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PREFACE

As far as is known, all languages have ways of expressing modality,
i.e., notions of possibility, necessity, contingency, etc. But this per-
vasive phenomenon 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 speaker's
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 known 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
Linguistics were written by graduate students at the University of Kansas
_for a seminar on modality taught by Professor Choon-Kyu Oh in the spring of
1979. They deal with a variety of topics bearing on modality and 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 ALSATIAN

Marguerite A. Hessini

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

and [mr:n] (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 imposed on
the agent. The deontic and epistemic meanings of Al-
satian modals support Horn's (1972) hypothesis that

the latter two meanings are semantically 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.
My corpus is limited to examples of
the dialect variety spoken in Strasbourg,
the provincial capital, of which I am
a native. '

As Alsatian 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 examples. For
clarification, a few observations seem
appropriate. Alsatian stops are voice-
less, lenis in word initial and medial
positions, fortis in word final posi-
tion. I will represent the former by
< [b, d, g] and the latter by [p, t, k].

' The approximant [r] is a uvular trill
or a uvular fricative, the latter ad-
jacent to a voiceless consonant or

St. : Strasbaurg
t Alsace

i SPMIN
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word-finally after a vowel. I am using the symbol [w] 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
adverbial 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 is to "express a relation of the event to reality" (Bouma,
1973). This may be expressed by the formula:

S+ X M 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 distinct verbal
category with specific syntactic characteristics. Their broad basic
meanings within the domain of social customs may be described as follows:

[kens] : ability, opportunity
*[ me¥ds] : inclination, desire

[vela] : intent, want

[dirfs] : permission, right

[sola] : duty, obligation

[m1:n] 3 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.

(la) mr m1:n bli:ve
(1pl=sbj must stay)
'we must stay!'

(1b) mr sin geblivs
(1pl=sbj be=aux stay=pp
'we have stayed=we stayed!

(2a) dii kong ri%t hon
(2sg=sbj can right have)
'you (sg. informal) may be right!
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(2b) di hed rast ghet
(2sg=sbj have=aux right have=PP)
'you were right=you have been right'

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

(3) i8 mes ha:m (ge:n)
(1sg=sbj must home (go))
'T must go home'!

(4) do 3or¥ kon elsdsif (reds)
(the George can Alsatian (speak))
'George knows (how to speak) Alsatian'

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

(5) A: me:$ 3un ge:n?
(must=you (sg. informal) already go)
'do you have to go already?!

B: jo, 1S my:s
(yes, lsg=sbj must)
'ves, I must go!

(iii) when the idea of 'to do' is present:

(6a) mr kens s mpxe 'we can do it!
(1pl=sbj can 3sg=neut=D0 do)

(6b) mr kens(s) 'we 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) ar medt hils
( 3 =masc=sg=sbj would-like-to cry)
'he would like to cry!

(7p) or font-on tse hile
(3=masc=sg=sbj starts to cry)
'the starts to cry=he is starting to cry!

(8a) or kent g¥ejt srn
(3=masc=sg=sbj can=pres. subj intelligent be)
'he might be intelligent!
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(8b) ar brlt-si¥-in gdejt tse s
(3=masc=sg=sbj imagines-himself intelligent to be)
'he believes (pictures himself) to be intelligent!

2. Modals do not take the 3rd person singular marker [~t] in
the present indicative, but do take the 2nd person singular marker

[-s]:

(9a) 1i% sol 1la:vs 'T am supposed to live!
(9b) dil sol¥ 1&:ve 'vou are ...!
(9c) or sol 1l¥:ve the...!'
(10a) 1i¥ 14:p 'T live=I am living!
(10b) dil 14:p% 'you...'
(10e) sr la:pt ‘he...!

3. Modals remain single in the present subjunctive like the
auxiliaries [hon] 'to have!, [sin] 'to be' and [dw:n] 'to do' (the
latter only when used as an auxiliary). Other verbs usually form the
subjunctive with the present subjunctive of the verb [dw:n] 'to do',
which then functions as an auxiliary:2

modals subjunctive:
(11a) kens 'can' ar kent 'he could'
(11b) vels 'want! ar vot 'he would like to!
auxiliaries:
(12a) hon Thave! ar hit 'he would have!
(12b) sIn The! ar VH:T 'he would be!

other verbs

[d&t] (pres. subj. of [de:n] + inf. of the verb:

(13a) ge:n 'go! aor dit ge:n 'he would go!
(13b) gla:ve 'believe! or dit s gla:ve 'he would believe i
(13¢) de:in ‘'do! ar dit s du:n 'he would do it

4. A double infinitive construction is found in a compound tense
when a modal verb is used with a complementary infinitive. The modal
verb functions, then, as an alternate past participle identical in form
to the infinitive. This is clearly illustrated when the main verb is
omitted, but understood, and the past participle of the modal auxiliary
is used:

(14a) 1% hops mrxe kens
(1=sg=sbj have=aux do can)
'T was able to do it!

tl

3
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(14b) i8 hops gekent
(1=sg=sbj have=aux can=pp)
'T was able to do it!

