non-negated sentence with a deontic reading
oceur less frequently than for negated sentences.

The negated sentences seem to carry a deontic interpretation as
an euphemistic means of replacing more direct statements regarding per-
mission, 1.e., in Fuglish a deontic sense of CAN is often used in a
similar manner:

43. Children csnnot enter the movie house unaccompanied.
(%3) could of course be interpreted as a statement with respect to

some physical or mental capacity of children; but it would more probably
be read with a deontic interpretation given to CAN in most instances. If




63

(42) were not negated, though, it seems that it would be more difficult
to decide between the "capacity" and deontic interpretations.

y3r, Children can erter the movie house unaccompanied.

If we would remove "unaccorpanied”, the sentence seems even more
difficult %o assign an interpretation.

43", Children can enter the movie house.

Similarly, in Japanese (40) would become more difficult to assign
the intended reading were it not negated and if HITORI DE (alone) were
removed.,

40', kodomo wa eiga-kan de hair-u koto ga deki-ru
(It is possible/permissibvle for children to enter the movie house.)

In most instances, though, were a deontic reading intended, other more
appropriate expressions would be used, such as:

40", kodomo wa eigakan ni hai-te-mo ii
children movie-house enter- ~even alright
((Lit.) In children to enter movie-house even is alright.)
(It is permissible for children to enter the movie-house.)

As more appropriate expressions, such as (40"), exist for non-
negated deontic meanings, and ag the potentizl verbal suffix would suffice

for negated potential readings,” "it seeme that when negated, DEKIRU would
be used as in (40-41), ambiguously to imply politeness." It aight be ~
assumed that this is implied because it deliberately mekes the statement
ambiguous 80 that the hearer must infer that it is a denial of permission
or some such thing. On the other hand, the nonnegated forms with DEKIRU
would not be so apt to occur as there may be less reasnn to assert a
positive deontic statement ambiguovsly.

Footnotes

1 I am greteful to /. Yamamoto for his intuitions, criticisms, and
comments of which I have take¢n liberal advantage, and to C. K. Oh, whose
comments, criticisms and encouragement have guided me in writing this
paper.

2 Particles and affixes, unless otherwise noted in the text, may
be roughly translated as below:

Affixes
-(r)u nonpast
-ta/da past
-na-i + neg-nonpast
-na-ka 7ta neg-past




Particlss (postpositions)
wa tople 0 accusative
ga nominative no generative
ni dative de 1locative/instrumental

3 In this paper I have followed Kuno's analysis of DEKIRU as a
stative (nontransitive) verb (1973: 136-150, 330-339), But see McCawley
for a transitive analysis (1976: 357-368). Makino followes Kuno's basic
analysis, but sugge.ts a slightly different one based on what he assumes
is a spreading syntactic change (1975-76: 97-123). )

4 The term "root" is used in the literature to indicate a non-
epistemic sense, but I have used 1t in this paper to indicate the
nonmodal sense from which it would seem the modal senses are
etymologically derived. In this respect, the reader may find it easier
to assume that the nonmodal and modal uses of DEEKIRU constitute the use
of two separate words. A third sentence with English CAN may help
explicate this:

3.c. He canned 50 bushels of peas.

There would seem to be no etymological relationship between the verd in
the above sentence and the modal CAN in (3.a) and (3.b). But if it were
assumed there was such a relationship, and that the modal senses were
derived from the sense of CAN in (3.cs, then the use of CAN in (3.,e¢) would
correspond to its root sense.

5 In modern Japanese the form which occurs here, RENTAIKEI (sub-
stantive form), is identical with the nonpast SYUSIKEI form. (See
Henderson, 1946: 11-16).

6 The negated potential suffix may still be so ambigious as the form with
DEKIRU that- either a deontic or "capacity" interpretation could be
gliven.
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A NOTE ON CAN AND MAY

Choon~-Kyu Oh and
Charles” Seibel

Abstract: This paper is an attempt to characte..ue
the meaning difference between can and may as
epistemic modals. Based on some intevesting dif-
ferences of thesa modals in their syntactic behavior,
negation and pasv formation, the paper claims that
the crucial differesce lies in the interpretation
bases. Only when the base set denotes the speakerts
knowledge sel may may be used. There is no such

restriction for can. P

Introduction

What may be or even can bpe the difference between the mean-
ings of can and n.y? In a majority of cases where one can be
used, the other also may be used. 8Still native speskers seem to
feel distinctly the difference. In this paper, we will argue
on the basis of evidence presented in Section 2 that the only
semantic difference 1ies in the subjectivity nassociated with
may but not with can. We will argue that car, denotes & mere po~
tentiality. The seuses ot the terms subjectivlty and potential-
ity we are using hers are defined in the foliowing seotion.

Definitions

The following definitlons are deszzsé helpful in presenting
our arguments, the firat five of which we borrow from Kratzer
(1977) with some inessential modifications. For the purpose of
this paper, understand & proposition to be a set of possible
worlds in which it is true. If W is the set of all possible
worlds, the aset.of all propositions will he the power-set of W.

Definition 1. A proposition p is truc in weW, iff wep.
Otherwise p is false in w.

Definition 2. A set & of propositions is consistent iff
in at least one possible world all its members are
true.

Definition 3. A proposition p is compatible with a set A
of proposibions Aff A U {p} is consistent.

Def . “ 4. A proposition p follows from & seb 4 of
v wositions iff there is no possible world where
.~ members of A& are true pub p is false.

kansas Working Pupere in Linguisties, Vol. &, No. 1, pp. 67 - 720
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Definition 5. The meaning of 'possible in view of' is that
function 7, such that

1) each member of 1its domain is a couple {£,p),
where f is a function which assigns a set of
propositions to every weW and p a proposition,

11} 1f (f,p) 18 in the domain of g, z(f,p) is that
proposition which 1s true in exactly those wel
where p 1s compatible with f{w}.

Definition 6. A baso set for & modal mtérpretation, or
simply a base set, 1s the set of propositions that f
pilcks out for a given wel,

Definition r. A subjective modal is a modal for whose
interpretation the base set coincides with the set of
propositions that represent the spesker!s current
knowledge about the actual world.

Definition 8. A proposition p 1s potential 1ff there is &
base set compatible with ».

Definition 9. A modal sentence is a sentence which contains
a modal expression in its matrix component.

Definition 10. A demodalizeéd gentence 1s the sentence which
remains after the modal expression is removed from the
corresponding modal sentemce., And the proposition
denoted by a demodalized sentence 18 a demodalized
proposition.

Characterization of vifferences

Now we are ready to discuss the differences between can and
may. Only when the base set demotes the speaker's knowledge set
or the set of propositions that collectively represent the speak-
er!s lmowledge, we may use may. In contrast, can can be used with
any conslstent base set.

Argument A: First, notice that can may be used in an inter-
rogative sentence while ligy cannot in 1%s non-deontic reading.

1) a. Could it be raining in Chicago?

b, *Might 1t be raining in Chicago?

fecording to our proposal, what the speaker does in usiug (1b} is
to ask whether the proposition that it be raining in Chicago is
compatible with his kmowledge base. But this is a rather unreason-
able move to mf’ ' '~ view of the fact that the speaker himself is
the best aiithority on what his lmowledge base consists of. Noti-
ce that (1b) 1s not syntactically ungrammatical. The sentence
sounds perfectly acceptable in a self-direcied, monologuous reading.




Argument B: The second plece of evidence 1s found in the
following pair of sentences ¢toted from Karttunen (1971):
2) a. *It isn't raining in Chicago, but it may be raining
there.

b. Tt isn't ralning in Chicago, but 1t could be.
Karttunen argues in the last section of his paper that modal ex~
pressions in ordinary language are usually epistemically interpret-
ed, that 18, on the basis of the speaker's kmowledge (cf. Defin-
ition 7) while "logical possibility®™ (or potentiality in the
sense defined above) 1s expressed by the mocd of & verb ~- thus
the acceptabllity or lack of 1t of the example sentences quoted
above from his paper.l

It 18 obvious that what triggers the acceptablility differ-
ence in (2) can only be the difference in the modal form that
18 used. But two distinct features are involved here: mood and
the kind of modal used. Karttunen considers the former to be
the detemmining factor. We would like to contend that it is the
kind of modal that renders one sentence contradictory and the
other not. Note how the unacceptability of (3b) is slso account-
ed for if we construe can to express loglcal possibility while
viewing may as a modal that can only be interpreted subjectively.

3) a. It could be/could hav: been raining in Chicago but

it isn't/wasn't.
b. *It might be/might have been raining in Chicago but
1t isn't/wasn't..
Since we snalyze may to be a subjective modal, the demodslized
proposition according to our analysis is asserted to be compati~
ble with the speaker!s knowledge set. But the second conjunct in
(3b) 1s being asserted, indicating that the negation of the same
demodalized proposition i1s in the spesker's knowledge set. Thus
(3b) involves & comtradiction. In other words, a demodalized
proposition may not be contradicted if the modal involved is may
or might.
identallr, the speaker!s knowledge base may be tempor-
arily modified either contextuslly or by explicitly providing
a conditional phrass. (Cf. Y below.)
4) a. If Jobn had been thers, Mary might have stayed.
But she didn't.
b. Robert Eennedy might have become President.
The semantics of such sentences would be, in our &pproach, that
the union of the conditionsl proposition and the speaker's
knowledge base 1s compatible with the demodalized proposition of
the consequent sentence. But the subjective vs. potentisl dis-
tinction 18 needed even with conditional clauses as is demonstra-
ted by the following sentences:
5) a. If John had been there, Mary could have stayed, but
she wouldn't have.
b. ¥If John had been there, Mary might have stayed, but
she wouldn't have.

71X




Argument C: The third and last argument involves the fact
that when a modal sentence with the non-deontic may 1is syntac-
tically negated it does not represent its semantic contradietion.
The scope relation between & negative word and the modal express-
ion differs, as is shown by the accompanying loglcal representa-
tions (cf. 6) or the compatibility (ef. 7) 1llustrated below:

6) a. John cannot be sick. (-({sick (John)))

. b. John may not be sick. (¢(-sick (John)))

7) a. #*John can be sick put then John cemnot be sick.

b. John may be sick but thon John may not be sick.
According to our definition of subjective possibility expressed
by a modal sentence with may, the negatiu2 of 'John may be sick'
1s the proposition that 1t 1s not compatibls with the speaker's
knowledge base that John be sick. But exacily when will & pro-
position be incompatible with the speaker's kmowledge base? Ob-
viously & proposition and its negation can he compatible simul-
taneously with the spesker's knowledge set (cf. 7b). A quick
perusal of the definitions given above should convince the read-
er that a proposition is incompatible with the speaker's knowled-

bsse only when its negation follows from it. The mnegation of
%gb) is (6b'), not (6b"): .

6) b!. John must be sick. (B(sick (John)))

b". John may be sick. (¢(sick (John)))

- Notice that can does not have a corresponding necessity
modal. The modal must 1s not such & necessity modal a&s 1is demon-
strated by the compatibility of (8a):

. 8) a. John could be sick but he must not be.

b. #John might be sick but he must not be.

To put differently what is revealed by the sentences (6)-(8), the
domain of possible worlds that are considered in interpreting may
anghﬁg§¥,in01uG98 only those worlds which are compatible with the
speaker's knowledge, whereas the selection of the domain for canr
is not constrained except that it be consistent.

Footnotes
1. Notice that the sentence !'John can/could not be sick'

does not denote that John's being sick 1s a logical impossibility
in the normal sense of the word.
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THE SUBJUNCTIVE IN SPANISH

J. Miguel Solano

Abstract: The various analyses for the subjunective in
Spanish that have been proposed can be classified into
two major categories: syntactic and semantic, Syntac-
tic analyses consist mainly of classifications of ins-
tances in which the subjunctive must be uged. Semantic
analyses try to give the underlying principle(s) that
seem to govern the use of the subjJunctive in Spanish,

In this paper two examples of each major category are
discussed, and a new semantic account in terms of conven-
tional implicature is proposed. A single idea seems to
account for most of the cases in vwhich the subjunctive is
used in Spanish.

Introduction

A native speaker of Spanishwithout & sophisticated knowledge of the
subjunctive mood will, when asked about his criterion for choesing a sub-
Junctive form of a verb instead of an indicative one, be able to say whether
a sentence is right or wrong, but usually not be able to explain why. For
the teacher of Spanish as a second or foreign language, whether or not he
is a native speaker, it can be very helpful to have a good understandiag of
the subjunctive mood, because he will be in a better position to help his
students than a teacher without such knowledge.

According to Spanish teachérs the subjunctive is one of the most dif-
ficult parts of Spanish. Ever since Spanish became a target language for
English-speaking students, the word "subjunctive” has caused "fear and trep-
idation in the hearts of the lesrners" (Shawl 1975, p. 323), and meny learners
consider it "the ghastly part of the grammar" {McKay 1976, p. 4).

In this paper I will discuss the different uses of the subjunctive in
Spanish, and what they roughly correspond to in English., For this purpose
T will examine varicus types of anelyses that have been proposed for the
subjunctive in order to determine their degree of success in describing its
meaning and usages. I will offer an entirely different analysis that seems
to account for the facts better than the analyses that have been proPoged
so far, ’

The subjunctive in English seems to be disappearing. The attitudes
English speakers have toward this mood are contributing to its extinction:
it is considered formal and pedantic, and teachers discourage its use by
labeling it pretentious and artificial (McKay 1976, p. 11).

The subjunctive in Spanish, however, is an essential part of the gram-
mar: it is used in all types of situations, and veople do not have special
attitudes that discourage its use; on the contrary, mastery of the subjunc-
tive is one of the signs of good control of the language.

Descriptions of the subjunctive that various authors have given can
be divided inte two major categories: syntactic and semantic., The former
consists mainly of classifications to help the learner memorize those cases
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in which the subjunctive Has to be used; the latter attempts to account for
the use of the subjunctive in terms of semantic concepts such as presuppo-
sition and assertion.

Symtectic Deserivtions

HMeKay's Account McKay intends to ensble the student to grasp the sense and
tc appreciate the use of the subjJunctive in Spanish (McKay 1976, p. 4). He
Eives three characteristics of the subjunctive in Spanish: (1) It can be
used to reflect the world of emotional responses, the Joys, the melancholy,
and the desires of everyday living, the doubts, Judgments, suppositions, and
contingencies of the human condition. (2) Its use is determined by the
speaker's attitude. It reflects the speaker's feelings or opinions rather
than his tested assursnces. (3) It usually appears in subordinated cons-
tructions, a characteristic which is suggested by the name itself-- the name
subjunctive comes from Latin "subjunctus” 'yoked under' (McKsy, p. 11l). How-
ever, the dominating verb does not 2lways appear on the surface.

(1) Que lo HAGA Juan. 'Let Juan do it.'
The verb HAGA (subjunctive forms will be written in capital letters through-
out the paper) can be thought of as embedded into & main clause as in

-(2) Quiero gue lo HAGA Juan. 'I want Juan to do it.'

(I-vant that it DO Juan) (Lit.)

The list of situations that call for the subjunctive includes, according to
McKay: commands, impersonel expressions, seniences that express emotion,
persuasion, volition, denieal, disbelief, uncertainty, indefiniteness, con~
ditions contrary to fact, softened requests, polite statemeunts, and senten-
ces that include expressions like 'quiz8s 'Perhaps’, tel yez 'maybe', ojalf
'T wish, I hope, if only', and como si ‘as if’. \

Commandst It is true thet commands are most freduently expressed in
the subjunctive, but to say thet commands are expressed in the subjunctive
mood and nothing more represents an oversimplification. There are actuelly
two other ways of eXPressing commands: one that uses an indicative form,
and another that uses the imperative form of the verb. Although the imper-—-—- --
ative mood may be considered an intensification of the subjunciive mood (Gili-
Gaye 1973, p. 142), there are surface differences that distinguish them, as
(4~6) indicate.

(3) Viene tempranito, ove? 'Come early, do you hear?’
(4) Ven! ‘'Come!' (Imperativ? familiar singular for speakers who use
. tu ‘you'
(5) Yenf! 'Come!' ~(Imperative familiar singular for speskers who
use vog 'you' (my case))
(6) VENCA! 'Come!' (Subjunctive form used with ugted 'you' (singular
. formel)).
The plural form corresponding to these last three examples is the subgunc-
tive form illustrated by (7), because the imperative venid (vosotros) 'Come!’

is considered very formal, and is almost never used. Gili-Gaya (1573, p. Lb2)
glso recognizes that the subjunctive form predominates in several countries
of Latin America.

‘ (7) VENGAN! 'Come!'’

Perrel and Hooper (1974, p. 486) consider (.) a formel exception. To me it
indicates a reminder or a type of persuasion used in & very familiar style.




Indirect command: This tyPe of sentence refers to commands embedded
in & main clause.

(8) DIGAIE que REGEESE a las 6. 'Tell him to retwrn at 6.'

(tell-him that return at 8)

(9) Le mand€ que se AFEITARA. 'I ordered him to shave himself.,'
Sometimes the main clause is omitted, and the speaker's will is expressed
in the subjunctive.

(10) Que nadie se ATREVA & decirme nagda!

'Don't anybody dare to say anything to ne.’
The constant repetition of thig type of indirect command has resuited in
idiomatic expressions like

(11) (Que) VIVA el Presidente. 'Long live the President.'

I think expressions of the type illustrated by (11) are more closely related
to sentences indicating desire than to indirect commands. Que 'that' is
optionally deletable in (11) but not in (10).

Impersonsl expressions: With sentences-that contain impersonal ex-~
pressions, the verb in the subordinate clause will be in the subjunctive
as long as the subject of the embedded clause is not correferentisl with
that of the main clause.

(12) Bs mejor que se QUEDE callado. 'You'd better shut up.'

Other impersonal expressions include mas vale 'It's better', parece 'It
seems', puede ser 'It may be', and vele la pena 'It's worthwhile'. When
the sentence is completely impersonal, an infinitive is used.

(13) Vale 1a pena ir. 'It is worthwhile to go.'

Bnotion: Expressions in the main clause that have to do with strong
feeling like anger, fear, desire, hope, joy, pleasure, regret, sorrow,
surprise, etc. call for the subjunctive if there is no correferentiality
of the two subjects. The idea involved in this case is that a sentiment
expressed by the speaker concerns the actions of another. 1If there is no
chang§ of subject involved, an infinitive is used (but see (44) ana (146)
below).

- (1) No me guste que me CUENTE sus problemas. 'I don't like her
telling me her problems.?

(15) Me gusta contarle mis problemas. 'I like to tell her my

problems, !

Doubt: Strong doubt as opposed to weak doubt is essential for using
the subjunctive in the embedded clause, If the speaker wants to convey
that his doubt is minimal, he may use the indicative. In a similar manner,
with verbs of denial or disbelief, it is the speaker's attitude rather
than the verb itself that determines the mood of the verb in the embedded
clause.

(16) Dudo que me VAYA & hacer falta. 'I dount that I'1l miss her.'

(17) Dudas que estl lloviendo? _Asomate & la ventana:! 'Do you

doubt that it is raining? Look out the window!

(18) No creo Que Juan SEPA tanto. 'I don't think Juan knows that

much.'

(19) No cree que Jusn lc sabe. (Ind.) He does not believe that Juan

knows it.’

(20) Bl juez ne¢d que los abogados FSTUVIERAN involucrados en el

asunto., 'The judge denied that the lawyers were involved in
that scandal.'
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The explanation in terms of weak versus strong doubt is not entirely
satisfactory because for me, (17) does not involve doubt at all, at least
for the speaker. In the comparison of my analysis with the others pre-
sented in this paper, I will offer a more convincing explanation (see
page 93).

Persuasion: Verbs that express persuasion, permission, advice, in-
ducement, and request call for the subjJunctive if there is a change of
subject.

(21) Me pidid que VINIFRA. ‘'He asked me to come.'

(22) Wo le permitf que SALTERA. 'I did not allow him to leave.'

(23) Me aconsejd que FUERA. 'He advised me to go.'

(2&) Le propuse gue nog CASARAMOS. 'I proposed marriage to her.!
{her I-proposed that we get-married)

Volition: Verbs that imply an act of volition, choosing, or deciding

are followed by a verb in the subjunctive if there is a change of subject.

(25) Prefiero que nos QUEDEMOS aqui., 'I prefer that we remain here.!

(26) Insisten en que SEAMOS diszretos. 'They insist that we be
. discrete, !

Uncertainty: A number of adverbial conJunctions in Spanish, by their
very meaning, convey a sense of uncertainty or unreality ebout the action
of the subordinate clause. These conjunctions refc~ to condition, manner,
purpose, time, and concession.

(27) Le permite al nifo que JUEGUE con cosas peligrosas con tal de
gue la DEJE en paz. ‘She lets the child play with dangerous
things in order that he leave her alone.!

(28) Haré el trabajo como usted mé 10{a) ORDENE.

T (b) ordena.} {a) 'I'll do the
work whatever way you order me.' (b) 'I'1l do the work as you
say.'

(29) Nos vamos en cuanto COMAMOS. 'We'll leave as soon as we eat.'

(30) Aungue SEA fea, es una buena muchacha, 'Even though she may
be homely, she's a nice girl.,!

In (29) and (30) it is also possible to use the indicative.

Indefiniteness: When & subordinate clause refers back to someone
something imprecise, indefinite, undetermined, or nonexistent, the sub-
Junctive is required.

(31) Hay alguien gue quiere ofrecerse como voluntario. 'There is

someone that wants to volunteer.?

(32) Hay alguien que QUIERA ofrecerse como voluntario? 'Is there
anyone who might want to volunteer?!

(33) No _hay nadie que QUIERA ofrecerse como voluntario. 'There
isn't anyone willing to volunteer.

¢-4) Busco un abrigo que me QUEDE bien. 'I'm looking for a coat
that might fit me.'

(35) Buseo el abrigo gue me queda bien. 'I'm looking for the coat
that fits me.'

Supposedly (35) refers to something that exists and (34) refers to some-
thing that can be thought of as nonexistent, at least at the time of
speaking but (36) would contradict this.

(36) Buseco un abrigo que me gueda bien. 'I'm looking for a coat
that fits me.!

ey
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Sentence (36) indicates that the coat exists, but it is not specified.
The explanation for the choice of mood in terms of definiteness versus
indefiniteness does not work either, as the following example also shows.

(37) Me 11levo el abrigo que me QUEDE bien. 'I'll take whatever

coat that might fit me.'

McKay 's explanation in terms of definiteness versus indefiniteness
is partly right. What must be recognized is that Spanish marks a dis-
tinction between definite versus indefinite by the article, and also &
distinetion between specific~v&rsus non-specific by the mood of the verb
(specific is indicated by the indicative mood, and non-specific by the
subjunctive). Examples (34-37) show & neat symmetry of this phenomenon.

definite specific
- (33) (un  Subj.)
+ (34) (el  1Ind.)
+ (35) (wn  1Ind.)
- (36) (el Subj.)

Softened requests and polite statements: With auxilisry verbs like
deber 'must', poder 'can', and gquerer ‘to want' the past subjunctive can
be used to soften & statement with politeness.

(38) QUISIERAMOS proceder contra ella. ‘We would like to sue her.’'

(39) Deberias seguir sus consejos. 'You should follow his advice.’

(%0) Podrias ayudarme? 'Could you help me?!

The last two examples do not contain subjunctive forms according to the
analysis of conditionals given below (p. 76 ).

Solé and Solé's View Solé and Solé (1977) go & little deeper into

the analysis of the subjunctive in Spanish than McKay does. Not only

do they give & nearly exhaustive list of situations in which the subjunc-
tive is used, but they also try to give the underlying principles that
geen to govern its use.

Causation of Behavior: According to Solé and Solé, the subjunctive
is used when the governing notion is one of causation of behavior, i.e.,
when a speaker triesg to influence the behavior of another to attain & de-
gired result. A similar idea was expressed by McKay {page72 above), but
in this case the idea is more general and ineludes, under different
titles, most of the cases mentioned by McKay. Closely related to this
idea of causation of behavior is the notion of”something being hypothetical.
Predicate nominatives £~ in (k1) (what McKay calis impersonal expressions,
page 73 above) deseribe sn event as hypothetical.

(41) Hay pocas posibilidades de que se RECUPERE. ’There is little

possibility that he will get well.®
There must be a gecond subject different from the first one upon which
the first can exercise influence. Otherwise en infinitive is used.

(42) Insistid en ir. 'He insisted on going.®

(43) Insisti en que VINIERAN. 'He insisted that they come.'

The notion of & change of subject makes sense for (42-43), but I don't
think it makes sense for (41). Besides, there are cases in which it is
possible to use a clause rather than an infinitive even if there is no
change of subject:

(44) Dudo fgue yo FUEDA venirl_ 'T doubt that I can come.'®

{poder
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Turthermore, as Solé and Solé point out (1977, p. 161) verbs of believing,
thinking, and saying generally take clsuses even if no change of subject
is involved.

(45) Cree gue estd bien. 'He thinks he is all right.'

(46) S& que no puedo conseguir eso. 'I know I cen not get that.'
Sentences (45-46) also show that an embedded clause does not always have
& verb in the subjunctive. When the verb conveys non-hypothetical infor-
mation, the indicative mood is used.

Emotion and personal inclination: The subjunctive is also used when
the governing notion is causation of emotion or when it describes personal
inclination. Verbs whichk convey anger, pleasure, surprise, regret, for-
giveness, hope, fear, etc., 8lways take the subjunctive when they occur
in an embedded clause (Solé and Solé, p, 168). There are numerous ex-
ceptions to this statement that will also be discussed below.

The most common occurrence of the subjunctive as a causative of
emotion is in noun clauses of various functions: subject, object, ad-
verbial. Subject clauses may be extraposed to the end of the sentence
as in

(47) Me da envidia gue todo le SALGA bién. 'It makes me envious
that everything turns out all right for him.,?

(48) Espero que ya HAYA llegado. 'I hope he has srrived elready.'
(497} Siempre damos un paseo después de que cenamos.
'We always take a walk after eating.'
(50) Después de que CUMAMOS dsremos un Ppaseo.
"We'll take a walk after we eat.!
The last two examples indicate that the choice of mood in adverbial
clauses depends on the factual or hypothetical nature of the event. If
the adverbiasl clause expresses finality or goasl it takes the subjunctive
because the result is hypothetical,

(51) Mafiana vengo para que me AYUDES con esta tarea.

{tomorrow I-come so that me you-help with this task)
tI'1l come tomorrow so that you can help me with this
assignment,! .

Conditional: Conditional sentences deserve 2 section of their own
because they are closely related to the subjunctive, especially in English.

There is & controversy among Spsnish grammasrians on how to treat the
conditional. Some authors include it among the forms of the indicative
(Gili-Gaya, 1973), and still others consider it to be a transition be-
tween the two (Alonso, 1968, and De Val, 1966). De Val considers it to
be closer to the subjunctive because of its meaning: both the conditional
and the subjunctive are used to express eventuality, condition, end af-
fectivity (p. 165).

The conditionel formerly was treated ag & separate mood in the
grammar of the Spanish Royal Academy before its edition in 1973, in which
it was included among the forms of the indicative mood. According to the |
1973 grammar the conditional has a periphrastic origin: samaria 'would
love' derives from amsr hia (habia) 'had to love' (habia is an indicative
form), and it expresses future action in relstion to %the pasc.

Perhaps it is important to reslize that "conditional refers to
the part that is normally translated in English by would + Verb, and its
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most frequent use is in the consequent clause of a conditional sentence,
(52) 8i TUVIERA dinero compraria un carro.
("If I-had money I-would-buy a car.')

Gili~Gaya (1973, pp. 167-1T3) claims that his reasons for con-
sidering the conditional as one of the forms of the indicative are
conclusive. As evidence he offers the following argument: equivalences
between the forms -ria and -ra caused some authors to consider the con-~
ditional: a subjunctive form. To convince oneself that there are no
differences in mood that might separate the conditionsl from the ott.r
tenses of the indicative, 2l) one has to 40 is use a verb of possibility,
necessity or desirs in a sentence such as ’

(53) .Dijo que cuontaria. ‘'He said that he would sing.'
as opposed to

(5%) Le mandd que fCANTARA} 'He ordered her to sing.'

(CANTASE
The subordinate verb in (53) refers to future action with respect to the
past. The embedded verbs in (53-54) are not interchangesble when dijo
refers to a verb of saying. ,

The conditional also expresses probability referring to either ine
past or the future. -

(55) Serfan como ias l0p.m, (Probablemente eran las 10.)

{Tf-would-be about 10) 'It was probably 10 p.m.'

(56) Serfa interesante oir lo que va a decir.

'Tt would be interesting to hear what he is going to say.'
We can express present probability with the future.

(57) Seréin las seis. 'It's probably six otclock.'

("it-will-be six')

Past possibility can be expressed with the future perfect.
- (58) Habrén salido ya. 'They will have left already.'

With the conditional we can express what Gili-Gaya calls “imperfect
possibility™ (p. 168) referringto the past, the present, or the future,
as shown in (55), (56) above, and (59) below.

(59) El Presidente Carter estsria dispuesto a hablar con Castro.

'President Carter would be willing to telk to Castro.'
(59) may mean that he is willing to do so right nmow. By using the con-
ditional the speaker does not assert the truth of the statement. According
to Gili-Gaya (footnote 6, p. 168) this limited use of the conditional
represents a literal translation from English or French, which does not
violate the normal uses of the conditional.

From the same meaning of probability or possibility is derived the
concessive use of the conditional in Spanish.

(60) Serfa fea de cara, pero tenfa buenas piernas.

She may have hed &n ugly face, but she had beautiful legs.'

The use of the conditional as an indicator of politeness ox
modesty derives from the imperfect aspect of habfa which entered its
composition.

(61) Me gustarfa conversar con usted. 'I would like to talk to

you. !
With verbs like querer 'to want', deber 'must’, and poder 'can’,
according to Gili~Gaya, the conditional, the preterite imperfect in-
dicative, and,the preterite imperfect subjunctive can be used without




changing the time relation.
(62) )Deberia'\ tener un poco de vergiienza.

DEBIERA
Debia
'He should be a little ashamed.'
For me and t'or the people I consulted, debia has a slightly different
meaning. It implies stronger oblzgatlon than deberia and DEBIERA.
(63) (QUISIERA ) que me ACOMPANARAS.
{Qgeria 5

Querrfia??
'T would like you to go with me.’

Instead of guerrfa I use me gustaria 'I would like', and queria in this
sentence megns 'I wanted'. Therefore, for me, there may be a change of
time involved in these fbrms Both QQI§fERA and querrfa may be used in
regsponse to the questlon ''Que’ se te ofrece?” 'What do you need?’, but
ueria sounds more appropriate as a response to the guestion':Qué
uerfas?” ‘'What did you want?', .
64) Juan(podria 4 salir mejor en sus estudios.
1PUDIERA3
!anza .
'Juan could do better in his studies.'

In this case podfa, in a sentence out of context such as (6L), is im-
mediately associated with past ability, rather than posszbzlzty.

The equivalence between -rs and -ria, which we notice in (62) -
(64), is explained by the sense of doubt conveyed by both forms, the
doubt expressed by the subjunctive form being stronger than the doubt
expressed by the indicative form. A similay difference in degree of
doubt is shown in

(65) Tal vez fa) TENGAéh que trabajar. ‘'You might have to work.'

{®) tenés I 'Maybe you have to work.'
in which tl.e present 1nd1cat1ve (vos tenés, 'you have?) expresses a8
lagser degree of doubt,

These efforts to Justify the inclusion of the conditional among
the forms of the indicative may conflict with the traditional defi-
nitions of this mood. If the indicative also conveys doubt, it can no
longer be considered the mood of "black and white, of fact, assertion,
certainty™ Sacks (1975, p. 97) or "reality" Poyal Academy, (p. 476).

In the discussion below we will find a satigfactory explanation for sen-
tences such as (65).

The ~ra form of the imperfect subjunctive replaclng the conditional
-ria in the consequent clause of a conditional sentence is felt to be
archaic by Costa Rican speakers except in a few fixed expressions.

(66) Si TUVIERA dinero 'COMPRARA una casa. (archaic)

'If I had money, I would buy a house.'
(67) Aunque no (HUBIERA) cielo yo te ( AMARA 7 .
[HUBIESE ) {‘amaria)
'Even if there were ng heaven I would love you.'
In (67) just the opposite to ( 3) is true. The expected form in =ria
sounds strange to me. The reason may be that (67) is part of a famous
old prayer, and this fact may have contributed to the preservation of &
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form which has changed in other contexts. One could also try to find

an explanation in terms of different kinds of conditionsls. Pollock
(1976) talks about four kinds of conditionals: "simple”, "even if",
"necessitation”, and "might be". It could be proposed that (67) is dif-
ferent because it belongs to the "even if" conditional, but (68) does
not support this possibility.

?68) Aunque no {HUBIERA) cielo yo me (portaria] bien.

{BUBIFSE ] {7PORTARA §
'Even if there were no heaven I would behave.'

The conditional sometimes expresses a proposition in which the con-
dition is not overtly expressed. A husband planning & future course of
action with his wife might say

(69) Vos trabajarias, yo me quedaria en la casa ¥ haria el oficio.

) 'You would work, I would stay home and do the housework.'
According to Gili-Gaya, the equivalence between ~ra and -ria in the con-
sequent clause can be explained easily if we keep in mind that -ra in
that case is an indicative form which happens to have survived. As
proof of this, Gili-Gaya mentions the failure of -se (a subjunctive form
which has not shifted to another mood) to appear in that context (p. 171).

(7o) si UISIERA ] nos lo ( diria

QUISIESE DIJERA
*DIJESE
'If he wanted he would tell us.'

In this analysis of conditional sentences we can see clearly that
the conditionsl is generally used in the consequent, while the subjunc-
tive is used in the antecedent. There can be & choice of mood in the
consequent (according to the analysis given in this section), but in
the antecedent only subjunctive forms may be used.

(71) $i (HUBIERAS } llegado a tiempo te ( HUBIERAMOS .
{ HUBIESES § HUBIESEMOS
Thabriamos

'If you had come early we would have invited you to dinner.'’
For me, the ~ra form in the consequent of a simple conditionsl is not
acceptable

(72) gi (HICTERA ] buen tiempo (*SALIERA ) .

[HICIESE { saldrfa )
'If the weather were nice, I would go out.'

But in the perfect conditional, the subjunctive form, even the -se
form, sounds better than the conditional form (see (T1) above). W
can also observe in this example that ~se can be used in the consequent
clause. The grammsr of the Royal Acsdemy mentions (1973, p. U474, Note
5) that Cuervo (Note 99R explains this phenomenon as & case of
parallelism, Just as -~rs moved from the comsequent to the antecedent,
=-se moved from the antecedent to the comsequent.

Semantic Descriptions

Descriptions of the subjunctive like the ones presented in the section
on syntactic descriptions can be useful for pedagogic purposes in the
sense that the learner may associate the use of the subjunctive with




certain verbs or expressions, But the number of exceptions that can be
found makes one look for & more satisfactory explanation., 1In this
section, I will include three types of semantic descriptions: a) Rivero's
in terms of presupposition, b) Terrel and Hooper's in terms of assertion
and non-assertion, and ¢) mine in terms of conventional implicature.
Rivero's Account Rivero proposes a semantically pased analysis of

the subjunctive., §he states that "there are verbs which do not determine
the nature of their complementizer™ (p. 305), out the choice of mood

in the complement structure is dependent on semantic factors which are in-
dependent of the verb. These semantic factors (presuppositions) are vest
explained by the underlying structure attributed to the complement sen-
tence itself,

(73) Ella no creequ. Juan (a) VINIERA ;.

Lb) vino

a) 'She doesn't think that Juan came.'

b) 'She doesn't believe that Juan came.'
With & verp in the subjunctive, the speaker of (73a) does not presuppose
the truth of the complement: his attitude is neutral, he simply re-
ports. With a verb in the indicative :73b), the speaker does presuppose
that the complement is true. These presuppositions remain constant in
questions.

(T4) Cree usted que Juan (a) VINIERA} ?

[b) vino
‘Do you fa) think Jthat Juan came?’
b) velieve

Rivero's statement ~hat there are verbs which do not determine ths
nature of their complements may imply that there are also verbs that do
determine the nature of their complements. I think this is the case as
will be shown below.

Rivero also states that "when the verb is in the subjunctive there
is no presupposition made by the speaker" (p. 307). This holds for {73),
but nét for

(75) Me duele que se HAYA muerto.

'I regret that he has died.!
In (75), it is presupposed that the person died, and we cen see this in
that the presupposition remains constant under negation, and cannot bve
contradicted.

(76) No me duele que se HAYA muerto,

'I don't regret that he has died.'

(77) *Me duele que se HAYA muerto, pero me acabo de enterar que
todavia no se ha muerto. '¥I regret that he has died, but I
have just been informed that he hasn't died yet.'

(78) No creo que Juan HAYA llegado, pero posiblemente hoy termind
mas temprano. 'I don't think Juan has arrived, but possibly
he finished earlier today.'

Verbs like comprender ‘understand', parecer 'seem’, admitir ‘admit’,
alegrarse de 'be glad', confiar 'trust', desconfiar 'susp2ct’, entender
'understand’, esperar ‘hope', sospechar ‘suspect', estar de acuerdo
'agree', negar ‘'deny', suponer 'suppose', and temer 'be afraid’ admit
either mood in affirmative statements.
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{79) Confic en que (a) ESTE ) diciendo la verdad.
lb) estd j

a) 'I trust that he's telling the truth.'

b) 'I'm corfident tuat he's telling the truth.'
Rivero chooses to give only one gloss %. .a there is a choice of mood
assuming that the difference lies in the type of presupposition in-
volvad, I have decided to provide a different gloss for each mood
vhenever 1 can think of one.

Yerbs like creer 'believe, think'. conter 'teil', explicar 'ex-
plain', relatar 'narrate', decir ‘say (as a verb of sayingg', and opinar
'be of the inion' 40 not allow the subjunctive in affirmative state-
ments. ]

(80) Creo que €a) estd} lloviendo. 'I think it's raining.'

{b) *ESTE |
I believe the reason is that if these verbs are used, it is because the
speaker has some evidence for what s/he {he or ske) is expressing.
Otherwize s/he would not use them. Since the subjunctive, most of the
time, expresses lack of evidence, it cannot be used with these verbs.
However, Bolinger (197Th, p. 1465) says that creer 'believe, think' can be
used in the subjunctive In statements ianvolving a negative or an a.ffir-3
mative embedded clause., The examples Bolinger cites are the fgllowing:

(81) Creo, sefior Gordon, que la prensa de su pais no ESTE infor-

mada correctamente regpecto a8l Dr, Pidel Castro.
’T believe, Mr. Gordon, that the press in your country is not
correctly informed about Dr. Fidel Castro.!

(82) Qué padres! Le digo a usted, sefior, gue porgue no he cono-

cido otros creoc que SEAN mis padres. 'What parents! I'm
telling youw, Sir, that because I have not known others 1
believe they are my parents.'
It is possible to come up with an explanation for examplies like these if
one cheoses to accept them, Certainly they do not represent the way
people normally talk, As with many other cases, & sentence that sounds
avkward initially can be made to sound acceptable by providing an ap-
propriate context.