(15a) mr hon furt ge:n mI:n
(1=pl=sbj have=aux away go must)
'We had to leave!

(15b) mr hon furt gemi:nt
(1=pl=sbj have=aux away must=pp)
'We had to leave!

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

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

(16a) os vurt kume kens
(3= neut=sg=sbj fut. aux come can)
'she (informal) will (probably) be able to come!

(16b) as 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 distinet syntactic characteristics.

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

(17a) s briist nit tse hils
(3=neut=sg=sb] need not to cry)
'she (informal) must not cry!
'she doesn't have to cry!

[briise] is also used as a non-modal:

(17b) s briist ns n1t
'she doesn't need him'
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Semantic Characteristics

Modals 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 is submitted to some exterior
influence with which the speaker concurs. Thus [mr1:n], [sole], and
[dirfa] are modals that involve a source external to the agent that
affects the event.

(18a) dii dirf¥ ro:ds
(2=sg=sbj may guess)
'you may guess!

Someone gives the permission to the agent; if it is not the speaker, then
the latter concurs:

(18b) 4ii sols ro:ds
'you should guess' (the suggestion implied in Alsatian is
much stronger than that of English 'should!')

Someone strongly suggests the obligation to the agent; if it is not the
speaker, then the latter concurs.

(18c) 4dii mv:8$ ro:de
'vou must guess'

Someone absclutely compels the agent. If it is not the speaker, then
the latter concurs with him.

Modals Involving an Internal Source of Authority.

1. 1In the case of the modals [kens], [medde], [vele], the agent
—1s the carrier of the ability, the desire, the will; the source of the
event lies with the agent, and the speaker confirms it.

(19a) dii kans gla:vs
'yvou can believe!

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

(19b) dii me$ts gla:ve
'yvou would like to believe!

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

(19¢) dii vit gla:ve
'vou want to believe!

The agent has the will to believe, and the speaker confirms this.
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2. It seems that in the case of [kens], [mesds], and [vels].
there is a 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 a real object, whereas [dirfs], [sols], and
[m1:n]. which involve an external authority, cannot.

(20)  is kon elsdsis
'T know Alsatian - I can speak Alsatian'

(21) is medt ns ni1t
'T don't like to have him - I wouldn't want him!

(22) is vIl ken %nigs
'T don't want any snails!

Range of Probability Expressed by Alsatian Modals. The degree of pro-
bability regarding the potential fulfillment of an event is another
dimension expressed by Alsatian modals. The two subcategories mentioned
earlier each have a range of three levels (see 18a, b, ¢ and 19a, b,

c), from great uncertainty to strong probability, from mere suggestion
to strong compulsion. The use of the subjunctive further allows expan-
sion of the range of varying degrees of probability:

(23) ar mes SvA:T Sofa
(m1:n:pres.ind.)
'he must work hard!'

(24)  ar sol sva:r sofs
(sole:pres.ind.)
'he must work hard=he is expected to work hard!

(25)  ar sot svd:r sofs
(solo:pres.subj.)
'he is supposed to work hard=he should...!

(26) or mist svd:r sofs
(mI:n:pres.subj.)
'he would have to work hard!

In (23) the agent is under absolute obligation to comply. In (24) the
agent is 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,
either by choosing not to or by being unable to. 1In (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 indica-
tive.
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Negation of Modals

Negation Expressed Through Standard Oppositions.

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

a. mIl:n : it 1s necessary that...

furt ge:n (s) = &ON furt ge:n (s)

(5) = ;or; (George)

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

b. ni1t kene/n1t dirfs : it is not possible that.. = it is
necessary that...not... .
~ 2 ~  furt ge:n (s)
(28a) do-%or¥ kon n1t furt ge:n
(can not)
'George may not leave'! (=it is not the case that George may

leave)

(28b) ds-Sors dirf n1t furt ge:n
(is not permitted to)
'George may not leave' (= it is necessary that George not
leave!

c. kenog/dirfs : it is possible that ...=it is not necessary
that... not...