Bolinger's statement that "Spanish has no rules whereby the modes
can be determined through teatures of dubitativeness, optativeness,
negation, or the like” {p. 465) gives the impression that it is possible
to use almost any verd in any mood depending on the intentions of the
speaker, Although in many cases the intentiocas of “he speaker deter-
mine the choice of mood in the ¢ bedded clause, there ares also clear
cages in which only one mood is } sssible: (76) only subjunctive, and
{80} only indicative.

Syntactiz differences between the two groups of verbs: Complements
which involve a positive presupposition and which are formally marked by
a verb in the indicative block processes like Negative Transportation,
Negative Incorporstion, and Subject Raising. An eXample of the first
transformation is given below.

{43) a) Cree que no es bonita. 'She believes she Fsn't pretty.!

b} No cree que SEA bonita. 'She doesn't believe that she's
pretty. !
¢) No cree que es bonita. 'She doesn't believe that she is
pretty.'




These senterces might indicate that Negative Transportation has taken
place in (b and c¢). However, by using arguments involving negative
polarity (palabra de 's word®, gota w2 'a drop of', en absolutc 'a* all',
and hasta 'until') we can see that the indicative and the subjunct.ce are
not related as simply as the transformational account indicates. Con-
sider the following.
(84) a) El cree gue no sabes nada en absoluto.
'He believes that you don't know anything at all.’
b) El no cree que SEPAS nada.
'He doesn't believe that you know anything.'
¢) *El no cree gue sabes nada en absoluto.
'He doesn't believe that you hnow anything at all.’
In (84b) the negation supposedly originates in the embedded structure
and is later raised by Negative Transportation. As the ungrammaticality
of (8le) shows, the rule involved is not a mere raising transformation;
a change of mood is also involved. .
(85) a) Mo cree que SEA bonita. 'She doesn't believe that she is
pretty.' '
b) No cree que es bonita. (Indicative)
¢) No cree ser bonita. (Infinitive)
Equi-~NP Deletion has applied in (85c), but which would be more likely
the underlying structure, (84a) or (ﬂhbi? According to Rivero we can
also test this by using negative polarity expressions.
(86) a) No cree que SEA bonita en absoluto.
'She doesn't believe that she's pretty at all.’
b) *No eree que es bonita en absoluto. (Ind.)
. e’ NO eree ser bonita en absoluto.-_TTnf.}
Since (86 a and ¢) are grammatical, and (86b) is not, Rivero concludes
t'at (86c) is related to (86a) rather than to (86b).
Semantic differences between the two groups of verbs: There are
8lso semantic factors that differentiate both types of comwplementizers.
(87) No_crees que €1 ¢a) sEA) el mejor?
(b) es
'‘Don't you believe that he Ia% might be} the best?'
b) is
The glosses that Rivero (p. 320) gives for (87) are provided below.
(87) a) 'Is it true that your opinion happens to be that he is
not the best?'
87) b) 'T believe that he is the best, don't you agree with me?'
In (87b ) the speaker presupposes that the complement clause is true,
while in (87a) s/he remains neutral.
The difference in presupposition can be seen clearly in (88 ) - (89).
(88) Los que ESTEN aburridos, si es que hay alguien, pueden irse.
Those who are bored, in the event there are any, may leave.'!
(89, *Ios que estdn aburridos, si es aue kay alguien, pueden
irse. (Indicative) .
I proposed a difference to a few English native speakers without &
sophisticated knowledge of the language, using 'might be' for (88 ) and
'are' for (89 ) hoping to find a difference similar to that expressed by
the two forms in Spanish, but it did not work. Both sentences were coi-
gidered acceptable, a fact which indicates that English has neutralized
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indicative and subjunctive in this case as in many otner places., In Spanish,
when & negative quantifier modifies & noun, the only possible mood in the
relative clause iz the subjunctive because if something is true, its
existence cannot be negated (Bivero, p. 322}.
(90) Nadie gque (a) ESTE ] en sus cinco sentidos dirfa eso.
{b) ®estd)
('nobody who be (subj) in his five senses say-would that)(Lit)
Are we deeling with & case of homonymy?, Homenymy refers to
multiple ambiguity of phonological words (Kempson, 1977, p. 80). Rivero
considers the possibility of proposing two lexical entries Vi and V, for
those verbs that may be followed by either mood. In this case the dif-
ference would be attributed to the matrix verb and not to the embedded
sentence itself. An objection indicated by Rivero is that none of the
verbs discussed in her paper can bhe clearly attributed to twe different
syntactic or semantic groups. There are some verhs that might make one
ccnsider the possibility of two lexical items. Semantically decir 'to
tell' can be classified as & verb of saying or as & verb of command, and
syntactically it can take either mood in the complement
(91) Le digo que VENGA, 'I'm telling yc1 to come.'
(92) Ie digo que viene. 'I'm telling you he's coming.'
The verb in (91 ) is & verb of command similar to the verb in (93 ).
(93) Le ordeno gque VENGA. 'I order you to come.'
When the verb in the embedded clause is in the subjunctive, the matrix
cannot have a first person subject (Rivero, p. 323). Perhaps Rivero refers
to a2 first persus indirect c¢hject as in
(ok) *(Yo) me (a) digo ) que CANTE yo.
{n) ordenc)
T {a) tell 7 myself to sing.'
b) order/
On the other hand, the verb in (95 ) is not subjected to the game re-
strictions because it is a verb of reporting.
(95) (Yo) me digo & mi mismo que (yo) estudio.
'I tell myself that I study.'
The different readings and their corresponding syntactic behavior would
lead us to propose twn lexical items Jecir 'tell /say' (Rivero, p. 32k).
Another verb tnat presents similar behavior is gentir 'feel, be

sorry’.
(96) Siento que se desmaeya. ’I feel (notice) that she's fainting.'
(97) Sierto que se DESMAYE. 'I'm sorry that she's fainting.'

Rivero considers that decir 'tell, order' and gentir 'feel, regret' be-
long to 2 reduced group of verbs for which the question of whether we are
dealing with one or two verbs remains op°n. For Rivero, the majority

of the verbs that she discusses do not behave like decir and sentir, There
igs some syntactic evidence for not assuming that the mood of the embedded
verb is determined by the verb of the matrix sentence (p. 305). ILexical
items with different readings cannot be deleted under mere identity con-
ditions.  1If a verh can be followed by either the sucjunctive or the
indicative and we can delete the second occurrence of the matrix verb, we
can safely conclude that we are dealing witsz & single lexical item. The
difference in mood cannot ve attributed {o the matrix verb, but rather




to a difference it presupposition {Rivero, p. 326). That is exactly
the case with verbs like creer 'believe' and parecer 'seem’.

(98) No cree que Juan va & venir ni cree que VAYA & resolver el
problema. 'Sne doesn’t believe that Juan is going to come
nor does she think that he is going to solve the problem.’

(99) No eree gque Juan v& & venir ni que VAYA a resolver el
problema. (with deletion of the second matrix verb)

In order to . ‘et a few more v~rbs to determine whether iz are dealing
with one or t40 lexical items, it is important to add some comments by
Kempson (1977) about the ambiguity test: Anaphoric processes {e.g., do
too) require identity of meaning. If it is not possible to have crossed
interpretations between two readings, we can conclude that the word is
ambiguous, and therefore we shouvld pcstulate two leXical items; otherwise
we are dealing with a case of vagueness rather than ambiguity. The
example that Kempson (p. 30) gives illustrates this raasoning clearly.

(100)I saw her duck and Bill did ©oo.

This exemple can only mean that both persons either sew & duck or that
both saw a woman quickly lower her head. It cannot mean, for example,
that I saw & duck, and Bill saw her lower her head quickly.

By applying the ambiguity test, we can see that at least in the

case of gentir 'feel, be sorry' we have a case of ambiguity.

(101} Siento que esté perdiendo fuerza ¥ siento que se esté
desmayando., 'I feel that she's losing strength and I feel
that she is fainting.'

(102) Siento que estd perdiendo fuerza y que Se estéd desmayando.

{103) Siento que se DESMAYE y siento que se GOLPEE. 'I'm sorry that
she should faint end L'm sorry that she should hurt herself.’

(10k4) Sient. ~ue se DESMAYE y que se GOLPEE.

Whenever we have identity of form and identity cf meaning deletion can
take place, but when no such identity exists deletion cannot “ake place.

(105} *Siento que se desmaya ¥y que se GOLPEE.

T#T feel ihat she is fainting and that she should hurt herself.’
The following two cases involving admitir 'admit' and parecer 'seem' are
not so clear. In the case of admitir there is identity of form, but not
identity of meaning.

(106) Admiti8 que VINIERA de noche y admitid que 1la MATARA.

"Hej, allowed himy to come at night and he) allowed himp to
kill her.'

(197) Admitid que VINIFRA de noche y que la MATARA,

Similarly

(108) Admitid que vino de noche y la maté, 'He admitted having

come at night and having killed her.
derives from the deletion of "admitid que" in th: second conjunct which
was possible because there was identity of form and of meaning, but (109)
is not possible.

{109} *Admitid que ra) VINIER"*_-! ¥ _aue laJ- a) matd 1

b) viny |_©) MATARA |
. rarvey L n "
({ ]are inténded to mean "read across").
In the case of parecer ‘seem' apparemt)y we can have crossed in-
terpretations (see (113) below) between the two readings. As (110-111}




show, when the verbs are in the same mood, there is no problem in con-
Joining the two sentences.

(110) A la enfermera le parece que el paciente esti muy grave y a
mi tambifn me parece que estd muy grave, It seems to the
nurse that the patient is very sick, and ‘it seems to me that
he is very sick, too.! '

_By a CGapping Transformetion we can get (111) from (110)

(111) A la enfermera le parece gue el paciente estd muy grave y &a
mi tambien,

Similarly, we can obtain (112) by combining two complex sentences that
contain a verb in the subjunctive in the embedded clause, and deleting
‘whe second cccurrence of the same verb, .

(112) A la enfermera le parece 18gico que el paciente ESTE tan
gra.2 ¥y ami también, 'It seems logical to the nurse and to
me that the patient should be so sick.'

Since it is possible to have crossed interpretations between (111) and
(112) as in (113), we can conclude that parecer 'seem' is not ambiguous
but unspecified,

(113) A 1a enfermera le parece que el paciente estd muy grave ¥ a
mi me parece ldgico (que lo ESTE).

But (113) can only be interpreted as deriviag from another deletion of
ser 'be' as in

(114) A la enfermera le parece que el paciente estd muy grave y a
mi me parece lque es) légico (que lo ESTE).

'It seems to the nurse that the patient is very sick, and it

seews to me (that it is) logical (that he should be).'
Therefore, according to my analysis parecer 'seem' can be followed by the
subjunctive in affirmative statements only as a result of a transfor-
mation that deletes ser 'be'.

I feel that the theory of homophonous lexical items deserves to be
investigated more thoroughly, It is possible that we simply have not
found the right tests. I think we have a good start iu the few examples
discussed in this section.

If the difference in mood can not always be attributed to different
matrix verbs, there must be another explanation. Riverc considers that
the difference can be found in the underlying form of the sentences,
Semantically the subjunctive is a report of the opinion of a person, and
no presupposition is involved. Syntactically the structursl deseription
of a complex sertence with a verb in the subjunctive has the fcllowing
Phrase Marker (Rivero, p. 332).

This structur can undergo Negative Transportation, Subject Raising, Equi-
NP Deletion, and Negative Incorporation, and is subject to tense




restrictions as can be expected from & clause governed 1y the matrix
verb.

The underlying structure of en indicative complement is more com-
plicated. GSemantically, it involves & presupposition which is not claimed
by the subject of the matrix verb, but is made *; somebody else, who is
not always explicitly mentioned. Syntactically it can no¥% undergo the
transformations mentioned -bove, and it is not subject to tense restric-
tions. A1l of these facts can be accounted for by assuming that the in=
dicative complement originates ag a conjunct {Rivero, p. 332). Thus e
sentence like

{115) Admite que el doctor vino. 'He admits that the doctor ceme.’
derives fron

(116) EL doctor vino. Lo admite. 'The doctor came. He admits it.'
and has the following P-Marker

v lo (l‘b)

Terrel and Hooper's Analysis According to the semantic analysis pre-
sented by Terrel and Hooper (197k4), the use of subjunctive or indicative
forms corresponds directly to certain basic semantic factors such &8s
truth value, presupposition, assertion, and anticipation. Rivero's
analysis in terms of presupposition agrees with this view, but her entire
analysis, according to Terrel and Hooper, is syntactic since she is con=~
cerned with the syntactic origin of both indicative and subjunctive
embedded clauses (p. 49k, footnote 3).

Accoraing to Terrel and Hooper's semantically-based analysis, when
a speaker wants to convey some information sbout *he truth of a propo-
sition s/he chooses her/his syntactic structures accordingly. The mood
of the embedded verb can be freely chosen, and thus carries meaning.
Using tha notions of presupposition and assertion, Terrel and Hooper
classify sentences into 6 types according to the different attitudes
which the speaker can edopt (p. 488).

SEMANTIC NOTION TYPE MOOD

ASSERTION 1. Assertion Indicative
2. Report Ind.
PRESUPPOSITION 3. Mental Act Ind.
4. Comment Subjunctive

NEITHER 5. Doubt Subj.
6. Imperative Subj.

The notions of presupposition and assertion are impertant for ex-
plaining embedded clauses. When the complement of a construction is
presupposed to be true, the truth value remains, even if the sentence
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is negated (Kiparsky and Kiparsky, 1971, p. 351).

(117) Me alegra que la campaﬁa HAYA terminado. 'I'm glad that the

campaign is over,!

(118) No me alegra gue la campaiia HAYA terminado. 'I'm not happy

that the campaign {s over.'
In both cases the spesker presupposes the complement to be true. Asser-
tion is different from presupposition in this regard. The negation of 2an
assertion affects the truth value of the embedded cluuse .

(119) Es cierto que vino. !It's true that he came.' ’

(120) No es cierto que VINIERA, 'It isn't true that he came.'’
Another difference between presupposition and assertion concerns the use
of' the phrase 'the fact that'. Complements which are presupposed can be
introduced by 'the fact that', but those which are asserted can not
(Kiparsky and Kipasrsky, p. 34T).

(121) Bl hecho de que la campafia HAYA terminado no tiene importancia.

'The fact that the campaign is over is not important.'
(122) *Dudo el hecho de que son las 10. '*I doubt the fact that
it is 10.'
The examples above show that something cannot be both asserted and pre-
supposed at the same time.

The examples that follow illustrate the different attitudes that a
speaker can adopt.

Assertion: A speaker may qualify an assertion by embedding it in an
assertive matrix sentence, in which case we obtain an indirect assertion.

(123) Me parece que é1 puede hacerlo. 'It seems to me that he can

do it.!

Report: Another kind of indirect assertion consists of a cited
assertion. Verbs like decir 'tell', leer 'read', contestar tapnsyer! ) and
escribir 'write' simply describe the way in vhich the "intelligence" is
acquired (Bolinger, 1974, p. 464).

(124) Lei que habfa tenido un accidente.

I read that he hed had en accident.'
Since the metrix phrase merely tells how the assertion was conveyed, or
not conveyed in the case of a negative sentence, the negation does not
deny the assertion.

(125) No me contd que habfa tenido un eccidente.

'He didn't tell me that he had had an accident.'
This example expresses that there was indeed an accident. If the speaker
does not wish to make an assertion he can use an infinitive, as in

(123) No menciond haber tenido ningun accidente.

'H: didn’'t mention having had any accident.'
Mental Act: The first type of presupposed compiement describes a

mentel get, -Verbs like darge cuenta 'realize' and tomar en consideracidn
'take into consideration'! describe a mental act.

(127) El tomd en cuenta gue ella estaba embarazada.
'He took into account the fact that she was pregnant.’
Corment : The second type of presupposed complement refers to a
comment. A speaker may meke various types of comments about propo-
sitions, There can be value judgements and subjective comments.
(128) Es una 1&stima que ESTE lloviendo.
TIt's too bad that it is raining.'

&)
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(129) Me slegro de gue el nifio y& EEEE entrenado.
'I'm glad that the child is already trained.!
In both cases the proposition is presupposed to be true, but it is not
_ asserted.
Doubt: Doubt represents one type of non-assertion
(130] Es posible gue ya HAYA terminado.
TIt's possible that he has already finished.'

Imperative: Imperatives represent another type of non-assertion,
In this case the choice of mood is clear. Since imperative sentences are
not assertions, we can not expec' the indicative, except in the familiar
positive command which Terrel and Hooper {ef. p.]2 above) regard as an
exception (p. %86).

Imperatives may also be qualified by embedding them into matrices of
volition, suasion, or influence. -

(131) Quiero gue SEPAS que no hay por gué preocuparse.

'I want you to know that there is nothing to worry about.'

Syntactic differences among these classes: Imperatives are dif-
ferentiated from the other types of sentences discussed by Terrel and
Hooper in their tense restrictions. There are tense restrictions after
imperatives but not after the others.

(132) Quiero que me lo TRAIGA. 'I want you to bring it to me.’

{T-want that me it you-brlng)
{133) Quiero que me lo (a) *trae ]. (Pres. Ind.)
b) *rajo (Past Ind.)
e) *T {Past Subj.)

Sentences with presupposed complements are syntacticelly dif-
ferentiated from the other types by the factlve processes discussed by
Kiparsky and Kiparsky (ecf. p.87 ebove).

{134) Me slegra el hechg_de que ESTE bien. 'I'm glad about the

fact that he's 0.K.' -

(135) *Quiero el hecho de gue se PORTE bien. '*I want the fact

that you behave.'

(136) Quiero que se PCRTE bien. 'I want you to behave.'

Assertive matrices beccme dubitative under negzation and vice
versa. The change in mood corresponds to a change in meening.

(137) Creo gque ella lo leyS. 'I think she read it.'

(138) Mo creo que lo LEYERA. 'I don't think she read it.'

(139) Dudo gue SEA inteligente. 'I doubt that she js intelligent.'

(140) No dudo que es inteligente. 'I don't Qoubt that she's

intelligent.'

Terrel and Hooper (p. 490) summarize these and other differences in
Chart I (shown overleaf).

Ambiguous sentences: There are matrices (main verbs) with two
readings, and under <¢ach reading they fall into a different class.
Furthermore, their syntactic behavior obeys the constraints of the class
to which they belong. This might be another argument for proposing dif-
ferent lexical items which happen to be homophonous. To the eximples
mentioned above (pp.E%-85), we can add the following.

(141) Insisto en que no vienen. 'I insist that they are not comirg.'

(142) Insisto en que no VENGAN, 'T insist on their not coming.'

9.

A




CHART 1

SEMANTIC CLASSIFICATION OF MATRICES AND SENTENCES

CRITERIA BELIEF REFORT MENTAL COMMENT DOUBT COMMAND
ACT

Semantic
ASSERTED
PRESUPPOSED
Syntactic
INDICATIVE

CONSTANT UNDER
NEGATION

USES el hecho de
TENSZ RESTRICTIONS

RESTRICTIONS WITH
1st. Sing Neg - -

(Terrel and Hooper, p. 490)

(1%3) i3 intended to be a report end (142) a commsnd. Tense restrictions
apply to {142) but not to (1k1).

(1k1a) Insisto en que no{vinieronl (Past Ind.)

vendran ¢ (Fut, Ind.)
vendrian} (Cond. Ind.)

(142a) *Insisto en que no VIKIERAN. (Tmperfect Subj.)
(142) does not even permit another subjunctive form.

The verd sentir 'feel, be sorry’ (see alsc p. 8% above) can be as-
sigred to differeut classes. As & verb of comment, it can take el hecho
de, but not as a verb ¢f reporting.

(143} Sient> el hecho que se DESMAYE. !'I'm sorry about the fact that

he faints.!

(14k4) *Sinsnto el hecho que se desmays. '*I feel the fact that he

faints.'

No creer 'believe (Neg)'(cf. p. 82 above) can be used as & verb of
assertion and as a verd of doubt.

Ver 'to see' can be used to reporw or to assert the fruth of a
statement.

(215) Vi gie el nifio estaba en el piso. 'I saw that the baby was on

the floor.'




(146) Vi que habfa estudiado mucho y le puse una A. 'I saw that

. he had studied 8 lot and gave him an A.'!
If these sentences are negated, {145) remains & report, but (146) changes
into & dubitative sentence which requires the subjunctive.

(147) No vi que el r.fio estaba en el Diso y me le paré en la mano.
'T didn't see that the baby was on the floor and I stepped on
his hand.®

(148) No vi que HUBIERA eéstudiado mucho ¥ Por eso le Duse una C.

'T didn't see that he had studied much, and because of that I
gave him a C. )

I think ver 'to see' can also be used as & verb of command.

(149) viste que la puerta ESTUVIERA cerrada? 'Did you meke sure
that the door was closed?’

If the indicative form (estaba) is used, the Question would ask for con-
firmation of a report.

Some matrices can be used either as subjective comments or as im=-
peratives. In this case it is difficult to see the difference sinece the
subjunctive is used in boths however we can see the difference if we use
‘el hecho de', which can be used only if the sentence is & comment.

(150) (Bl necho de) que te QUEDES en la casa los domingos es muy

importante porgie asi pod€s pasar algfin tiempo con tu familia.
'The fact that you stay home on Sundays is very important be-
cauge in that way you cen spend some time with your family.'

{151) Es muy importante que te QUEDES e.. la casa el domingo porgue
todavia estés enfermo. 'It is very important for you to stay
home next Sunday because You are still sick.'

Finally, the matrix es imposible 'it's impossible' can be compatible

with doubt or with command. .

(152) Es imposible que REGRESES esta noche (para cuando ls reuwnidn
TERMINE ya no habré vuelos). 'It's impossible for you to
return tonight (by the time the meeting is over there won't
be any flights).!' .

(153) Es imposible que REGRESES esta noche (el contrato dice que
teneés que pasar 1la noche alld). 'It's impossible for you
to return tonight; (the contract sa¥s that you have to spend
the night there).'

Mnalysis in terms of Conventional Fmplicature It is possible to arrive at
& different snd perhaps more satisfactory account if we apply Grice's con-~
cept of conventional implicature (1975), as applied by Karttunen and
Peters (1979).

There are three characteristics that identify conventional implica-
tures: (1) They are detachable——i.e., there is snother way of saying the
same thing without giving rise to the implicature; (2) They depend not on
how something is said, but rather on what is said--i.e., they depend on
the meaning of the words themselves rather than on the context in which
they are used; and (3) They are not cancellable--i.e., & speeker cannot
deny something that is conventionally implicated without being contradictory.
We can illustrate these characteristics with an example given by Grice
himself (p. 66).




(154) He's an Englishmen; therefore he is brave.

The conclusion of being brave follows from his being &n Englishman, but
the speaker could have detached this conclusion by saying

{155) He is an Englishman, and he is brave.

The implicature arises solely because of the conventional meaning of the
word "therefore", and cannct be cancelled, as (156) shows:

(156) *He is an Englishman; therefore he is brave, but we know that

Englishmen are cowards.

Using this concept we can say that the indicative mood is used when
the proposition (p) is believed to be true or false, and the subjunctive,
in contrast, is used when the proposivion is not believed to be true or
false; or as it might be stated in more formsl terms (extending Karttunen
and Peters, p. 8):

‘Tndicative p conventionally implicates that it is epistemically

possible that p.

Subjunctive p conventionally implicates that it is epistemically

possible that not p.

It is important to observe that the subjunctive implies that it is pos-
sible that not p--i.e., it does not exclude the possibility of p being
true. This is important for the analysis of conditional sentences which
do not as & rule presuppose that their antecedent is false (Karttunen and
Peters, p. 5), as it has been commonly believed (Lakoff, 1970). A sen-
tence like (157) is clearly counterfactual, but not (158).

(157) Si HUBIERAS estado aguf, nada HUBIERA pasado.

'If you had been here, nothing would have happened.'
(158) 8i QUISIERAS te pagarian enseguida,
'1f you wanted they would pay you right away.'

The difference between the subjunctive and the indicative would be
very clear if we could say that the indicative is used when the speaker
is 100% sure that something is true or that something is falsz, while the
subjunctive is used in all other cases, as we can see in the following
examples, which represent modified versions of examples (34) - (37) abvove.

{159) Esti buscando Eel‘; abrigo gue le queda.

un
'He's looking for {the} coat that fits him.'
a

{160) Esté buscando (el 7 abrigo que no le queds paras regalarlo.
{un
'He's looking for [the} coat that does not fit him in order

a

to give it away.! el
(161} No esté buscando jun abrigo que le queda, sino un pantaldn.
'He's not looking Tor {‘bhe} coat that fits him, but for a

a
pair of pants.!
{152) Esté buscando un abrigo que le QUEDE. 'He's looking for &
coat that will f£it him.'
(163) Estd buscando un abrigo gque no le QUEDE para hacer un regalo,
(He's looking for a coat that not him fit (Subj) to make a
present {Iit))




(164) EL abrigo que me QUEDE me lo dejo.
(Lit: the coat that me fit (Sub]) me-benefactive it I-keep)
{(165) EL abrigo que no me QUEDE lo boto. 'I'1l throw away what—
ever coat that does not fit me.!
In (159-161) the speaker is 100% sure that there is such a coat, and that
is why he uses the indicative. In (162-165) the speaker indicates that
such a coat may or may not exist (he is not 100% sure), and therefore
he uses the subjunctive. Examples (159-165) also indicate that Spanish
makes an overt difference between the de re and the de dicto reading as
these concepts are defined by Allwood et al. (1977, p. 115). De re
readings are marked by the indicative, while de dicto readings are marked
by the subjunctive. For verbs that can be followed by either mood in af-
firmative statements {see page 80 above), we need a different type of
explanation. The choice of mood seems to be determined by a greater or
lesser degree of certainty. What we need is something like the following.

0 50 100
Subj (p) Ind (p)

Ind (vp) Subj 1p) (+p) = not-p

I~dicative (p) = chances of p being true = more than 50%.
Subjunctive (p) = chances of p being tTue = less than 50%.

(166) confio en que gggﬁ diciendo la verdad. 'I trust that he's
telling the truth.' .
(167) confio en que estd diciendo le verdad. 'I am confident that
he's telling the truth.'
For a reason that will be explained shortly, (168) sounds strange
if a first person subject is used, even if the complement clause re-
fers to a known fact. It is as though we were dealing with idiomatic
expressions, . )
(168) Me alegro de que HAYAS pasado el examen.
"I'm glad that you passed the exaa.!
The attitude that the speaker adopts is also important in determining
the use of the subjunctive. In (168) the spesker is simply commenting on
the fact; he is not asserting it. This statement is supported by the
fact that (168) is not normelly used to inform but, rather, to comment on
the information previously received. In other cases the spesker acts as
if it were not the case that p. A person who ig informed that somebody is
saying that s/he is dishonest will probably say something like
(169) Me importa un comino lo que DIGA.
'T don't give a darn what he says.'
It may also be convenient to talk about two kinds of fact: Dbare facé
and interpreted fact. In (170) we are dealing with e bare fact. We are
using the fact to inform, while in (171) we are dealing with an interpreted
fact in the sense that we are merely commenting on the fact.
(170) Estd buscando un abrigo que le queda.
'He's looking for a coat that fits him.'
(171) Me alegro de que le QUEDE el abrigo.
'"I'm glad that the coat fits him.'




Therefore, in accounting for the use of the subjunctive in Spanish we
not only have to consider the degree of certainty, but also how the
speaker looks at the facts., It may be that p is true in the actual
world, but the speaker looks at it from outside the actual world,

The fact that we can expand (82) and (172) indicates that what
matters is the speaker's knowledge or belief, rather than the know-
ledge or belief of the subject of the sentence.

(172 ) Ellay) cree qué (ella,) no es bonita, pero yo sf lo creo.

'She thinks that she's not beautiful, but I think she is.'

Comparison between this analysis and the others presented in this

paper;: In order to find out how this analysis compares to the ones
presented above, it is necessary to Look again at the examples that
proved to be exceptions, or for which no satisfactory explanation was
found.

McKay's cases that call for the use of the subjunctive can all be
explained easily in this analysis.

A command expresses an action that has not occurred yet, i.e., it
is not known to be true; therefore it is logically (for Spanish).expressed
by the use of the subjunctive. A command in the indicative mdod need not
be considered a formal exception (see p, 72 above)., (173) expresses that
the speaker's certainty that the hearer is going to act as directed is over
50%, and that is why the command is felt as a reminder.

(173) Viene tempranito, oye? !'Come early, do you hear?'

In a sentence like (1Th), it seems to me that we must not talk about
weak doubt (see p. 73 above) because the speaker is 100% sure that it is
raining, since he is looking out the window, and can see that in fact
it- i3 raining.

(174) Dudds gue estd lloviendo? Asomate a la ventana,

'Do you doubt that it's raining? Look out the window.'

In(175a) I do not know what type of instruction you are going to give
me. In(175v) I already know how I am supposed to act.

(175) Hord el trabajo como usted me 1o {a) ORDENE/,

~ {b) ordena
a) 'I'1ll do the work whatever way you order me.'!
b) 'I'1l do the work as you say.'

In (176) the speaker expresses with (a) that the chances of con-
sidering her homely are over 50%, and therefore he considers her homely,
He expresses with (b) that the possibilities are less than 50%, and there-
fore he does not commit himself to the truth of the proposition.

(176) Aunque (a) es 1 fea,.es una buena muchache.

o) SEA S o
a) 'Although she is homely, she's a good girl.'
b) 'Even though she may be homely, she's a good girl.'

The stacement that impersonal expressions require the subjunctive
if there is a change of subject (p. 73 above) is not entively satis-
factory because we can say: '

(177) Es cierto que &l dijo eso.

'It's true that he said that.!

In & similar manner we can explain McKay's examples involving per-

suasion, volition, uncertainty, requests, and polite statements.




A single 2oncept can account for all those cases, and there is Nho need

for such long classifications.

The same explanation holds for Solé and Solé's classification and
their ideas of causation of behavior and hypothetical event. If some-
thing is intended to cause & certain behavior, it is hypothetical
because it has rot occurred yet, ard therefore it is not known to be
true. That is why the subjunctive is used.

In { 7T9a) I do now know what the truth is, but I hope that person
is being honest. In ( T9b) I know what the truth is and I hope that
person is being honest. .

(79) Conffo en gque fa) ESTE} diciendo la verdad.

(b) estd )

a) 'I trust that he's telling the truth.!

b) 'I'm confident that ne's telling the truth.'
A sentence like {178 ) expresses with (a) a proposition that needs to be
accepted or rejected, and with (b) a repor: (to use Terrel and Hooper's
terms) of known facts. It is felt as a type of complaint that the prob-
lem usually ends up the way it looks at the beginning and nothing is done .
about it.

(178) &) Opino que el problema se DEJE como estd.

'I'm of the opinion that the problem should be left as it is.'
b) Opino que el problema generalmente se deja como esti.

'I'm of the opinicn that the problem is usually left as it

is found.'

We have seen that a semantic analysis gives more satisfactory ex-
planations for the use of the subjunctive than a syntactic one. Since
Terrel and Hooper consider Rivero's enalysis to be syntactic (see p. 86
sbove) the analysis I am propesing in this section is to be preferred
over hers.

I consider that I have given enough examples for which explanations
in terms of conventional implicature seem %o be obvious; therefore in the
rest of this paper I will concentrate on special cases for which an eX«
planation may not be immediately obvious.

Sentence (179) can either mean that he allowed his sccomplice to
visit him, or that he admitted that his accomplice visited him (the
meaning that Rivero comsiders (p. 324).

(179) AdmitiS que lo VISITARA el c8mplice.

(he-admitted that him visited the accomplice) (Lit)

The permission reading r=quires the use of the subjunctive because the
event follows the permission. The second reading also requires the use
of the subjunctive i. the speake~ ~nts to express doubt. The resding
expressing doubt can oceur in <F “-llowing situstion: A prisoner has
confassed that he wss visited oy ..s accomplice, but the speaker is not
certain that it really happened. It is possible that the prisoner was
forced to confess.

Terrel and Hooper's types of sentences can also be explained easily
in terms of conventionsal implicature. Assertion, report, and mental act
&1l involve some evidence on the part of the speaker. On the other hand,
comment , doubt, and imperative express lack of certainty. There se.ms to
be a descending degree of certainty among the classes just mentioned, and
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in the order Just specified.

{180) 8€ que 2 + 2 son 4, 'L lmow that 2 + 2 = 4,
In this assertion I am L00% sure.

(181) Dijo :que mafana viene. 'He said that he's coming tomorrow.'!
I em not 100% sure, but there is no reason to believe that he will not

come.,

(182) Se da cuenta qué estd en un_gran lio.
. 'He realizes that he's in big trouble.'
The speaker knows- that he is in trouble, or at least he considers that
his- chances of being in great trouble are over 50%.
(183) Conviene gue nos VAYAMOS ahora mismo.

'It's convenient for us to leave immediately.'
We have not left yet.
(184) Dudo que QUIERA ir con nosotros. !I doubt that he wants to
80 with us.'
I am almos* sure that he does not want to go with us,
(185) ABRA la puerta! ‘'Open the door!'
There is no guarantee that the door will be opened.

As we have seen, an anelysis in terms of conventional implica-
ture can give explanations which are at least as satisfactory as those
offered by Terrel and Hooper, who depend on six concepts which at most
can be reduced to three general notions: assertion, presupposition, and
neither one (p. 488). If both analyses are egually adeguate, the simpler
one is to be preferred {Chomsky, 1958, p. 223).

In this paper Y have shown that the syntactic anslyses that have
been offered for the subjunctive in Spanish are not accurate., Besides,
they are long and complicated. A simpler analysis based on a single con-
cept gives the learner an idea of what underlies the use of the
subjunctive in Spanish. The analysis in terms of conventional implicature
accounts for most of the cases in which the subjunctive is used. Sen-
tences like (168) above are exceptions to the analysis in terms of
conventional -implicature in the sense that a suhjunctive form is used,
even though we are dealing with a known fact. For sentences like these,
we need a distinction between emotive and non-emotive like the one I
propose in my thesis (The Subjunctive in Spanish, section 3.3.2.).

Finally the guestion of whether or not we should telk about
homonymous lexical items in Spanish still remains an open one. It seems
to me that at leec t for pedagogical purposes, we should talk about two
lexical items in those cases where a verb may be followed by a subjunctive
or an indicative verb form.

Footnotes

1 These are the forms that Costa Rican speakers use with the
pronoun vos 'you familiar'. We use yos instead of tf 'you familiar'
which occurs in other dialects. The pr primary difference consists of
stress: { QAS} ; &6 { TENGAS "} tyou have'!

tepés tienes

2 This is the only reference included in the grammar of the Royal
Academy.




3 Bolinger says (footnote 10, p. 470) that he obtained those ex-
auples from a Col. Gordon T. Fish.

(107 )h The ambiguity test is discussed in detail by Zwicky and Sadock
1975).

5 Searle's "brute” and "interpreted” facts (1969, p. 50) do not
have to o with what I am discussing here.
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- MODALITY IN MODERN HEBREW: A Preliminary Attempt
To Account for Epistemic and Deontic Imterpretations

Esther Dromi

Abstract: Several aspects of the modality system in
Modern Hebrew are examined. In general, Hsbrew modal
expressions are found to be unambiguous as to eplstemic

. and deontic interpretations. The behavior of modal
expressions with respect to a number of syntactic cate-
gories and constructions is also examined. It is pro-
posed that future investigation focus on the complex
morphological structure of the lexical forms expressing
notions of Hebrew modality.

Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to examine the modality system in
Modern Hebrew. Rather than attempt an exhaustive analysis of Hebrew
modality, the following will focus on a number of the major characteris-
tics of that system. Hebrew modality, as far as I know, has not been
studied systematically, and for this reason, all of the examples and
discussion notes to follow are based on my own intuitions as a native
Israsli-Hsbrew speaker. 1

Hebrew utilizes a very distinct modality system in which most
modal expressions are not ambiguonus between evistemic and deontic inter-
prevations. Therefore, the eplstemic and deontic categories of Hebrew
will be discussed in separate sections of this paper. For each modal
category various expressions will be presented ranging in intensity from
possibility to certainty for epistemic modality and from permission to
obligation for deontic modality. After discussion of the different de-
vices by which Hebrew expresses modality, various syntactic categories
and syntactic constructions, such as negation, questions and tense will
be examined with speclal reference to their behavior within the modali-
ty system.

Epistemic Modals in Hebrew

Epistemic modals in Hebrew express one of thres core notions:
possibility, probability and certaiaty. As 1s indicated below, alter-
native terms are avallable to express the same modal notion. In the
following chart epistemic modal expressions along with a literal gloass
and grammatical classification are presented.
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(1) possibility

ull (adv)
'perhaps!

yitaxen (sent. pred) |

"1ikely/feasible!

effar (sent. pred)
tmaybe/perhaps!
yaxol 1ihiot *(VP)
able to be
*perhaps/mayhe!

probability

kanir?e (sent. pred)
as seems

t appmntlyf

karov le-vadai (adv)

near to certainty
talmost certain!

tsarix 1ihiot *(VP)

need to be
tprobably’

cert

betax (adv)
'gecurely/cer-
tainly!

batuax (adj)
sure;secure
'asgured/certain!

Vadai be-vadai
adv

cortain; in cer-

tain

"most certainly!

MuxXIax 1ot
AP, VP

xaiav lihiot
is obliged tobe
'must happen/
bound to happen

¥asterils forms are the epistemic/deontic armbiguous expression

Most expressions with an epistemic interpretation in Hebrew have no

deontic interpretation, as one might expsct from other languages. Only

expressions that can be rapresented as verb are am-
+ lihiot]

pred. adj.
biguous as to & deontic or epistemic interpretation. For example, ambi-
guity will occur when a modal expression takes one of the following com-

plements: NP, AP, or lLocative.?

(2) a. dan yaxol lihiot ba-bait
Dan modal to be at home
tIt 18 possible that Dan 1s at home!
'Dan is permitted to be at home!

and

dan yaxol lihiot recini

Dar. modal to be serious

*1t is possible that Dan is gerious' and
'Dan 1s permitted to be serious'

dan yaxol lihiot student
Dan modal to be @& student

11t 18 possible that Dan 18 & student! and
'Dan 18 permitted to be a student!

dan +s lihiot ba-bait
Dan mo be at home

'It 18 probably the case that Dan 1s at home'  and

Ly




tDan is obliged to be at home!

e. dan muxrax 1thiot student
Xxglav
modal to be a student
'Dan is certainly a student! and
'Dan is under a strong obligation to be a student!

It 18 true for Hebrew, as for English and other Languages (Steele,
(1975), that epistemic/deontic ambiguity shows a systematic and predic~
table relationship. As was argued by Horn (in Steele (1975), a possibi-
11ty ‘reading relates to permission in the game way as a probability
reading relates to wesk obligation and a certainty reading relates -
to a strong requirement.

In Heorew, adjectives, adverbsand sentential predicates function
as pure epistamic modals. The distinction between adverbs and other
form classes is manifested in terms of word order. The class of adver-
oials shows a relatively free or floating position within the simple sen-
tence construction.