O furt gen (8) = ~[ ]~ furt gemn (3)
(29a) ds-Surs kon furt ge:n

(29b) do-Sor# darf furt ge:n
'George may leave'

d. nlt bril8s : it is not necessary that... =it is possible
that... not...
~ = ~[] furt ge:n (&)
(30) do-%or¥ brtudt nrt furt tss ge:n
"George doesn't have to leave!

2. These basic relationships between the modals in Alsatian may
be illustrated schematically as follows, taking the "logisches Quadrat"
(square of opposition) cited by Blumenthal (1976) as a model, with the
following root meanings of the modals:
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'necessary!
'forbidden'
'permitted!

'optional!

NOTWENDIG UNMOGLICH
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Referring to the Alsatian examples (27 to 30) given under sections a, b,
¢, and 4, we obtain the following:
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sub-contrary
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a

¢

d

~[J~F

Alternate Forms.

~ [P

- 1. The use of the negative as pertaining to Alsatian modals needs
to be specified further. The negation of [m1:n] (a): [nit mr:n] may
replace [n1t brii¥a] (d) as illustrated below.

(31a) or mu:s nit $vid:r ¥nfH
(31b) sr brist nit $vi:r tse sofs
(3= masc=sg=sbj must not hard work)
need to
'he doesn't have to work hard!
(32a) dii m1:3t% n1t bri:ls
(32b) 4dii bridtd nit tssbri:ls
(2=sg=sbj must=pres.subj not shout)
(need=pres.subj to)

'vou wouldn't have to shout!
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(33a)
(33h)

(34a)
(34b)

W
si m1:n n1t 1mer snége hon

si briise n1t mer $nige tse hon
(3=pl=sbj must not always snails have
(need to)
'it is not necessary, that they always have snails (for food)'

um nit &ofs tsomi:n, het or si¥ gronk g¥delt
um n1t Spfe tse brti¥s, het ar si¥ gronk g¥delt

(for not work to must, has he himself sick acted)
'in order not to have to work, he acted sick!

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

2. There are other instances, when [n1t mr:n] may replace
[n1t ddrfs] (b) or [nit kens] (b):

(35a)

(35b)

(35¢)

(36a)

(36b)

(36c)

(37a)

(37b)
(37¢c)

(38a)

dll me:s drs n1t moxe, so eps mopxt mr nit
(2=sg=sbj must this not do, such something does not one)
'you must not do that, one doesn't do such a thing'

dii d&rf8 d1s n1t moxs, so eps mpxt mr nrt

dli kan& drs nit moxo, so eps moxt mr nit
'vou may not do that, one doesn't do such a thing!

dis ms:8 nit vo:r sIin
(this must not not true be)
'this is certainly not true=this is most likely not true!

dIs kpn nit vo:r sIn

dis diarf nit vo:r sin
'this cannot be true!

sr me:s nIt gronk sin

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

'it is imperative that he not be sick!

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

ar kon nit gronk sm

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

dii me:s n1t driirid sm
(2=sg=sbj must not sad be)
'vou must not be sad'
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(38b) dil kan$ n1t dmiris sin

(38c) du darf¥ nit driri$§ sin
'it is necessary that you not be sad'

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 illustrated above, each sentence
containing [nI1t mI:n] may be paraphrased using (b) [nit kens]/[n1t dirfs],
the two latter modals implying a lesser degree of compulsion than when
[n1t mI:in] is used. Furthermore, whenever the subject is 2nd. pers.
singular [dii], the sentence has the character of a negative imperative
rather than of a statement. 1In that case it implies from the speaker's
point of view that the subject is in a position to comply with the pro-
hibition, which would explain why this type of sentence, in which
[ntt m1:n] may optionally replace [nit kens]/ [n1t darfs], is only used
in the present tense and never in a question form:

(39) *my:s du nit dririd sin?

3. The use of alternate negative forms 1s restricted, however,
as there are instances in which only [nIt mr:n] may be used, and others
when only [nr1t brigsa] is appropriate:

(40) v#n is n1t vo:rds hit mr:n, v4r i¥ ¥un lpn tha:m
(if I not wait have=pres.subj. must, be=pres.subj. I already
long at-home)
'if T hadn't been compelled to wait, I would have been home
long ago!

(41) mu:s n1t om drejs vider Xnfa?
(must=you not at 3 again work)
'don't you have to work again at three?!

Examples (40) and (41) imply a 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 assumed by the
subject:

(42) 18 hop do gontse duv: niks moxe brilds
(1=sg=sbj have=aux the whole day nothing do need)

'T didn't have to do anything the whole day long - I needn't
do anything...'