"{3) TlL  dsn oved ; dan vulli oved ; dan oved ull
modal Dan work/is working modal modal
'It is possible that Dan works!

Other modality terms, besides adverbs, always appear in the i;:u.tial posi-~
tion of a construction such that the modal precedes the proposition which
it modifies.

(4) &. yitaxen b"&» dan oved

g s

modal that Dan work/is working
*It is possibly the case that Dan 1s working!
b. kanir?e Ye- dan ba-bait®
batuax
modal that - Dan at home
'It is probably/certainly the case that Dan is at home!

An initially ambiguous modal expression after &pplication of the syn-
tactic device of sentence preposing,and subsaquent treatment of the ex-
pression as a sentential predicate, is disambiguated and becomes a pure
epistemic modal. For example, yaxol in roninitial position gives rise
to aan ambiguous construction.

(5) a. dan gyaxol Ithiot Dba-bait
-modal to be at home
*It is possible that Dan is at home!
'Dan 18 permitted to be at home!




But with yaxol in initial position, the a_mbiguity iz lost.

b. yaxol lihiot Se-dani ba~bait
model to be  that at home
'I% is possible that Dan is at home!

Deontic Modals in Modern Hebrew

In the traditional view of Hebrew grammar two deontic modal ex-
pressions are discussed: yaxol (v) which corresponds to the English 'may!
'can! and 'able to,! aad tsarix (v) which corresponds to the Engiish
'must,! 'need,! 'should'! and 'have to.! As in other languages (Lakoff
(1979, these two modal verbs in Hebrew manifest syntactic and semantic
irregularities. Both verbs lack an infinitive form, which in Hebrew is
naturally inciuded within the system of verb inflections. Yaxol is con-
Jugated according to a "defective® declension, and tsarix is irregular
in the sense of belonging .5 a group of verbs for whic @ morphotogi-
cal pattern marker and the initial conscnant exchange positions.3»

The Hebrew modal verbs yaxol and tearix express the deontic con-
cepts of permiasion and obligation respectively.

(6) a. hu yaxol lalexet
he mndal to go
'He is permitted to go!

b. ata yaxol 1likro
you modal to read
tYou are permitted to resad!

c. ata itsarix lalexet
you modal to go
'You are required to go!

Note here that wher a modal takes an infinitive complement other than
Etc)) be! we get a pure deontic interpretation. Compare examples (6) and
2). -

Within the deontic domain, yaxol is ambiguous betwsen interpreta-
tions of permission and ability/capabiiity. 5

(7} a. hu yaxol 1ilmod refu’?a
he modal to study medicine
'He is permitted to study medicine! and
'He is able/capable to study medicine!

ata yaxol levaker otanu

modal to visit s,
tYou are permitted to visit ust
'You are able to visit us!




The notions of perﬁission and abllity can also be exprsssed by
means of one of the following predicate adjectives: mesugal and mutar.
Mesugal corresponds to the English expression "is able to."

(8) a. hu megugal 1lalexet
he modal to g0
'He 15 able to go!

b, hu mesugal lilmod refu?a
modal to study medicine
'He 1s able/capable to study medicine!

The two examples in (8) seem superficially identical t0 the examples in
(6) and (7); but they do ap;;ear to have distinct underlying representa-
tions. The sentences it (6) and (7) are "complete" sentences (S-V-0)
while the sentences in (8) are copula comstructions. A construction
indicating the future will demonstrate the distinetion.

(9) a. hu zg%al lalexet
he medal future to go
'Ho will be able to go!
b. hu yihie mesggé; lelexet

he +to be future modal to0 go
'Ho will be able to gof

The other predicate adjective, mutar, corresponds to the English expres-
sion 'is permitted!. .

(10) a. gutar le-dani lalexet
modal to danl to go
fDanl is permitted to go!

b. mutar lo 1lilmod  refu?a
modal him(dat) to study medicine
'Ho 1s permitted to study medicine’

The examples in (10) are syntactically similar to the epistemic modal
constructions discussed in the previous section. But here, the deontic
model expression appears in initial position and precedes the proposi-
tion it modifies. In (10) the originator of the permission is not iden-
tified as the subject of the main clause.

The deontic notion of obligation, as already shown, is. expressed by
the verb form tsarix. The notion of obligation in addition 1s expressed
in Modern Hebrew by the predicate adjectives xayer and muxrax each
conveylng different degress of strong obligation. These two expressions
of obligation, in combination with the verb tsarix, can be ordered witu
respect to the internal intenstiy of their obligation.
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(11) modal deontic interpretation
tsarix  requirement
puxrax  weak obligation
Xayav strong obligation

(12) a. hu .tsarix lakum aukdam
he modal +to wake up early
tHe needs to get up earlyt!

b, hu muxrax lakom  oukdam
modal to wake up early
'He is forced to get up early!

¢, hu xayar lakum mukdam
modal to wake up early
'He is under a strong obligaticn to get up early!

Independent evidence for this ordering is the use of the three olqliga-
tion expressions in contexts where they function as main verbs.

(13) a. ani tsarix kesef
AN nesd money !

b. ani muxrax kesef
1  (desperately) need money!

c. ani xayav kessef'6

T owe money’

Grammatical Categories

The modal systep in Modern Hebrew consists of verbal as well as
nominal constructions., In comparison to English, which uses quite a
number of verbal auxiliaries to express modality notions, {Lakoff, 1972),
Hebrew utilizes only two verbal expressions that in traditional grammar
are considered to be auxiliary verbs. Most eplstemic concepts are ex-
pressed by adverbs, some modify the main verb and some modify the whole
sentence. In addition, though, predicate adjectives are used to express
both epistemic and deontic concepts. Two frequent complements of modal
terms in Eebrew taka the form of infinitival phrases and embedded sen-
tences marked by 3e- 'that!,

{(1%) a. gani yaxol (v) la%avod ba-pait
modal to work at home

b. dani xayav (adj) 1ilmod  ?4vrit
modal t0 study Hebrew

c. dani xuyav (v) lilmod  21ivrit
modal to study Hebrew

1os




d. yitaxen Yo- danli =xole
modal that Dani 1is sick

e. mytar  le-dani 1likro sefer 7
modal to Dani to read (a) book

Negation -

. ....Sentence.negation, in, Hebrew is formed by the adjunction of a nega-
tive marker lo before the main verb of a dominating or an embedded sen-
tence. With present tense sentences, sometimes a special negative marker
2eyn is used both in an initial position or following the subject of the
sentence. When ?%eyn follows the subject it is always promominalized .

(15) a. dan 1lo oved po

negative marker work(M) here
'Dan is not working here!

b. 7¢gyn  dan oved po
negative marker work(M) here
tDan is not working here!

c. dan ?eyno oved po
negative +pro worik(M) here
'Dan is aot working here!

d. rina ?eyna ovedet po
negative marker work(F) here
+ pro
'Rina 18 not working here!

In copula constructions in present tense ('nominal sentences"), lo
or %eyn [+pro] are inserted between the subject and the predicate.

(16) a. den lo Do
negative here
'Dan 1s not here!

b. dan 2eymo po
negative +pro here

"Dan 18 not here!

The basic negative marker 1o alternates with al in imperative sen-
tences and with 2iy- in "derived" nominal constructions.

(17) a. al tilmad ?dwrit
negative study Hebrew
'Dontt study Hebrew!!




b. 2yi- kabalat hanixtav hirgiza et dan
negative acceptance the letter irritate(past) ace. Dan
'The fact that the letter never arrived irritated Dan!

Berman (1978} argued that the prefix 2iy- indicates an underlying negative
sentence for the "derived" nominal.

Two types of semantic negation are possible for all modal expres-
sions in Bebrew: .
(1) External negation - here the modal operator itself 1s negated
~%F or~@8P),
" (11) Internal negation - here the proposition is negated (@ ~P or
u~ [
External negation in Hebrew takes the fom (negative + modal)

(18) a. 1o _yitaxen Se~ dani xole
negative modal that dani (1s) sick

b. dani lo yaxol lihjot  xole
negative modal (1s) sick
'Dani can not be sick!

¢. hu lo mesugal lalexet
he negative modal to g0
'He 18 not able to go!

d. hu lo xayav lilmod  ?dvrit
negative modal to study Eebrew
'He 1s not obliged to study Hebrew!

Only the epistemic model efSar is negated by the prefix ?2iy-.

(19) 2iy- ggg_arr $¢  hayom yom Hi¥1
negative modal that the day day six
11t is impossible that today is Friday!

2y~ offar lalexet ?axSav
negative modal to go now
11+ 1is impossible to go now!

The epistemic modal uli 'perhaps! does not accept the common syn-
tactic form of negation. The term ulli can only be negated semantically
by the epistemic modal betax 'certainly!.

{20) a. w11 - hu oved
modal he work/is working
'Is 1t possible that he works!

¥, lo uii hu oved




c. betax hu ,ved .
modal he worik/working
IT+ is certain that he works!

Not accepting the common form of negation is also true for the deontic

modal mutar 'is permitted!, which is semantically negated by the nega-
tive modal asur 'is forbidden.t

(21) a. mutar 1le- dani 1likro
modal to dani to read
'Dan is permitted to read’

*b. lo mutar 1le-dani 1likro

c. gsur ledani  1ikro
modal to dani to read
'Dani is not permitted to read’

Internal negation, negating the proposition, takes the general
syntactic form of [modal + neg + VP] within the modality system.

(22) a. wli hu lo oved

modal negative work/is working
tPerhaps he is not working!

b. dani vadal lo ba-balit

modal negative at home
'Dani probably is not at home!

[+ M 18-d8111 lg likr (o] [l
to dani negative +0 read
'Dant is permitted not to read!

Formation of Questious

Yes-No questions in Hebrew are formed by cheanging the intonation
pattern (rising intonation implies a question). Wh-questions are formed

by introducing a question word in the initial position of a simple de-
clarative sentence {no changs in word-order is necessary).

(23) a. hu lomed  ba-bait
'he studies at home!

b, hu lomed ba-bait?
‘does he study at home!

c. eifo lomed?
'Where does he study?!

d. mt lomed ba~bait?
'Who is studying at home?!




Information seeking questions in Modern Hebrew are formed with all
of the epistemic and deontic modals.

(2%) &, ul4  hu oved?
modal he work
VPerhaps he 1s working'

b. batuax E_e_ rina ye's’ena‘.’
modal that rina 1is sleeping
'Is it certain that Rina 1s sleeping?’

¢, Ha%?im +tsarix la?avod axsav?
quest modal to work now
'Is it necessary to work now?'

d. mutar le?a¥en po?
modal to smoke here
'Is 1t permitted to smoke here?’

Past and Fubure -~ Interaction with Tense

Modern Hebrew manifests & three-way tense system. The morphologi-
cal forms for past teonse in Moderu Hebrew are similar to the Biblical
Hebrew perfective aspect. Future tenze forms are similar to the Imper-
fect aspect in Biblical Hebrew. Present tense or Beynoni 'inter-
mediate! forms refer to an indetermined time span, which 1¢ neither past
ncr future, Additionally, aspectual categories such as durative or
perfective have no clear manifestation in verbal forms and they are ex-
pressed by the use of time adverbials, .(Berman,1978). In order to in-
dicate past or future temse for a sentence, regular main verbs are in-
flected. The verb (g-m-r + morphological pattern "kal") has the follow-
ing forms: !

(25) &, (anl) gamarti 141mod
I finish(past) study

b. ani gomer 11lmod
1 finish(present) to study

¢, (anil) ?egmor 111mod
I finish(future) to study

Note that obligatory marking of person is needed only for present tense
forme, since past and future forms are inflected according to number,
gender and person. .

In addition to main verb constructions, tense is manifested in
copula constructions. Copula constructions share the surface property
of having no overt manifestation of the verb in present tense (nominal
sentences), and of having some form of the ¢opula h-Y-Y 'to be'! in past
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or future.

(26) a. hu yeled tov
he boy good
tHe 18 a good boy!

b. hu haya yeled tov
was
'He was a good boy'

¢. hu yihiye yeled tov
'Ee will be a good boy!

In Hebrew, as in other languages, eplstemic expressions which are
based on the current lmowledge of the spesker do not have past or future
forms. Thus the only interaction between €pistemic modals and tense takes
the form of making the proposition itself past or future.

(27) a, lign;;le_ %e dani  oved
modal that Dan work/is working

b, kanir?e ¥e dani  ya?avod
modal that Dan work(future)

¢, hu betax  xole
he modal sick

d. hu betax  haye xole
he modal be({past) sick

Deontic modals in Modern Hebrew, on the other hand, do have past
and fubure forms. In Modern Hebrew, the future marker functions as a
pure tense marker; it does not convey any modality notions. Here con-
gideration must be given to the class of verbs and other form classes as
well, Verdb forms accept explicit past and future forms, while nominals
accept the form [copula + modal] . In nominal constructions the copula
is conjugated to indicate tense.

(28) a. ani a:égl 1{1mod
modal

I to study
v. {(ani) yaxolti 1ilmod
I nodal past to study

c. (ani) 7uxal lilmod
I  modal{future) to study
*I am/was/will be permitted to study'




..ani t$sarix lalexet
I modal to go

. {anl) hitstaraxti lalexet
modal (past) to go

. (anl) 2tgtarex lalexet
modal (futurs)
'T have to/had to/ wlll have to go'

. ani mesugal 1likro
I modal to read

. {ani) hayiti mesugal 1ikre
I be past modal to 13ad

{ani) ?ehe mesugal likro
be(future) modal
'T am/was/will be able to read!

. (ani) xdyav 11%on
I modal +to sleep

. (ani) hayiti =xayar 1i¥on
I be past modal to sleep

. {ani) 2eheye xayav 11¥on
be(future) modal
'T have/had/will have a strong obligation to sleep’

So far =. irregularities in the tense system have been encountered,
but more invesivigation is needed in order to test the role of tense in
the modality system. In colloquial Hebrew regular past and future con-
jugations of modal verbs are used interchangeably with [Cop + present]
verb forms.

(29) a. (ani) hitstaraxti lalexet
I modal past to go

. (anl) hayiti tsarix lalexet
be past modal to go
'I have had to0 go!

C. yaxolta 1ilmod Hvrit
modal(past) to study Hebrew
d. haylta yaxol 1lilmod ?vrit

velpast) modal
'You could have studied Hebrew'




Both forms are used widely and considered to be grammatical and identical
in meaning. Berman(197&has argued that there is a gemeral tendency
among Hebrew speakers to prefer periphrastic analytic forms to the older
more normative verbal forms. This might explain the high frequency of
[Cop + present] in the modality system. Moreover, the fact that non-
verbal forms such as putar, mesugal, muxrax, xayav, can accept verbal
forms such as matir, maxriax, mexuyav, makes 1t possibile to use verbal
forms in past and future constructions rather than in [Cop + modalj
constructions.

-

(30) a. 1. hu haya muxrax la?avod
be{past) modal to work
tHe needed to work!

2, hu huxrax (V) la%avod
modal(past) to work
t (somebody) forced him to work!

b. 1. ani hayiti xayay 1idon
I  belpast) modal to sleep
'I needed to sleep! :

2. ani avtl (V) 113on
I  modalipass) to sleep
t (somebody) forced me to sleep!

¢. 1. haya mutar laxa lehikanes
be{past) modal to you %o come in
You could come in!

2. hutar (V)  lexa  lehikanes
modalipass) to you to come in
t(somebody) let you in!

The (1) and (2) sentences above are not identical in meaning. For each
pair the verbal form in (2) makes it clear that the permission or the
obligation 1s extrinsic and has been imposed by someone on the spesker.
(Compare Newmeyer, 1970), The fact that all Hebrew "open class" lexical
items share the same general form, [consonantal root + morphological
pattern] , makes any analysis much more complicated. In Hebrew very
often verbs, nouns, and adjectives ere derived from the same consonantal
root and so convey a very similar meaning. This aspect of the Hebrew
modality system deserves further investigation.

In sum, several aspects of the modality system in Modern Hebrew
have been discussed. It has been suggested that both epistemic and
deontic categories of meaning are in general unambiguously expressed.

The instances of ambigulty that do occur héve been explained on the basis
of structural evidence. An attempt also has been made to look at the
syntactic constructions of negation, questions and tense within the
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modality system. Further analysis of the lexical forms expressing
modality in Hebrew is hampered by a complex morphological structure and
it is therefore proposed that future investigation accept this complex
structure as a starting point.

Footnotes

1 As argued in Givon {1976),1t 1s quite difficult to define what is
a native Israeli dialect. Most Hebrew speakers have been raised in a
multi-dialect environment, and then have been exposed to a wide variety
of Biblical, Mishnaic, Talmudic, Aramic and East European Hebrew texts,
4 lot of formal teaching of Hebrew morphology and syntax is taking place
in school programs. For these reasons 1t 1s extremely difficult to
elicit reliable information ccncerning native intuition (Berman,1978).
As for my own dialect both my parenis were native Israelis, and Hebrew
was the only langusge spoken at home. Hebrew also was the first language
of instruction at school from first grade through graduate level educa-
tion.

2 When the modal + to be takes a V complement we got an une
grammatical expression. *dan tsarix lihiot oved
Dan modal to be work/working
'I%¢ 1s probably the case that Dam is working

However, there are some verbs that take NP, AP, locative and VP in pre-
sent tense as complements. For example: dan haya Omed
be/past stand/standing

For a comprehensive discussion of copula constructions see Berman (1978),
chapters 5 and 6.

3 All Hebrew verbs manifest & rich system of inflectional affixes.
Verbs are conjugated according to Tense, Number, Gender, and Person.
Any verb is classified as belonging to a "full" or "defective" declen-
sion. The "defective™ wverbs go through several irregularities in terms
of their consonantal structure. These irregularities are usually ex-
plained by morphophonemic rules. All Hebrew verbs are based on a com-
bination of (Consonantal Root + Morphological Pattern), The function
of the morphological patterns 'bynianim constructions,! is to express for
each verbal root syntactic processes such as transitivity, causativeness,
inchoativeness, ingression, reflexivity and reciprocality (a detailed
analysis of the Hebrew verbal system is in Bermsn {1978), chapter 3).

Y For simplicity all the verbs in this paper will take
the form (Present, singulasr, masculine, 3rd person) unless there is a
point in looking at other forms. For each verb only one 'construction'
will be presented, usually the basic bynian, unless otherwise specified.

5 Ability and capacity both in physical and mental senses.
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6 In several contexts xayav is used to denote guilt, For example:

(1) hu xayav badim
'He 1s guilty!

(11) hu xayav mita
he guilty death
'He deserves death!
xayav has a strong implication that 'there is no other way!'...

7 Examples (15) and (15e) are irregular in terms of being (S)VO
sentences. This aspect of Hebrew syntax is currently being studied by
Berman (personal communication). As noted by her in colloquial use some
speakers supply the demonstrative ze 'this! as a substitute for the
"missing" subject. Thus:

(1) yitaxen 8Se- dant xole ~ ze yitaxen %e- dant  xole
modal  that Dan(is) sick this modal that Dan is sick

The investigation of this process is beyond the scope of this paper and

requires further exploration.

8 Note here that regular main verbs &0 not take [Cop + V3 forms
(1) ani halaxti 1iSon but
I went to sleep

*(11) ani hayiti holex 1lifon
I e past go to sleep
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STACKABILITY OF MODALITIES

Ines Senna Shaw

Abstract: This paper exumines the stackability of the
deontic modalities: permission, ability, obligation and
necessity, in Portuguese, Malay, Korean and English.
Principles are developed in the form of predictions
about the possible logical combinations of these modal-
i%1es and tested by means of sentences submitted to the
judguwent of native speakers., It was found that these
principles and logical combinatory possibilities are
applicable to these four languages and it 1s concluded
that there 1s a high probability of application to any
natural langnage in which these modalities are grammati-
cally realized.