(43) di hitd ajodli¥ niks sa:ve briiss
(o=sg=sbj have=pres.subj. strictly-speaking nothing say need)
'Actually you didn't have to say anything!



32

It may perhaps be possible to conclude here that when [nrt mr:n] is
used exclusively, there is a real obligation that exists and that

is external to the agent, whereas when [nr1t briiSe] is used exclusively,
the obligation is merely assumed by the agent,

Negation and Modal Subcategories. The division between the two cate-
gories of modals, those that depend on an outside source of authority
([d4rfa]l, [sols], [m1:n]), and those that don't ([kens], [medds],
[vela]), remains the same in the negative:

(44) 1is hop ken huner, i% kon nox niks 4se
(1=sg=sbj have no hunger, l=sg=sbj can yet nothing eat)
'T am not hungry, I can't eat anything yet'

(45) 1% hop ken huner, i¥ mest nox niks ass
'..., I would like not to eat anything yet!

(46) 1§ hop ken huner, is vril nox niks ass
'..., I don't want to eat anything yet'

(47) 1is hop ken hunsr, i¥ darf nox niks #ss
'..., I may not yet eat anything!'

(48) 1i¥ hop ken huner, is sol nox niks #ss
'..., I (strongly) should not yet eat anything'

(49) is hop ken huner, i§ mus nox niks #ss
..., I must not eat anything yet'

Examples (47), (48), and (49) indicate a reference to an external
authority, which is not the case in examples (4%, (45), and (46).

" Negation Expressed Through Adverbial Expressions. Negation may not be
expressed solely through the negation of a modal, but may be conveyed
through an adverbial expression, which may be either a clear negation
such as [n1:] 'never', [unme:jli¥] 'impossible', or a limiting expression
such as [ktm] 'hardly', [nums] 'only', [s 1% ktm me:jli¥] 'it is hardly
possible!, [unvor¥inli¥)] 'unprobable', [venik$dens] 'at least', [heksdsns]
'at the most!

(50a) dii me¥ venik¥dens sivetsis fronge do dafrr betsn:le
'you must at-least 70 francs there for-it pay)
'vou must pay at least 70F for that!

(50b) *dil briis venik8dens sivetsi& frongs do dofir betsv:le

(51a) dii muS hek$dens s1votsis frongs do dofrr batsm:ls
'yvou must pay at the most 70F for that!
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(51b) di brié heksdens sivetsis fronge do defir bstsp:le
'you must (need) pay at the most 70F for that!

The implicit negative in [hekSdens] 'not more than' has a wider scope
than the modals, while that of [venikXdsns] has a narrower scope. (5la)
and (51b) may be paraphrased as follows:

(51c) dii briis nit me: pls srvetsi¥ frongs do dofir batsr:l
'you 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:

(50c) dii mu8 me: vls sivetsi¥ frongs do dofir betsp:le
'you 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 pay no less than 70F'. [hek¥dans] 'at the most' =x(x )
marks the maximum, but [veniksdens] 'at the last! indicates that x(x <)
is minimum which in Alsatian is incompatible with [bru¥s] 'need' (50b),
which in this context may be used to express sufficiency but not neces-
sity.

[venik¥dans] 'at least'! (50b):

¥ A< $70
* » $70
[ hek¥dans ] 'at the most' - [n1t me: pls] 'not more than'
(512 and 51b):
7> 870
<870
External and Internal Negation. External and internal negation are

possible in Alsatian with possibility expressions such as [s kon sin]
'it is possible', and [s 18 me:j1i¥] 'it is possible':

(52a) s kon sm, dos s-gredsl gronk IS

(it can be, that the-Gredel sick is)
'it may be that Gredel is sick!

O gronk (G) 3 ~[J~ eronk (6)
i. internal negation:

(52b) s kon sin, dps s-gredel n1t gronk 1¥
'it is possible that Gredel is not sick!

O~ eronk (@) = ~ [ eronk (G)
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ii.

(52¢)

it s S

(52d)

(53a)

(53b)

(53¢)

(53d)

external negation:

s kon n1t sin, dos s-gredel gronk IS
'it is not possible, that Gredel be sick!

~ O gronk (G) = [ ]~ eronk (G)

internal-external negation:

s kon n1t stn, dos s-gredel nIt gronk 18
'it is not possible, that Credel not be sick!