Introduction

This paper 1s a study of stackability or possible combinations of
some deontic modalities such as permission, ability, obligation or imposed
necessity, and plain or existential necessity. I will be trying to deter-
mine the principles which allow modalities to be stacked and whether
these principles hold for different languasges. Predictions regarding the
logical combinations of stackable mddlities are made and
sentences, which are submitted to native speakers' judgment, are used to
verify the accuracy of these predictions.: Used in this paper are the
following languages and their corresponding language families:

English ¢ Germanic Indo-European
Portuguese : Itallc Indo-European

Korean ¢ Altale Common North Asiatic
Malay ¢ Malayan Malayo-Polynesian

The Stackability of Modalities

Permission modals require a source of permission. Therefore, there
are two possible ways of stacking them:

a) 8 ¢ d-l-Sle*
b) 5 O (45, O,

In the first case, a source gives permission to itself to permit itself to
do or be something or to permit something to happen. Such redundancy does
not seem to have any particular function (e.g., as opposed to reduplication
of syllables or words, a redundancy which indicates plurality in some lan-
guages) and, therefore, its occurrence is not expected. The following
sentences confirm this prediction:

¥ibbreviations and symbols are listed in the appendix.
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(1) *The Department of Education permits itself to permit the
publication of that play without- prior cemsorship

(2) *The publication of that play may be permiited without prior
censorship ty the Department of Education (according to the
Department of Education)

Port. (3} *o  departamfto de edukasfo se permite (a si mesmo)
the department of education RP permits Prep. RP Same

& permitir a publikas¥o  dakela pesa  s@ s¥sura
Prep. permit the publication of-that play without censorship

previs
previous

*g publikasfio dakela pesa pode ser permitida pelo  departam¥to
nay permitted by-the

de edukas¥o (de akordo o o departaméto de edukasdo)
in accordance with

In all of these exemples, the sources of permission are redundantly the
same, resulting in ungrammatical, semantically incongruous and logically
impossible sentences. Therefore, the first possibility must be modified

#
t05 Qa ¥ 5 Qo | .

In both cases, (a) and (), the second half of the combination fulfills
the requirement of modal expressions of permission that the permission be
granted to someone to do something. However, in the second combination,
the sources of permission are different, and therefore the problem of
redundancy is absent. Consequently, the stackability of permission modals
is logically expected. The following examples illustrate the second
combination:

(5) you may permit her to leave early.
source X permits you(y) to permit her to leave early

(6) tell them she may be permitted to leave early.

Port. (7) vose pode deisa la sair sedo.
you may allow her to leave early.
h

Korcan (8) ki yoca eke ilecik ttona tolok hslak hays to cot a
the woman DM early leave in order permit may

Malay (9) kamu boleh bemarkan dia pergi awal
you may permit -3pp leave early

These sentences confirm that when source X permits source Y to do something,
the sentence is logical, grammatical and semantically congruous, regard-
less of whether both sources of permission are explicitly mentioned in

the sentence. Therefore, when source X is not explicitly mentioned in

the sentence itself, some sort of identification on the part of the speaker

11
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must occur. I observed that there 1s a tendency to identify the speaker
as the source of the first modal when no explicit source is mentioned
in the sentence. 1t should be added that this will happen only if the
speaker is understood to be involved in the context. Otherwise, source
X may be identified by further inquiry on the part of the hearer or
addressee, or be understood to be someone (other than the speaker) re-
lated to the context.

However, when the expression "according to" occurs, there is a tend-
ency to identify the person according to whom something is said as the
source of the first modal, thus overriding the former tendency. Sen-

tences (5) through (9) and the following examples were used to observe
the identification of source X:

(10) tell them that according to the dean you msy permit her to
enroll late

* (11) according to the dean, she may be permitted to enroll late

Port. (12) diga aeles ke de akordo ¢8 o  reitor vose
tell to them that in accordance with the dean you

pode deiga la se matrikular atrazada
may permit her RP enroll late

Korean (13) kitil e.e nicke tinlok ha tolok ki yoca eke hzlak hays*
them DM 1late enroll in order the woman DM permit

cua to +tdnta ko mal hays 1la
Ben. may Quo. tell Imp.

To verily if such identification is logically possible, these sentences
will be submitted to a test of contradiction. The possible logical
combinations are:

(8) 8y 0q * Sy &g * S~y
®)Syng * Sy 04 ¥ S~ Oy

(14) tell them that according to the dean sﬁe msy be permitted to
enroll late but that I (myself) do not permit it

(15) tell them that according to the dean she may be permivted to
enroll late but that he does not permit it

Port. (16) diga a eles ke de akordo ¢8 o reitor &
say to them that in accordance with the dean specific

pode deiSa 1a  se matrikular atrazada mas ke eu Sgﬂrﬁzdof
may permit her RP  enroll late but that I a

néo permito 1so
not permit this

Port. (17) de akordo cd 0 reitor ' £ pode deisa
in accordance with the dean specific source may permit
of 2nd modal
la se matrikular atrazada mas ke ele n¥o permite iso
her R8P  enroll late but that he not permit this
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These sentences were not perceived to be contradictory. Speakers of
both lenguages agree that the source of the first modal is not the dean.
It seems, therefore, that the dean 1s the source of information rather
than the actual source of authority of the first modal. In the affirma-
tive declarative sentences, he is perceived to be going along with the
source of authority while in the sentences above, he disagrees with one
source of authority. In the particular context given above, native
speakers suggest that the first source of authority consists of regula-
tions with which the dean may or may not agree. The followlng sentencos
show the presumed identification of the speaker of the sentence as one
of the sources of authority.

(18) you may permit her to enroll late but I do not permit it

Port. {(19) vose pode daiég la se patrikular atrazada mas ev nfo
you may permit her RP enroll late but I not

permito iso
permit +this

Korean{20) *ki yeca eke nicke tinlok hatolok helak haecusto
the woman D M 1late enroll in order permit

cohta kilsna nanin kikssil  hslak hact ani ha nta
Ray but ITP 1t OB permit not do PT decl./M

Korean(21) ki yaca eke nicke t#nlok hatolok helak hascusto cohta
the woman DM late enroll in order nermit nmay

ko ha nta k#lgna nanin kikssil helak haci ant ha nta _
Quo.say Decl.Y but I topic it OB permit not do PT Decl.M

In these sentences, the speaker is the source of authority of the negated
model. When the speaker 1s involved in a context of permission and 18
not clearly identified as the first source of authority, no contradiction
ensues in 1 ages such as English and Portuguese, as illustrated by
sentences (18} and (19). It follows that if the context makes the
identification of the speaker as the first source of both affirmative

and negative sentences unavoidable, then a contradiction of the follow-

ing tyre occurs:

#
(22) *You may permit her to enroll late but I do not permit it

Port. (23) *vose pode deifa la S€ matrikular atrazada mas ey ndo
you may permit her RP enroll late but I not

permito iso
permit this

In Korean, however, a contradiction ensues when no source of informa-
tion 1s made explicit in the sentence as (20) 1llustrates. In
other words, if such information 1s not explicit, the speaker 1s assumed
to be elther the actual source of authority or in agreement with the
source. Thus, the stackabllitv of permission modals in sentence (21)
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is logically possible because the sentence makes it clear {bY means of
the phrase ko ha nta (roughly equivalent to 'they say')] that the source
of information or authority of the affirmative sentence is not the
speaker.

In summary, in affirmative declarative sentences, there is a tend-
ency to identify the speaker as the source of information rather than the
actual source of authority, when no other source of information is
explicitly mentioned in the sentences. In some languages, this source of
information 1s necessarily also in tacit agreement with tne source of
authority {(e.g. Korean) while in other languages, the source of informa-
tion may or may not be in agreement with the source of authority (e.g.,
Portuguese, English). In the latter type of languages, the contert, and
not the information contained in the sentence, determines the identifica-
tion of the speaker as the source of authority. Thus, a contradiction
ensues when the speaker 1s unavoidably identified through the context as
the source of authority of the first modal of an affirmative sentence and
simultaneously the authority of the negative sentence. Thus, the follow-
ing logical combination applies to any language:

: *
8 Oa * 550 ¢ S0 O g

Ability modals differ from permission modals in that ability is a
feature inherent in an object. Thus, an object may have or acquire an
ability but not be granted an ability. The following are possible ways
to stack ability and permission modalities:

3 5 04 *51ada
b) 5 Oa *52 Qua
©) 51204 *5 Ga
D S04 *5 Oa

The first combination is illustrated by the following sentences:

(24) #he permits himself to be able to solve highly complex problems
(25) *he may can solve highly complex problems
Port.(26) %ele se delsa peder regzolver problemas estremamente compleksos
he RP allow be able solve probiems  highly complex

Without a specific context, these sentences are perceived to be ungramma-
tical or semantically incongruous, and logically impossible. Apparently,
the source of authority of the first modal is granting permission for an

ability which is not inberent in the object. This hypothesis is also con-
firmed in the following sentences which illustrate the second combination.

(27) *you mey be able to walk unaided in that scene

Port.(28) *vose pode poder adar s& azuda nakela sena
you may be able walk without help in-that scene
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Malay (29) ¥kamu boleh boleh berjalan tanpa pertolongan dalam bagak itu
you may be able walk (without aid in that scene

Malay (30) *kams boleh berupaya berjalan tanpa pertologan dalam babak itu
you may be able walk

(31) *kemn dibenarkan boleh .... itu
permission modal be able

(32) *kamm dibenarkan berupaya ... itu
be, able

However, it should be pointed out that the notion of ability may vary in
different contexts. Thus, it seems possible that a certain type of ability
which 1s not an inherent ability can be granted through permission. To
clarify this point, let us consider the following context: an actor 1s
portraying a man in his struggle to overcome a handicap, an inability to
walk unaided. The director 1s asked to allow the actor to regain the abi-
lity to walk in a certain scene. The actor asks: HMay 1 be able to walk
unalded in that scene? and the director asnswers with (33):

(33) you may be able to walk unaided in that scene

Eoresn (34) ki caNmysn ess nin  toumspsi kel 1lsu isse to tunta
the scene in tople unaided walk can nay

Port. (35) eu deiso vose poder Sdar &8 azuda nakela sens
I allow you be able walk without help in-that scene

As these sentences show, different grammatical and semantic requirements
overating in different languages do not affect the logical combinatorial
structure of modalities. Thus, the prediction that an objJect may have
or acquire an ability (as in the case of the sentences above) 1s con-
firmed. This fact necessarily modifies the previous conclusion about
the first combination and 1t must be expected to be logically possible
as well,

(36) 1 allow myself to be able to solve anything

Port., (37) eu me permito a poder rezolver kwalker koisa
ser capaz de
I me permit to be able resolve anything
myself be capable of

Ability modals express the idea that someocne has the ablility to
do something. This necessarily means that the source of ability is the
source of the action made possible by that ability: this action may be
the granting of permission .

(38) he 1s able to permit her to leave now (that he has overcome
his anger at her having an abortion)

Port. (39) ele agora pode deisa- la ir &bora
he now be able allow her go away
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Korean (40) k& yeca eke cikim ttena tolok helak haye culsu issta
the woman'DM now leave permit can exist

Malay (41) dia boleh benarkan dia pergi
3p be able permission 3p 1leave
pro. pro.

(42) *he 1s able to be permitted by them to leave early

Therefore, the combination sla Oat Sl O d is confirmed but

. #
sla 0 d + 52 Od must be modified: sla 0 d 82 Od'

Let us look at the stackability of ability modals. We now know that the
source of ability has to be the same source astwhat one 1s able to do."
In addition, to say that one isable to be able seems redundant. The
following sentences confirm this observation, suggesting that the follow-
ing prediction is anplicable to any language:

.
$a0¢ © 5 Oa

(43) *he can be able to walk unaided in that scene

(44) *he is able to be able to walk unaided in that scene

Port. (45) ele pode #dar s8m azuda nakela sena
can walk without help in that scene

Korean (46) **toum apsi kelil su iss 31 su issta
wnaided  walk be able Dbe able

(47) toum opsi kslil su iss ta
unaided walk be able

Malay (48) *daia boleh berupaya berjalan tanpa pertologan dalam
3pp may ability modal walk

babak itu

Malay (49) dia boleh berjalan tanpa pertologan dalam babak itu ii.g
3pp may walk

Port. (50) *¥ele pode poder adar S8 azude nakela sena
is able to
be able

I also observed that the sentences in which two modals with the same form
were stacked were considered highly unacceptable. This unaccsptability
may be related to symtactical rules in many if not all languages which
nrevent the sequential repetition of words of the same grammatical
class. As an example, there 1s a study by J. K. Ross (1972), entitled
"Doubling", which shows the ungrammaticality of the sequential repetition
of (the same) present participles.

Similar to permission, obligation requires a source to impose a
necessity to do something on someone. Therefore, it is expected that one
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is obliged to permit something or that one 1s obliged to be able to do
something. The following sentences confirm that obligation and per-
mission can be stacked in this order:

S0 0a *52 O a
(51) he must permit her to go
(52)- he must be able to let her go

Port. (53) ele 6§ ke permitir ke ela va
he has to permlt that she go

Port. (54) 7ele +8 ke poder &dar
he has to be able walk i

Korean (55) ¥’ yaca eke ka tolok hslak ha yscusya hanta
the woman DM to pernit " must

Korean (56) kalil su isssya hanta
walk be able must

Malay (57) dia mestl benarksn dia pergl
3pp - must pernit 3pp go

Malay (58) ?dia mesti boleh berjalan
3pp must be able walk

Sentences (54) and (58) indicate that some speakers felt uncomfortable with
the stackability of obligation and ability modalities. I believe that
this problem may arise from the fact that ablility 1s inherent in predi-
cates such as walk. It should be noticed that these sentences were not
considered ungrammatical. Data from other langusges should shed some
light on this problem.

On the other hand, 1t is expected that one may iwmpose an obligation
on oneself to do something, be 1t granting permission or being able.

(59) he obliges himself to permit anyone to apply for the job,
even though he has an aversion to certain types of people

(60) he obliges himsel® to be able to run 10 miles a day regard-
less of how he feels

Port. (61)._ele_se obriga a permitir ke kwalkan . pessoa pesa ._
RP oblige to permit that any person ask

o &prego
the job

(62) ele se obriga a koxer 10 mikas por dia
run prep. day

Therefore, logically Slo Oa t Sl Od a4 Slo $a * Sia O 4 are
possible, although the second combination cannot be eéxpected to surface
in all languages, given that speakers may percelve abllity to be

inherent in some predicates.




la3

Some of the observations made earlier apply to the question of
whether permission or ability modals can be stacked with obligation,
in this order. Permission may be granted to someone to impose an
obligation, implying different sources for both modals, and one may
be able to impose obligations, implying the same source for both
modals. Therefore, the following combinations are expected:

&) 8§ Oa Soo 0 @
b) Slan + S0 a
© S Qa ¥ 8,04
) 81,04a * S 04

{(63) he may oblige her not to leave town

Port. (64) sele pode obriga-la a n2o sair da sidade
may oblige her prep. not leave of the towm

Koresn {65) ki-nin ki yeca ka chultha ha ci anl ha tolok conyon ha
he topic the woman leave town not to oblige

ysto tonta
may

Malay (66) dia boleh paksa dia supaya tidak tinggalkan pekan ni
may force

{(67) *he permits himself to oblige her not to leave town

Port. (68) ele se permite a si mesmo & obriga-la & n2o
permit himself prep. oblige her

gair da sidade
These sentences confirm the accuracy of the first and third combinations.

(69) he can oblige her to go = he is able to oblige her to go

Port. (70) ele pode obrigs-la & ir
prep. go

Korean (71) ki nin ki ysca eke ka tolok conyon hal su issta
7 7 he topic the womani DMT T to “oblige  be able

Malay (72) dia boleh paksa dia pergi
be able force go .

{73) *he is able to be obliged by her to undergo that operation

Port. (74) *ele pode ser obrigado por ela a fazer akela operasﬁb
be obliged bv her +o undergo that operation

Koresn (75)* ki nin ttena ci ani hamyen ani t8lsu issta
he topic leave according to axist

These sentences confirm the accuracy of the second and fourth combinations.
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.Tﬁsre are two possible ways of stacking obligation modals:

a} S + 8

1008 a 10 O d

b) 8, 0a * %% [la

The first combination states that a source imposes an obligation on it~
self to become the source of the next obligation modal., This results

in a redundant imposition and, logically, the first combinatlion is expected
to be 810 a4 * Slo oa’ The following examples confirm the prediction.

(76) ‘*she obliges herself to oblige her students to come on time

Port. (77) ™cla se obrigs a obrigar os alunos dela a chegar?
refl, oblige to the students of her to come

na sra
on time

However, the imposition of an obligation constitutes a necesaity in
1tself and, even if different sources were involved, one would be obliged
to oblige. o

(78) *he is obliged to oblige his students to come on time = they
oblige him to oblige his students to come on time

Port. (79) *sle € obrigado a obrigar os alunos dele a chegare
is obliged +to oblige

na ora
. .on time

Although grammatical, these sentences are also perceived as redundan’

and the second combination must be modified to:

+*
Sy 0 a * 53 0O ¢
The difference between sentences (80), (83) and (81), (82) lies in the
transitivity of the obligation modality. However, some ambigulty should
be expected when non-specific modals st.a as must are used, because
obligation, in addition to conssituting a necessity in itself, also
_implies & complement which constitutes a necessity as well.

(80) he must be responsible for his own actions

(81) I oblige him to be responsible for his own actions

(82) he 1s obliged to be responsible for his own actions

(83) he must be obliged to be responsible for his own actions
If it becomes necessary to differentiate between plain necessity and
imposed necessity (obligation), a specific modal of obligation is probably
used. Given that such ambiguity occurs, one should expect that NonSpec.
Modal-> A Modal {+obligation], that is, when a non-specific modal of

necessity is negated, the meaning of obligation is automatically assigned
to it to prevent contradiction.
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(84) he must close all the wirdows at night but it is (really)

not necessary = he is obliged %o close all the windows &b
night but it is not necessary

Port. (85) ele t& ke fesar todas as zamelas & noite mas 1so
has to close all +the windows abt night but it
-

nédo ¢ necssario
not 1is necessary e

*(86) he must close the windows at night but it 1s not necessary =
it is necessary that he close the windows but it is nmot -
necessary

Part. (87) *c presizo ke ele fese todas as zanelas mas iso n%o
is needed that he close all the windows but it not

€ presizo
is needed

These Portuguese examples suggest that plain necessity may be differentiated
from obligation by the use of the different expressions presizar and ter ke.
However, ter ke conveys the meaning of plain necessity, unambiguously,
in other contexts,

Given that obligation differs from plain necessity in that only the
former requires that the necessity be imposed by an animate source, and
that plain necessity is the existential fact itself (it is necessary =
there 1s a necessity), the only way these modalities can be stacked is the

This also implies that the following combination igs expected:

S5 ud}*nd
a {d
§d

(88) *he may/ permits that he must be responsible
o can/is-able 0~ "~ ~ it is necessary that he be
must/is obliged to responsible

(89) he must bve obliged to eat more = it is necessary that he be
obliged)(someone talking about a person who has anorexis
nervosa

Port. (90) ele t& ke ser obrigado a komer mais = € presizo ke
has to be obvliged to eat more 1s needed that

ele koma mais
he eat more




Malay (91) die mesti dipakse sopaya makan lebih
he must be forced to eat more

These sentences confirm the accuracy of the predictions above. However,
it should be noticed that some problems remain since in Korean the
equivalent sentence is ungrammaticael:

Koreen (92) *msksya haci ani hamysn ani tdnta

The Stackability of Epistemic and Deontic Modals

Epistemic modals are based on someone's knowledge. The possibility
probability or necessity of something happening is
pr8dicted on the Basig of what one knowg about & set of circumstances.
In addition, these modalities express an existential fact. Therefora,
the same prediction made earlier about deontic modalities of necessity
can be made here. That is, eplstemic modals can only be stacked with
deontic modals when they precede the latter:

* .
Base 1,2 Me + 81,2 Md and 81,2 Md Bl,2 Me.

(93) he may permit her to go = it is possible that he will permit
hor to go *

Port. (9%) ele deve permitir ke tla va

Korean (95) ki ysca eke ka tolok helak haye cul lancito molinta
the woman DY to permit may

Malay (96) die boleh benarkan dia pergi
he may permit her go

(97) one mey be able to solve these problems

Port. (98) algd  deve poder rezolver eses problemas
someone may be able solve these problems

- Koreen (99) 4lsn munce nin pul su issil c¢i to molinte
such problem topic solve De gble nay

The question of stackabllity of different epistemic modals is
not clear yet, and I need to look more into it before making plausible

..—..suggestions. _To mention .just one problem, let us examine the following

sentences.

(100} 1t is possible that John mey be sick

Port. (101) ¢ posiveu ke John este?a doente
is possible that be sick
subjunctive

Korean(102) ??John 1 aphil lsncito molil kapin gsn i issta
sick may possibilitr exist

Malay (103) ? mungkin barangkali dia tidor
possibly probably Le sleep




(104) it may be possible that John is sick

Port. (105) pode ser ke john esteza doente
may be ‘that john be sick
subjunctive

¥orean (106) %7 Johni aphin kesi  kanin halcito molinta
sigk complem. possibility may

Malay (107) ?Barangkal mungkin dia tidor

In English, both sentences (100) and (104) are acceptable. In Portuguese,
the subjunctive expresses one modality; if another modal were used,
the sentence would be ungrammatical. In Korean and in Malay, a problem
of acceptability and grammaticality occurs.

Difficulties of this type abound when one deals with epistemic
modals and I would rather refrain now from making predictions which will
be based on possibly unsound premisges.

The Stackability of the Modals Themselves

This paper has dealt primarily with the stackability of modalities
because this is a necessary step in understanding the semantic properties of
modals themselves. However, some additional observations can be made.

1 - Epistemic modals can be stacked with some deontic modals if
the latter do not precede them. It has been reported, and I have recent-
ly besn told first-hand by a Louisiana resident, -that in a Louisiana 9

dialect, auxiliary modals can be stacked, as for example, "might could".
It is probable that "ecould" is deontic (cf. Portuguese in which epistemic
dever and deontic poder can be stacked).

2 - Auxiliary modals can be stacked with periphrastic or single
form modals provided that the latter follow the former. However, in
English, the opposite can occur, if the auxiliary is part of a sentential
complement as in sentence (100). In either case, stackability depenés
on the properties of modalities and their source of permission
(e.g. same or different sources, etc.

3 - Grammatical constraints prevent some modal gxpressions from
being used in some comstructions. In Portuguese, deisar requires an
object, while permitir requires a sentential complement and must be pre-
ceded by the sentential conjunct ke. Thus, it appears (not surprisingly)
that language-specific constraints, at least partially, _rule the
gtackability of modal expressions,” T

Sumpary and Conclusion

The following is a summary of the possible ways of stacking modali-
tles, confirmed by the four different languages dealt with in this paper
and most 1lihaly applicable to any other natural language in which these
modalities are grammatically realized:




5 Qat 5 0a 51aQ0a %54 ¢ a So04a " 81,2004
8 0a ¥ 5104 5a0a* 54 0« Som1d *51,2 O ¢
8,64 " 890a 8004 8 Q4 S10 04 " 51,2 a4
8 Oa ” 814 0d 5 04*5 Qa

[ #
51 04 * 82004 8a0d 80 Oa

#
8 Oa ™ 81 oQa 514 0a*556 (1a So 0
a{d
od

*ip%g Qd

Another gemeralization found to be true of all four languages is
the following: when the source(s) or base of a modal is not explicitly
mentioned in the sentence, the source or base of the first modal is
jidentified with the speaker, or, the speaker is thought to agree with an
wiindentified source (which may be identified by the context). This
identification usually occurs with single form deontic modal expressions
and with either periphrastic or single form epistemic modals.

(108) according to Rattle (8), he may permit her to go
8

(209) according to Rattle (B),'hicray permit her to g0
e

It should be noticed that with verbs such as say, the source may be

identified with the subject of these verbs, put when according to occurs,

it is the person according to whom something is said that is identified
with the source.

(110) Baldie says that he may permit her to go
(211) Baldie says that according to Rattle, you may permit her
to go

When periphrastic forms are used, the speaker may be assumed to agree
with the source, especially if these forms are in the passive voice as
in the case of Portuguese and English.

" (112) he is obliged to permit her to go

Port. (113) ele £ obrigado a doisa- la ir
he 1is obliged to 1let her go
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However, this need not always be the case, as when the passive is8 used,
for example,

(11%) he is permitted to oblige her to go, if this is really the
only way to get her to assume her responsibilities

In the sentence above, the speaker is identified as the source.

Finally, two other principles were verified. One principle states
that when modals of different meanings are stacked, they have to be of
different forms. If they have the same form, a rule applies, deleting
one of the forms. The other principle states that modals with the same
meaning can be stacked, provided they have different forms. It should
be noted, however, that these principles ar: bound by other con-~
strz;:gs and are applicable only when the modalities in question can be
sta .

As was mentioned in the introduction, this is preliminary work and
further investigation is needed into the stackability of other modalities
and of modal expressions.

Foeotnotes

1 The dis%ribufion of léngﬁages and native speakers consulted for
this paper is the following:

Malay - 2
Korean ~ 2
Portuguese - 5
Fnglish - 5

I am very grateful for the help and patience of all my informants and , _
I would like to especially thank Professor Choon-Kyu Oh, Abdul Aziz
Idris, Marcia Cunha, Pat Hamel and Jerry Shaw.

2 In addition to this perscnal communication, there are two studies
on this linguistic phenomenon which is characteristic of more than one
dialect of English. However, this subject lies outside the scope of this
paper as it involves epistemic modals. References to these papers can be
found in the references.
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Abbreviations and Symbols

permission modality

ablility modality

obligation modality

necessity

deontic modality

epistemic modality
negation

source

base of someone!s knowledge (epistemic)

logically impossible (in combinations)

logically possible (in combinations)

ungrammatical and/or semantically incongruous and/or logically
impossible (before sentences)

indicates hesitancy or doubt of native speaker'!s judgement
benefactive
dative marker
M - declarative sentence marker
imperative
0B - object

Prep.-preposition

pro.~ pronoun

#pp- person pronoun
PT « present tense
Quo.-~ gquotative

RP - reflexive pronoun




A CROSS-LINGUISTIC LOOK AT FUTURE MARKERS

Patricia J. Hamel

Abstract: In an effort to contribute to & determina-
tion as to whether English will is & future tense
marker or & c¢contingency marker, the uses of fubture
markers as traditionally analyzed in Spanish, Alsatian,
Turkish, Hebrew, Malay and Korean are investigated.
Means of indicating future time, ranges of meaning

of future~marked sentences, and the use of future

in contingency clauses are compared cross-linguisti-
cally. It is coneluded that when altematives exist,
speakers prefer %0 reserve the future marker for situ-
ations in which they are less than certain regarding
the occurrence of an event.

The question has been raised in the literaturel as to the nature of
English will: +whether it is in fact a future vense, marking future time
only, or whether it is a contingency marker, expressing & predicted result
given certain conditions. In view of the recent research on language
miversals, and the possibility that data from other languages may be able
% shed some light on the discussion, it is useful % investigate the so-
called future marker in several languages, both related and unrelated t
English. Because of the existence of several tyres of future-like con-
structions in English, and the apparent relationship among them, the
following hypothesis was the basis for the cross-linguistic study:

If a language has more than one verbal construction used
% refer to future time, the construction which is tradi-
tionally considered tc be the future will be more of an
atemporal presumptive marker than a temporal (future)
assertion. ' . _

To test the hypothesis, data on the future constructions and their
usage were gathered in personal elicitation from natige speakers of English,
Spanish, Alsatian, Hebrew, Turkish, Malay and Korean.© Since each of the
consultante spoke English as well as his/her own language, data were elicited
- Dy--a8king-questions- regarding -the-types- of- future-marker-employed-{whether -
verbal affix, periphrastic construction or other means), alternate construc-
tions which may indicate future time, the range of meanings of the future-
marked sentences, and the co-occcurrence of the future marker with conditional
clauses and past~-time markers. ’

Types of future Markers

. 0f the seven languasges surveyed, three have verbal suffixes {Turkish,
Spanish and Korean), one (Hebrew) prefixes the future marker on the verb,
and three have periphrastic auxiliary-type constructions (Alsatian, Malay
and English).
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Verb Stem Future Marker Example
Turkish gel- -EﬂEk ahmet gelelek 'Ahmet will come!
Spanish ir -8,-8s,-4, el ird 'He will go!

-emos ,-4n

Korean ka- -1 kesi n® ka kalkésita 'I will go!
Hebrew g-I-I e-,t1-,yi~ ani egmor 'T will finish!
Alsatian drine vuxt -~ ox vuxt drins 'He will drink!
Malay pergi akan ssya akan pergi 'I will go!
English go will I will go

Other Constructions Which May Indicate Future Time

In all the languages surveyed except Hebrew, the present tense
(sorist in Turkish) can be used to refer to future time. In English,
Spanish and Turkish, the progressive may also be used. Alsatian has no
vorbal construction denoting progressive. In English and Spanish the
tgoing %' construction is very commonly used for future time. Following
are examples from Turkish, Spanish, Korean, Malay and Alsatian which
illustrate such future reference. (Note that the glosses exemplify similar
usage in English.)

Turkish JAorist yardn ahmet gelir
tomorrow A. ccme-aor 'Ahmet comes tomorrow!
Prog. yarin ahmet geliyor
COme-prog 'Ahmet is coming tomorrow'
Future yarin ahmet gelejek
come-fut 'Ahmet will come tomorrow’

In Turkish, the use of the asorist or progressive to indicate future time
is strongly dspendent on context or on the presence of a time adwerb to
specify futurity. The use of the sorist implies that the speaker has less-
evidence for his assertion than is required for use of the future suffix
-EjEk, while the progressive implies more evidence, practically certainty.
This situation differs from English in that the speaker in Turkish makes
a weaker assertion using the aorist than he makes when using the future.
In English, use of the present constitutes & stronger assertion than use
of the future. In both languages, however, use of the progressive is
more of an assertion than use of the future.

* “Malay "~ Preseut s aye pergl Deso? —1I"go tomorrou’
I go  tomorrow '
“uture saya akan pergi
fus 'T will go!
saya akan pergi beso? 'T will go tomorrow!

The difference among these examples is again based on speaker's kmowledge
and degree of ceitainty, but here the time adverb adds to the stremgth of
the assertion. 1In the akan sentences, the speaker is making an assertion
when he uses the time adverb beso?; without it, he is only predicting.
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Spanish  Future el saldra mafana
he leave-fut tomorrow 'He will leave tomorrow!

tgoing to! el va a galir maiana 'He 1s going to leave

goes to leave tomorrow!
Present el sale mafiana

leave-pres tHe leaves tom.rTOw!
Prog. el estd saliendo mafiana "

is leaving 'He 1s leaving tomorrow!

The Spanish speaker makes a distinction among these four alternatives

again based on how certain he i1s regarding the prediction being made. If
the event is scheduled, tickets bought, bags packed, the present or present
progressive would be used. The 'going to! fubture, like the English equi-
valent, also requires strong evidence on the part of the speaker, such as
having been t0ld so by the actor. The future, on the other hand, requires
only some knowledge of the actor!s previous behavior patterns or other such
indirect evidencs.

Algatian Present ox drinkt ht o:ve tHe drinks tonight!
he drink-pres today evening
Future ox vuxt drine mwt o:ve
fut tHe will drink tonight!

Here the speaker uses the present tense form of the verb to refer to
future events only when he 1s certain of the occurrence, and uses the

E&E form as a probabllity construction, basing his conjecture on prior
wledge of the actor's behavior pattems.

Eorean Present John-in naju kimyoil~e pongkip-il pat-nin-ta
tople neﬁ Friday-on paycheck-obj receive{pres)
ve
tJohn gets his paycheck on Fridsy next week!
Joln-#n nall ohu-e thowén ha-n-ta
tomorrow aft.-ip hospitsl leave(pres)
'John leaves the hospital tomorrow afternoon!
Future John-in n@il ohu-e thowén ha-l kesita
' leave (fut)
tJobn will leave the hospital tomorrow!

Note that the example given as the future tense may also be mderstood to
mean ‘I presume that John will leave the hospital tomorrow!. Thus the
future marker in Zorean mey indicate conjecture wather than certainty; to
e:q:rbresa the latter, the speaker will choose the present tense form of ‘the
vorb. e

Range of Msaning of Future-Marked Sentences

In five of the seven languages surveyed (English, Spanish, Mish,
Korean and Alsatian), the informants were quite clear in expressing the usage
of the future marker as indicating possibility or probability. Ihe words




wed to describe the differences among the future and the various other
possible future-time comnstructions were most commonly 'not as certain
about it', only stating a possibility!, or 'probably but not definitely’.
In Hebrew, however, the response was quite different. For the Hel)rew
speaker, there i1s no other possible way to refer to future time save the
above-mentioned prefixes, and the absence of a tense marker indicates
aorist or generic/habitual action. The future construction in Malay (akan
+ verb) also appears to imply more certainty than the future in the five
other languages (Turkish, Alsatian, Spanish, English and Korean). In
Hebrew and Malay, other modal constructions are used to express possibility
and probability.

English, Spanish, Korean, Turkish and Alsatian also use the future
marker to predict wnwiinessed or possible events or states co-occurring
with the moment of speech, and in combination with a past or perfective
marker to state a presumption about a past state or event., The following
are examples of such usage.

English He'll be at home now. It's after 5:00.
You'll have heard about Jack already, I'm sure.

Turkish ahmet gelejekdi 1 Ahmet would have come!
come-fut-past
ahmet simdi evds olajak 1Ahmet is probably at home now!
now house~loc be-fut '

Alsatian ox wvuxt omtsvelfs onkome 'Ho'll probably come by 12:00!
he fut 12:06 come
di vurd rd:dt hon You are probably rightt
you fut right have
aii vurd mu:t s\ gsun 1You were probably tired!
tired be be-part.

John-1 cikim chék-£#1 1lk-ko iss-il kes-i-ta
subj now book-0M read-prog. be-fut-decl.marker
'John will be/is probably reading the book now!
John-1 sce tochak ha-8ss-il kés-i-ta
yesterday arrive past future
tJohn will have arrived yesterday!

Juan tendr§ treinta aflios t John—is™probably 30-years-oldf—
have-fut 30 years
Juan saldrf enojade 'John will probably leave angry
leave-fut angry {1f...)1
Jusn habri llegado ayer tJohn probably arrived yesterdsy!
have-fut arrive-part. yesterday

Contingency Clauses and the Future Marker

Since the nature of clauses dealing with conditions is inherently
contingent, and the future marker was hypothesized as more contingent than
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other possible future forms;, it would seem to follow that the future
marker would be red.ndant, and would not normally appear in such clauses.
In five of the seven languages {Alsatian, English, Spanish, Malay and
Korean) this was in fact the case, even in sentences very clearly refer-

- ring to future time. In Turkish, the future marker can be used, but + Te
1s some question as to when and why In Hebrew, the future must

in any if or when clause as well as in the consequent clause.

Spanish sl estudias mucho el afio entrante saldrds mejor
1f study-pres much year coming come-out-fut better
tIf you study hard next year, you'll do better!

Alsatian  wemex pol ferxdis sitn vers mex essa ge'n
when-we soon finish be fut we eat g0
"When we finish, we will {probably) go eat!

Malay Jika dia pergli dla akan bawa? keretafia
if he go he fut bring car-his
'If he goes, hefll take his cart

John-1 ngil o-myen  mulé po kdss ta
tomorrow come-if ask will decl
tJohn will ask him if he comes tomorrow!

Turkish Io normsl future-referent if clauses, where no particular outcome
1s being predicted, the aorist 1s used:

ahmet gelirse ban gidejein  'If Ahmet comes, I will gof
comg-aor-if I  go-fut-lst s.

But for sl:l.tua-‘-l-:ions- ﬁhere there 1s definite evidence that the condition will
be fulfilled {(e.g. Ahmet has accepted the invitation), the progressive
would be used 1n the if-clausze:

ahmet geliyorsa  ban gelmiyejeim 'If Ahmet is coming, I won't
coms-prog-if I come-neg-fut come!

The future can be used in a situstion somewhat intermediate to these two:

ahmet gelejekse ban gelmiyejeim 'If Ahmet comes, I won't come!
come-fut-if I come-neg fut

Hebrew Hebrew requires the use of the future marker in both condition and
conaequent.

im ate tii?e otl anaxmo nesev yaxad

if you see-fut me we sit-fut together

1If you wee me, we will sit together!

kese ata tihiye benesrim ata tilmad bS miversita .

‘when you be-fut 0)d-20 you learn-fut in university
'When you are twenty years old, you will study in the university!
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Conclusion

In all the languages included in the st..dy except Hebrew, there was
at least one other verbal construction aveilable for referring to future
time:
Present tense &s future: English, Spanish, Alsatlan, Malay, Korean
Progressive as future: English, Spanish, Turkish
Going-to comstructions: Eaglish, Spanisb

In all cases except the Turkish aorist examples, the use of the future
marker indicates less certainty of the occurrence on the part of the

spesker than use of elther the present, present progressive or going o
future. In Turkish, the use of the future marker indicatws iess certainty
than the use of the progressive. One can therefore conclude thut there 1s

a strong indication that in those languages where there 18 a choice, the
spesker will normally choose the future marker rather than the available
alternatives when he is less certain, and has less evidence at his disposal
that the conditions for the vccurrence of the future event will be fulfilled.

Footnotes

1. See Binnick 1971 and 1972.

2. I am grateful to the following people for thelr cooperation in
providing me with language data:. Feryal Yavas, Marguerite Hessinl, Abdul
Aziz Idris, Nora Vera, Amparo Restrepo, Etti Dromi, and Professor Choon-Kyu
Oh.
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THE TURKISH FUTURE MARKER

Feryal Yavag

Abstract: The Turkish future marker has uses
which can adequately be analyzed under the
modal system of the language. This lends
support to the hypothesis that futurity is as
much & modal notion as a temporal one.

B

Introduction ‘ e

There is growing linguistic evidence that indicates & close
affinity between future tense markers and modal categories. Lingulsts
report that in many languages future tense markers function as markers
of & variety of mood/modal related notions like volition, supposition,
intension, etc. (Lyons 1977:815-17, Gltan 1972:75-94). As early as
1931, Jespersen, pointing to the nodal uses of will and ghall, had
concluded that there was Mo future tense in English. More recently,
Binnick (1971, 1972) has given us a detalled account of will and
be going to, showing the presuppositional differences that govern the
usé of these expressions and arguing for their quasi-modal function.
Lakoff {1972) has gone one step further by classifying will among the
modals of English; she considers will to be a modal tha® shows the
highest degree of certainty.

Ultan (1972:80) suggests that this affinity between future and
modal expressions is due to the element of uncertainty that is inherent
both in future events and in the application of modal categories. The
element of uncertainty as an inherent property of futurity is well
recognized by philosophers who observe that there are ontological
differences between the past and future. Gale (1968:103) writes:

Since past events have become present, they
have already won their ontological diplomas,
unlike future events which still exist in a
limbo of mere possibility.