~<>~grr>nk () [ eronk (@)

s 1% me:jli& dos os sid frajt In ondsra umsti#nds tss sin
(it is possible that she (informal) herself be-happy in
other circumstances to be (=be with child))

'it is possible that she is happy to be pregnant'

5 18 me:jlié dps s sis nIt frajt m nders umsténd tsa sin
'it is possible that she is not happy to be pregnant'

s 1§ nlt me:jlié das os sis frajt tn opndsrs umst4nds tss sin
'it is not possible that she is happy to be pregnant'

s 18 nit me:jlis dos ss si¥ n1t frajt in onders umstands
tss si1In
'it isn't possible that she is not happy to be pregnant!

External and internal negation are possible also with an expression such
as [s my:s sin] 'it must be the case,' provided that the negative form
is either [s kon nit sin] or [S dirf n1t sin] 'it can/may not be'

- within the context below:

(5k4a)

(S4b)

(54¢)

(54d)

5§ my:s sIn, dos s majdsls driiri¥ 18
(it must be, that the girl-dim sad is)
'it must be the case that the little girl is sad'

s me:S s1n, dps s majdels n1t driirid 18
'it must be the case, that the little girl is not sad!

s kon n1t sm, dos s majdels drtiri§ 1s
'it is impossible that the little girl is sad!

s kon n1t s, dos s majdels nit druri¥ 1§
'it is impossible, that the little girl not be sad!
(= she must be sad)
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Epistemic and Deontic Meanings of Alsatian Modals

Relationship Between Root Meaning and Epistemic Meaning. This section
pertains only to the modals [darfe] 'be permitted to'!', [sole] 'should!',
[mr:n] 'must', which imply an external source of authority. Modals in
Alsatian support Horn's (1972) hypothesis that there is a systematic
connection 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
so in a systematic way as the following sentences illustrate:

(55a) dii darfts ra:¥t hon®
(you may=pres. subj right have)
'vou may be right!

(55b) dii dirfs » glas hon
(you may an ice-cream have)
'you may have an ice-cream!

(56a) sini Svesdsr sol Se:n sin, hov is ghe:rt
(his sister must pretty be, have I heard)
'his sister must/is supposed to be pretty, I've heard'

(56b) = hot#s sol se:n sin, um 1n dirs Uisstelun prvajt tse grejs
(a hostess must pretty be, for in that fair work to get)
"in order to get a job at that fair, a hostess has to be
pretty!

(57a) d no:xbere mes 1Ire mon forhaws, mr he:rt ns brr:ls
(the neighbor (fem.) must her husband beatup, one hears
him yell)

'the neighbor must be beating up her husband, one hears
him yell!

(57b) A no:xbers mes Ire mon farhaws, suns did or nit 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 wouldn't
get up!

[ddrfe] in (55a) indicates possibility, in (55b) permission. [sola] in
(56a) indicates probability/assumption, in (56b) weak requirement/obliga-
tion (there may be an exception to the rule regarding physical appearance
when hiring a hostess for the fair). [mr:n] in (57a) indicates certainty,
in (57b) strong obligation/requirement. Thus these modals are ambiguous
between epistemic and root meaning, as [d&rfs]may fluctuate between the
meaning of possibility and that of permission, [sole) between probability
and obligation, and [m1:n] between certainty and requirement. Yet there
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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 are conveyed through the following

modals.

1. Ability. Only [kens] in its root meaning is used to express
either physical or mental ability.

(58a)

(58b)

(58c)

(59)

(60)

(61)

dr-sors kon-s moxe (physical)
(the-George can-it do)
'George can do it!

dr-sors kon-s nrt moxe (physical)
(not)
'George can't do it!

kon-s dr-sors (nit) moxe? (physical)
'can ('t) George do it?

s-gredsl kon dits  (mental)
(the-Gredel can German)
'Marguerite knows German!

(fut): m o-jo:r vurd or ge: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 is gla:n brn gsyn, hov is elsdsis
gakent )
{kene reds
(when I small have been, have I Alsatian known/know speak)
'when I was small, T knew (how to speak) Alsatian'

(mental)

(pres. subj): kents 4t so eps lipfa? (physical)
(can-pres. subj you such something lift-up)
'could you 1lift that?

(pres. subj): dt kents mr om gSrr halfs  (physical)
(you can-pres. subj me at-the dishes help)
'vyou could help me with the dishes!

(past subj): hats dd so eps gla:ve kems?  (mental)
(have-pres. subj-aux you such something believe can)
'could you have believed that?!



37

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

2. Permission. Both [kens] and [dérfe] in their root meaning may
be used, with [kems] paraphrasing the permission sense of [darfa].

kens
'we are permitted to go!

(65) mr dérfé} ge:n

(66) jd§r§§ (n1t) mrt kume?
\kons
'are 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 {?érfe bli:ve

(68) (past): mr hon nrt fiil didrfe sin
(we have not lazy be-permitted be)
'we were not allowed to be lazy'

(69) (pres. subj): dérf@é hasis rawxe?
kents
(may=pres. subj=you grass smoke)
'might you smoke grass?' (more doubt involved than if
indicative were used)

(70) (past subj): hit do giiSt Stige dirfe le:re?
(have=pres. subj the Gustave embroider be-permitted learn)
'could 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 [mr:n] (absolute obligation/requirement) and
[sole](obligation, but the agent has a choice available as to whether
or not to comply) are used with [nrt briiss] and [nit d4rfs] as possible
negatives as indicated in the Negation section. The root meaning of
[sole] corresponds roughly to English 'should! as defined by Boyd and
Thorn (1969:66), stating "that somebody or something makes a demand".
In Alsatian that demand seems to be stronger than that conveyed by
'should'.

(7la) mr mi:n om a:nsse dort sin
(we must at=the one=o'clock there be)
'we must be there at onse!
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Both internal and external negation may apply.
(71b) mr mI:n om a:nse nit dort sin

(7le) mr mi:n nit om a:nse dort sin
'we must not be there at one!

[so0la] may be substituted for [mr1:n] in the above sentences, indicating
then a lesser degree of requirement. (The agent may possibly either be
unable or unwilling to comply).

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

(72a) (past) heé éva:r épfa mI:n?
(72b) hes sva:r mr:n $pfa?
(have-you hard work must/must work)

'did you have to work hard!’

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

(73)  (fut) is wur drs fErtis moxe mr:n
(I fut-aux this finish do must)
'T will have to finish this!

It seems that the negation of the root meaning of [mr:n] and [sols]
is done respectively with [ni1t briiSs] and [ni1t dirfo] unless the nega-
tions [n1t m1:n] and [n1t sols] are used.

(74a) att me:s slo:fe
'you must sleep'

(7%b) At brus nit tse Slo:fs
'vou don't have to sleep!

(75a) mr sols unsri ma:nun sa:ve
(we must our opinion say)
'we are supposed to tell our opinion'

(75b) (mr dirfo unsri ma:nun nit sa:ve

(75¢) \mr d4rfo nr1t unsri ma:nun sa:vs
'we must not tell our opinion!

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

(76)  (pres. subj):i8 mr:st mi$ drumbr:re, vén is nrt sofs mr: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): dd hits niks sa:ve sols
(you have=pres.subj nothing say should)
'vou shouldn't have said anything!'
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4. Possibility. To indicate possiblity both [kens] and [d#rfe]
are used in their epistemic sense, the latter modal in the subjunctive
only.

(78)  dii kons ra:st hon 'you may be right!
(you may right have)

(79) s kon sin, dos d ra:st hes
'it may be, that you are right!

Both internal and external negaticn seem possible:

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

(80b) s kon n1t sin, dos d ra:st hes
'it 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 subjunctive may be used with epistemic
[kens]. When the subjunctive is used a greater degree of doubt is
conveyed. The subjunctive of [dirfs] paraphrases the subjunctive
meaning of [kens] with no difference in meaning. Interrogative forms
are possible:

(81) |kent (er so plt sin?
dirft
Ecan=pres.subj he so old be)
may
'can he possibly be so 0ld?'

(82) hit so-eps me:jlié kens 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 18 me:jlis dos er gronk 18 gsin
(it is possible that he sick is been)
'it is possible that he was sick!

(84) s 1s me:jlis dvs sr gronk virs vurd
(became fut. aux)
'it is possible that he will be sick!
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5. Probability/Supposition/Assumption

a. To express probability the fugure auxiliary [vd:re], an
adverbial expression such as [vorsinlis] 'probably', or both may be used.

(85a) dii vurs rd:st hon
(you fut. aux right have)
'vou are probably right'

(85b) dii hes vorsinlis ré:st
(you have probably right)
'vou are probably right!

(85¢) dii vurs vorsinlis rast hon
'you are probably right!

In (85¢) there seems to be a greater commitment on 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]
"tomorrow', [1vermorjs] 'the day after tomorrow', [hito:vs] 'tonight',
[tm o jo:r] 'in a year', and so on. An alternative is to use the
future auxiliary [vi:ra&] with the infinitive of the main verb (see
chart p. 30).