The "openness" of the fubure as opposed to the "closedness" of
the past 1s reflected in the kind of knowledge we speakers of natural
languages possess and express in reporting future events. This lmow-
ledge is typically one of prediction with varying degrees of certainty.
Descriptions of future events are not definite assertions but modalized
utterances of presumption. Prediction is subsumed under this more general
nodal notion of presumption.

Given the above view that futurity is more of a modal than a
temporal concept, 1t follows that the forms used to mark future in
languages are, in fact, markers of presuaptive modality. As such, they
are employed in all contexts, regardless of the time reference, where
presumption is involved. Thus, the use of the so-called future tense
markers in utterances where fuburity is not involved is in no way
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"deviant" or "special" as some linguists believe (Hormstein 1977).
On the contrary, it is predictable and explainable.

In this paper I will examine the non-future uses of the "future
tense" marker in Turd<ish and show that Turkish presents additional
support for the above hyvothesis.

Non-future Uses of the Turkish Future Marker

The morpheme -(y)E EK' is analyzed as the future tense marker
in Turkish; thus baSla 'begin': baflayajak !'(he/she/it) will begin';
ggl ‘come!; gelejeim 'I will come'. Yet there are certain contexts
where -(y)EJEK 1s used despite the fact that the time reference is not
future. Observe the following:

1. John - a  telefon et - me, $imdi uyu - yor ol - ajak
dat. telephone make ~ neg. now Ssleep - prog. be
"Don't call Juhn, he will be sleeping now.!

. John ¥imdi kiitiiphane - de ol - éﬂak
“ now library - loc. be
'John will be at the library now.!

John diin -~ kil sinav - £ gel - mi¥ ol - ajak

' yesterday - relative oxam - acc. pass - perf. be

ki yiz - i gl - iyor

complement face - pass smile - prog.

'John must have passed yesterday's exam, that ie why he looks happy.!

. =Din biri san - a telefon et - t1
yesterday someone you - dat. telephone make - past

-John o0l - a:ak
be

-'Someone called you yestarday.!
-1That will be John.'

What seems to be the common elemsnt for the appropriate use of these
-(y)EJEK utteransdes 18 the following: the speaker 1s dislocated

elther in place, as in (1-#), or in time, as in (3-4). The speaker is

not in a position to make » categorieal assertion. However, on the basis
of his knowledge, he pres:mes that the situation holds true (did hold true)
at the moment of speech {prior to the moment of speech), and he expresses
this by employing ~(y)EJEK. Thus, such utterances involve eplstemically
qualified propositions end -(y)EJEK functions as an epistemic modal. That
this is the case can be seen in the -mEll counterparts of these sentences.
The verbal ending -mEll 1s the Turkish modal that corresponds to English
must/should?, i.e.; 1t 1s the necessity operator in Turkish. Replacing
<(Y)EJEK with -mS1I in (1-}4) does not result in any significant change in
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meaning. Compare (2) with (5).

5. John ¥imdi kiitlphane - de ol - mali .
now 1library - loc be
1John must be at the library now.!

‘The reader will notice a close parallelism between English and
Turkish. First, the fubure markers will and -(y)EJEK are used in contexts
ware futurity is not involved. Secondly, these contexts seem to overlap
with those of the necessity operator go that the substitution of mus
for will and of -mEll for -(y)EJEK yields only a sligat change o nagnings,

In his attempt to give a unified account of English tenses,
Hornstein (1977) considers all non-future readings of will as "deviant,"
as coming from the underlying modal will as opposed to the "normal" uses
where will is the temporal future marker. In his view, the form will
is ambiguous between temporal and modal meaning.

Following Hornstein's line of analysis, we can do the same for
Turkish. We can posit homophonous forms -(y)EJEK; !future marker' and
-(y)EJEKo 'a modal!; but what would be achieved? Would we be any closer
to explaining why two totally unrelated languages like Turkish and English
present strikingly similar pictures with regard to their future marker?
On the contrary, I believe this line of analysis would distort the
picture by suggesting that what we find in English and Turkish is
merely accidental. That is, Hornstein's line of analysis would suggest
that these languages Just happen to have homophonous forms for marking
future and presunptive modality. Evidence from a variety of langusges
clearly indicates otherwise. The formal identity between the expressions
of future and presumptive modality in languages can only be explained by
recognizing their semantic affinity.

To return to -(¥)EYEK, the non-future uses ﬁf this suffix are
almost always ignored in the grammers of Turkish.' Underhill (1976:280),
for example, takes the peripherastic form -mI¥ ol+ajak (perfective
be+(y)EJEK) to be the marker of the "future perfect tense." This, of
course, is due to his analysis that -(y)EJEX marks futurity, and only
futurity, in Turkish. 4 quick glance at (3) would reveal that his
analysis is not viable. What marks future in utterances like (6) is
not -(y)EJEE, but the future time adverb.

6. John hafta ~ ya tez - in - 1 bitir - mis ol - ajak
week - dat. thesis - poss, - acc. finish
'John will have finished his thesis (by) next week.!

In the absence of a fubure time adverb and/or a future context, the
event time 18 not interpreted to be in the future. In a neutral context,
(7) can only mean 'I presume that John has finished his thesis by now.!

7. John tez - in - 1 bitir - nid ol - ajak
thesis - poss. acc. finish .

There is an interesting difference between past and future adverbs




in the way they interact with -mI¥ olajak. Compare (8), (9), and (10).
8. John evlen - mi3 olajak

got married
tJohn will have gotten married (by now).'!

. John golen sene evien - mi¥ olajak
last year
tJohn will have gotten married last year.!

. John sene - ye evlen - mi¥ olajak
year - dat.
'John will have gotten married (by) next year.t .

'Last year' in (9) 1s understood to mark the time of the supposed event.
However, 'mext year' in (10) is interpreted as a time by which the
marriage will have taken place. In other words, while the past adverbial
marks event time, the future adverbial marks a time subsequent to event
time at which the-results of the event are observable. Let us call

this 'reference time.!

It seems that in Turkish, time adverbials in sentence initial
position can only mark reference time. If 'last year! in (9) is preposed
to the initial position, the sentence becomes awkward; no such change 1s
observed when 'next year! of (10) undergoes preposing.

11. 7?7 Geden sene John evlen - mi3 olajak

last year got married .
'last year John will have gotten married.'

. Sene - ye John evien - mi¥ olajak
year - dat. get marrie
'(By) next year John will have gotten married.!

This difference in the behavior of past and future adverblals
should not be taken as an indication of the different functions of
-(PEJEK (1.e., modal vs. temporal), for the same facts are observed
with other modals. As with ~(y)EYEK, the periphersstic forms consisting
of the perfective -nI3 plus the modal can be used both for past and
future reference. Moreover, the past and future adverbials present
the same difference with these forms i.e., past adverbs marking event
time, and future adverblals marking reference time. Compare (8-10) with
the following:

13. John evlen - mi$ ol - mali
got married
tJohn must have gotten married (by now).'!

14, John on giin onje evlen - wi$ ol -~ mald
ten day before/ago - - -
tJohn must have gotten married ten days ago.!




. John hafte - ya evlen - mil ol - mald
week ~ dat.

1(1it): John must have gotten married (by) next week.!

. John evlen - pif ol - abil - ir
get married perf. be may/can aorist.
'John may have gotten married (by now).!

. John din evlen ~ mi% ol ~ abil - ip
yesterday

tJohn may have gotten married yesterday.!

. John yaz ~ a evlen -~ mi¥ ol ~ abil - ir
summer - dat.

1(1it): John may have married (by) next summer.!

What we observe is a veIY consistent pattern for modals in
Turkish. In this respect, Turkish differs from English, for in the
latter will have can collocate with future adverbials but may have 5
and must have collocate only with past adverbials, not Pfuture adverbials”.
o use of ~{y)EYEK as the presumptive marker in sentences with

non-future reference is not limited to matrix clauses. Compare (19)
< -with (20):

19. ¥ary John -~ un #Simdi ev =~ de ol - du ~wm ~u
gen. now home - loc. be -~ particip. - poss. - acec.
8oyl - iyor
say - prog.
tMary says that John is at home now.!

20._Ma:ryJohn-un Simdi ev ~ de ol - aja - in -~ & 86yl - iyor
gen. now home loc. be poss. acc. say - prog
'Mary says that John will be at home now.!

In Turkish, that-complements are genetive comstructions. They require
that the genitive suffix be attached to the subject NP and that the
possessive suffix that agrees with the subjJect in number and person be
suffixed to the participle. The participles are ~-DIX and {y)EJEK and
choice among them is, according to Turkish grammars, governed by tense:
"The suffix ~(y)EJEK is used when the tense of the correspending simple
sentence 1s future; the suffix -DIg is used in all other cases." (Under-
hill 1977:322). In the light of (20) we can see that statements like
this are not accurste. The difference between (19) and (20) is clearly
not one of time but one of presence vs. absence of presumptive modality.
Now observe the modal ~Ebil in the following:

21. ¥ary John ~ un svlen -pi8 ol - gbil - eje - in ~ 1 &byl - iyor
gen. get married perf. be may/can poss - acc. say - prog.
'Mary says that John may have gotten married (by now).!




22. Mary John - un kirk ya$-in - ds ol - gbil-eje-in~1i 8Byl ~iiyor
gon, forty year poss. loc. be may?can gen acc. say prog.
'Mary says that John may be forty years old.!

The modal -Ebil is ambiguous between possibility, ability and
permission readings. In utterances like (21) and (22), where the
intended meaning is that of possibility, the use of -(y)EIEK as opposed
to -DIK is obligatory. That 18, whenever -Ebil is used as an epistemic
modal, 1t is {y)EJEK and not -DIK that occurs in the clavse. To put it
another way, the ambiguous -Ebil can be interpreted epistemically only
when -(Y)EIEK is present in the clause. This implies that there is
an affinity between epistemic modality and -(y)EJEK, and it supports
our claim that =(y)EJEK 15 not & simple temporal marker.

So far, we have looked at the use of -gz)EEEK in non-future
contexts. Let us now consider another context where the analysis of
~(y)EJEK as a mere future tense marker fails.

Observe the antecedent clause of the following indicative
conditionals:

23. John uyu-r - sa %alif -abil - ir - im
sleep sorist conditional work may/can aorist 1 sg.
tI1f John sleeps, I can work.!

24, John evien -~ ir -~ se Mary &ok sevin - ir
get married sorist cond. very be happy aorist
tIf John gets married, Mary will be very happy.'

. John telefon ed - er -~ se bes - de tekrar ara - o8
telephone make aorist condit. five loc.again look for infinitive

- 8in - £ s0yle
poss. acc. say '
tIf John calls, tell him to call back at five o'clock.!

Notice that the time reference of these antecedent clauses is future
(otherwise we would hgve -(I)yor for 'pr?s%nt'/a.nc_l _‘i_Di ior 'past!: cf.
uyu-r-sa 'if he/she sleeps', uyu-vop-sa 'if he/shé is sleeping', and

~-ysa 'if he/she slept;), yet we do not find -(y)EIEK. If<y)EJEK
were & simple future tense marker, one would expect it to occur in these
clauses.

The absence of -(y)EJEK in (23 - 25) does not, however, mean that it
never occurs in antecedent clauses. Compare (26 -27) with (23 ~24):

26. John uyvu - yajak - sa %ali8 - abil - ir - im
slcop ccnd. work may/con aorist 1 sg.
'If John is going to sleep I can work.!

27. John evien - efek - se Mary Lok sevin - Iir
got married cond. very be happy aorist.
'If John is going to get married, Mary will be very happy.'

In an antecedent clause, <(y)EYEK implies that the fubure evemnt 15 a




result of a present decision, intention, plan, cause, etc. The main
clause is dependent, so to speak, on this Present decision ete. and
not on the future event. For example, (27) can be paraphrased as
'If John has the intention of getting married (or has decided to get
married), Mary will be happy.' In other words, Mary will be happy
if 1t turns out that John has such an intention. In (24), om the
other hand, Mary*®s happiness i1s dependent on the actualization of
John's marriage.

It is true that there are cases where the element of intention,

decision, etc. is implied even in the absence of -(y)EJEE. Consider
tha'follawing: :

28. Arat = -% sat - ar -8a -1 ben al - ir - im
car Joss. - acc. sell - gorist - cond. 2 sg. I buy - aorist - 1 sg.
tIf you sell your car, I'll buy it.f®

29. Araba~n-% sat-ar-sa-n ban - a haber ver
I dat, news give
'If you sell your car, let me know.'

The only possible interpretation of (28) is 'If and when you
decide to sell your car, I'll buy it.' Unlike (28), (29) is ambiguous,
it could mean either 'I want to be informed if and when my addressee
sells his car' (i.e., after the sélling takes place) or 'I want to be
informed if and when he decides to sell his car.!

There is, however, a crucial difference as to the moment of
decision between (28 -29) and their counterparts with -(y)EJEK.

30. Araba - n - & gat - ajak - sa-n ben &8l - #r - im
car poss. acc. sell cond2sg. I buy sorist - 1 sg.
'If you are going to sell your car, I'll buy it.!

31. ?8rgba - n - & sat - ajak - sa - n ban - & haber ver
car poss. acc. sell cond 2 s8g. I dat. news give

tIf you are going to sell your car, let me know.'

In (30 - 31), it is no longer if and when my addressee decides to sell his
car, but rather if he presently has the intention/decision to do that.

I believe (31) is awlkward because the consequent clause suggests the
opposite of the antecedent clause, i.e., the consequent clause presupposes
that the addressee 1s not in a position to tell ‘now! whether or not

he has such an intention,but the antecedent clause lwplies that he is.
Once we change the consequent clause and make it compatible with the
assumptions of the antecedent, (31) becomes perfectly natural.

32. Arsba -n - & gat - ajak - sa - n, sGyle
say
'If you are going to sell your car, tell (me).'

The naturalness of (32) as opposed to (31) indicates that -(y)EJEX in
antecedent clauses marks the present intention, decision, etc. of the

115




146

future action.

The above hypothesis predicts that, when the verb in the antecedent
clause denotes a mental and/or psychological state, -(y)EJEK would not be
appropriate. Normally, no conscious exercise or effort is required for
achievement of such states and, therefore, they cannot be planned,
programmed or decided upon. The following unacceptable sentences show
that this i1s precisely what we find:

33. ??John Mary - 1 sev-ejek-se evlen - ir
acc. like cond. get married aorist
1If John is going to like Mery, he'll marzy (her).!

34. ??John Mary - i tant - yajak - sa 15 - e al - ir
acc. recognize cond. work dat. take aorist
'If John is going to recognize Mary, he'll hire (her).t

Now, consider the following sentences:

35. araba-m - 4% sat-ajak-sa -m semal - #r - m: - sin?
car Dposs.acc. sSell - cond - 1 sg. youhuy~ aorist - ques. -2 sg.
1If I am to sell my car, will you buy (it)?!

36. sinav-a gir-ejek-se - san-a haver ver-ir - im
exam - dat. enter cond. - 1 sg. you - dat. news give - aorist 1 sg.
'If I am to take the exam, I'll let you lmow.!

When the speaker and the grammatical subject of the antecedent clause are
the same person, as in (35 - 36), the use of -(y)EJEK often implies a quasi-
imperative situation in which the speaker is under the command or order

of another individual. It is understood that the decision is being

made by gomeone other than the speaker himself. Given our hypothesis

for -(y)EYEK and the semantics of conditionals, it should not be surprising
that we get a quasi-imperative interpretation. If -(y)EJEK indeed marks
present intention/decision, as I claim it does, then the decision maker

in these utterances can not possibly be the speaker himself. If the

speaker is the decision maker, his use of a conditional construction would
violate CGricean maxims governing conversation; in particular, the maxim

of quantity which states thab one should make his contribution as
informative as is required. Whether or not we should analyze the quasi-
imperative reading of such utterances as conversational implicatures,
resulting from the interplay of what is sald and the rules of conversation,
is beyond the scope of this paper. It should be pointed out, however,

that the imperative interpretation of -(y)EJEK utterances is not restricted
tothe conditionals. Like English will, -{y)E)EK 15 frequently used to

glve orders or commands. ‘

37. $imdi do:ru yata - a gld - ejek - sin
now straigiit bed - dat. go 2 sg.
'Now you will go straight to bed.!

38. ders - in -1 bitir-meden bu oda -dan &ik -mi-yajak-sin
legson - poss - acc finish before this room - abl. leave - neg 2 sg.
You will not leave this room before you finish your lesson.!
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Turning back to conditionals and antecedent clauses, the likelihood
of the fulfillment of & condition 1is perceived to be greater whem -(y)EJEK
is present than when the sorist morpheme 1s used. Of course, this is
only natural in the light of what is sald above. We can say that the
fulfillment of & condition expressed in an antecedent clause contasining
the aorist morpheme is assumed to be merely possible, but in an
antecedent clause containing -(y)EJEK, i1t 1s assumed to be probable.

Conditional sentences proved once again that ~(I)E3EK is not a
mere future marker. Futurity in the antecedent clause 1s not marked by
=(y)EYEK. When -(y)EYEX is used, it indicates motions like intention,
plan, etec. In the literature, it has been observed that, typically,
epistemic modals do not occur in antecedent clauses where other modalities
are allowed. The reason for this might be that, since antecedent
clauses themselves involve epistemic modality, it would be redundant
to employ another epistemic modal operator. In English, for exsmple,
may and must are interpreted deontically, marking permission and
obligation, respectively, when they occur in if-clc-rees. The same 1s
true for Turkish. Given this, we now find, once again, & parallelism

.between -(y)EYEK and other epistemic modals. If & future marker is one
type of epistemic modality marker, as we have assumed, then it 1s
predictable that future markers would not be allowed in antecedent

clauses; or if allowed, they would show some other semantic function.

As we have seen, when -(y)EJEK occurs in an antecedent clause, it expresses
intention, decision, ete., which are not strictly epistemic concepts.

Conclusion

Even in & relatively well-studied language like Turkish, there are
areas which still require & much more thorcugh examination. The
semantics of the verbal suffix -(y)EJEK 1s one such area. In this short
paper I have tried to show that 8 suffix has a function in the modal
system of the language in addition to 1ts function in the tense system.
The modal function of -(y)EJEK has been totally ignored in the literature.
I have shown that the atemporal, modal function of this suffix is similar
to that of the stemporal function of the future marker of an unrelated
language 1ike English., This similarity can not be accidental, and should
be assessed in the light of the hypothesis that futurity 1s as much a
modal notion as & temporal one.

Footnotes

1. The capital letters stand for morphophonemic representations

E: /e, a/ D: /%, 4/
I: /1, &/ K: /k, @/

2. Actually, like English gust, should, -mELY is ambiguous
between eplstemic and deontic readings:




eg. Ahmet 3imdi ev - de ol - mali

now home - loc. be
(a) It 1s necessary that John is at home now (epis).
(b) John is obliged to be at home now (deontic).

With stative verbs, the epistemic reading is more likely; the same is
true with perfective and progressive aspect,

3. In voth languages, the use of the future marker implies
stronger presumption than the necessity operator. Yet, there seem to be
differences in the interchangeability of the future marker with the
modal in the two languages. It sppears that in English, if the
- assumption is based only on circumstantial evidence, will can not be
used. This 1s not so in Turkish. Sentence (3) demonstrates this
difference in that will can not replace must in the English translation.

%, Underhill (1976), Lewis (1975), and Swift (1963) do not even
mention such uges of -(z!EjEK and the grammars written by Turkish
linguists often spare not more than a sentence or s0 for these.

5. Homsteln (1977) uses these facts related to the adverbial
collocations of modals as arguments for positing two wills., He
argues that the fact that will have but not must have or may have can
collocate with future adverbials proves that the will of wi%i have is
not a modal.
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