(86a) ar kumt morjs
'he will come tomorrow!

(86b) er vurt morje kume _
'he will come tomorrow' or 'he probably comes tomorrow!

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

(86c) ar vurt gonts siser morje kums
'he 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.

b. To express supposition, assumption, and related probability,
[m1:n] and [sols] may be used in the various tenses, in the declarative
and negative forms, but not, it seems, in the gquestion form.



(89)
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ar sol ninenintsié jo:r plt sin
(he must 99 years old be)
'he is said to be 99 years old!

si mi:n fol sin, um sofi:1 grombo:1 tse mpxe
(they must drunk be, to so-much din to do)
"they must be drunk to make such a din'

si hen fol mi:n sIn, um s0 eps tseo mpxs
(they have drunk must be, to such something to do)
"they must have been drunk to do such a thing'

dﬁ{ml:été} nrt vol sin
sot§

(you must-pres.subj not drunk be)

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

dii hats nit 1m virtshiis sode bli:ve
{you have-pres.subj not in-the pub must-subj stay)
'you should not have stayed in the pub)

Necessity/Conclusion. To express necessity, conclusion, only

[m1:n] 'must' in its epistemic sense is used, and the modal cannot be
negated nor take an interrogative form.

(92a) or my:s tha:m stn, s 1lr1:&t 1§ on

(he must at-home be, the light is on)
'he must be home, the light is on'

(92b) or me:s nit tha:m s, s 18 les frnsder

(93)

(94)

(he must not be home, it is all dark)
'he must not be home, everything is dark'

s majdels me:s gronk sin, s het gebroxe
"the 1little girl must be sick, she vomited!

s my:s ri:jo, s vokst niks me:
(it must rain, there grows nothing more)
'it is necessary that it rains, nothing grows anymore'

While the modal in this sense can only be in the present tense, either
indicative or subjunctive, the event denoted by the main verb may be in

the past.
(95)

or mes tha:m sin gsin, is hob ne reds he:rs

(he must at=home be be=PP, I have him talk hear)
"he must have been at home, I heard him talk!

When the subjunctive is used, there is always a counter-factual meaning.
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(96)

(97)

7.

a.

or mI:st tha:m sIn gsin

'it would have been necessary that he be home (but he wasn't)!'

or mr:st do:t stn, um s-mul nrmi uf tse moxe

(he must=pres.subj dead be, for the mouth no=more open to do)

'he would have to be dead not to open his mouth anymore!
Volition

Alsatian has two modals [vels] and [mesde] (the latter used

only in the subjunctive) which in their root meaning express either
want or intent (indicative) or inclination (subjunctive).

(98)

(99)

(100)

(101)

(102) [

ié v1l vise vos d moxs
'T want (to) know, what you are doing'

vit eps sa:ve?
(want=you something say)
'do you want to say anything?!

mr vels niks defun vise
(we want nothing from-it kmow)
'we don't want to knmow anything about it!

vot
'T would like to have peace!

ig {meét re:j hon

vots |n1t mritkume?
me¥t¥
'wouldn't you like to come along?!

[vele] in the subjunctive paraphrases [mesds], but with a slightly
stronger degree of volition. [vels] is distinct from other modals con-
sidered so far, in that the event denoted by the main verb lies in the
future; 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 [vels] by the mere fact that the
potential realization of the event often falls in the future. Futurity,
however, does not seem essential to the meaning of [velsa] and [me8de].

(103)

(104)

or sp:t or vIl sis s 14:ve nims
(he says he wants himself the life take)
'he says he wants to kill himself'! (volition)

or so:t sr vurt sié s l&:ve nime
(fut.aux)
'he says he is going to kill himself' (future)
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[vele] may be used in all tenses, in declarative, negative and question
forms.

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

(106) (fut) mr virs &VIime vele
(we fub.aux swim want)
'we will (probably) want to swim!'

(107) (fut) dit vurd svime kene vels
(you fut.aux swim can want)
'you will want to be able to swim!

(108) (past subj) hats nit ¥vime vels?
(have=pres.subj not swim want)
'wouldn't you have liked to swim?

b. Whenever [vele] 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)
'he wants others to eat! or:
'he claims to have eaten!

Either the subject of the main verb is understood to be different from
that of [vels] ('he wants the food to be eaten by someone') and [vels]
is then used in its root meaning, or there is only one subject for both
[vels] and the main verb ('he claims to have eaten') and then [velalis
used in its 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
[vels] is based on information that comes from the future. Therefore
[vels] in its root meaning is incompatible with a main verb in the past.
Although (109) uses the perfective [ghse hovn] 'have eaten' the meaning
conveyed refers to the future 'he wants others to eat' and not 'he wants
others to have eaten'.

c. [vele] in its epistemic meaning seems to convey an assertion
which the speaker questions.

(110) »r vl gdejt sin. un debi: kon or nrt uf drej tse:ls
(he wants smart be, and by-that can he not up-to 3 count)
'he claims to be intelligent, yet he can't count up to
three! (=yet he is really utterly dumb)

(112) si velofi:1 gdlt hon, un debi: vo:ne ss 1mm » lox
(they want much money have, and by-that live they in a hole)
'they claim to have a lot of money, yet they live in a very
shabby place!
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(113) dii vit In omirikp: geld:pt hon, un kvns ken vort #nlis?
(you want in America live=PP have=aux, and you=can not=
a word English)
'vou claim having lived in America, and you don't know one
word of English?!

In the preceding examples, the second clause is not necessary to convey
the speaker's doubt; non-linguistic devices such as gestures, intonation
may do as well. It seems then that in the case of epistemic [vela],
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 not occur with any
of the other modals.

d. There are a few rare instances, when [vels] may mark an impera-
tive 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 listener, and is syntactically a question.

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

When, instead of [vels], Alsatian uses [v#:re] the future auxiliary
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 kume?
(fut. aux=you immediately home come)
'will you come home right away?!
'you probably come home right away?!

V. Conclusion

Much remains to be investigated about modality in Alsatian, and
the preceding observations are merely a preliminary attempt to describe
some of its aspects. In general, the modals seem to express pre-
sumptiveness to a certain extent. When the modals [m1:n], [sols],
[ddrfs] are used, the speaker views the event as being dependent on
some external authority. When [kens], [mesds],[vels] are used, the
speaker views the agent as the initiator of the event. Within each
category there are points along a probability continuum which may be
expanded through the use of the subjective.
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Force Source of Authority
Internal External
great uncertainty
slight possibility (kens ] [darfs]
intermediate [mesds ] [sole]
strong probability _
or compulsion [vels] [mr:n]

When the modal is in the subjunctive rather than in the indicative
mood, an additional counter-factual dimension is added, which increases
the degree of doubt conveyed (see footnote 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 speaker's
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 in a more comprehensive study. How does the spesker 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:

i) mr ge:n sofs
'we 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] 'to know!

ii) 18 vist ken lisvi:]
i¥% d4:d ken iisvd:] vise
'T wouldn't know any way out!

[ge:n] "to go!
iii) s ging om nit ums gilt
s did sm nit ums gdlt ge:n
(it would go him not about money)
'it wouldn't be a matter of money according to him!
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[kume] 'to come!
iv) van eor kume kent, kam or sofort
van er kume kent, didd er sofort kums
'if he could come he would come right away!

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

4 The double infinitive construction is not restricted to modals;
it may occur with a very few verbs such as [he:re] 'hear'! and [sd:n]
Tsee!':

v) 1is hob se ru:fs he:rs
(I have them call hear)
'T heard them call!

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

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

vii) 4t d4rfts » glas hon vén d %luge kents

'you 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 that the event stands in no designated 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) vin or kume vot, sot sor d rais moxe 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)
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7 Example (106) illustrates 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) dii vur$ dort svime kens mI:n
(you fut=aux there swim can must)
'vou will have to be able to swim there!

x) s kent sin, dos dii gla:ve kens vels mests
'it could be possible, that you would like to want to be able
to believe!
(it can=subj be, that you believe can want would-like=2=sg)

xi) er kent rd:st hon
'it might be possible that he is right!

xii) eor mrst rd:st kene hon
'he would have to be able to be right! (but isn't)

xiii) v#n or eps sa:ve vot, sot ar rd:st kens hon
Iif he wanted to say something, he should be able to be right!

In both (xii) and (xiii) [kene] no longer retains the epistemic meaning
of (xi). It seems then, that in Alsatian, when modals are stacked,
only the highest in the phrase-structure tree may be epistemic.
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MODALITY IN ALSATIAN

Abbreviations and Symbols Used:

1

2

3
aux
dim
DO
fem
fut
ind
inf
masc
neut
pl
PP
pres
sbj
sg
subj

1st. person
2nd. person
3rd. person
auxiliary
diminutive
direct object
feminine
future
indicative
infinitive
masculine
neutral
plural

past participle
present
subject
singular
subjunctive

it is necessary that
it is possible that
negation

proposition





