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1. Jvadas

Modalumo tyrin¢jimy ir darby Sia tema netriiksta, taciau néra (ir galbiit niekada nebus)
visuotinio sutarimo, kaip modalumo kategorija turéty biiti apibréziama ir analizuojama,
nekalbant jau apie sutarimg dél tinkamiausiy, priimtiniausiy terminy.

Disertacijoje modaluma a$ traktuoju kaip su poziiiriu susijusig kategorijg. Mano
tyrimo iSeities tasSkas yra prielaida, kad modalumas — tai semantiné kategorija, visy
pirma susijusi su kalbanciojo iSsakomu poZiliriu ] propozicijas arba ] situacijas.
Pagrindinis skirtumas tarp mano siilomo modeliy ir kity modalumo analizés modeliy yra
tas, kad mano modelyje reikSmingu dalyku laikomas visy pirma skirtumas tarp atskiry
poZiirio tipy, o kiti dalykai, tokie kaip pozilirio Saltinio tapatybé (ar kalbantysis i§sako
savo paties, ar kieno kito poziiirj) arba pozitirj lemiancios priezastys, laikomi papildoma
informacija. Tokia informacija gali buti relevantiska pasirenkant raiSkos priemones
(pvz., vieng ar kitg modalinj veiksmaZzodj) konkreciu atveju, taciau ji néra esmin¢ paties
pozilrio tipo apraSymui ir analizei. Pavyzdziui, aS nelaikau spéjimo ir dedukcijos
skirtingomis modalinémis kategorijomis, nes abiem atvejais kalbétojo poziiiris yra tokio
paties tipo (ir sp¢jimo, ir dedukcijos atveju reiSkiamas neneutralus paprastas poziiiris;
terminy neneutralus ir paprastas apibrézimai pateikiami kitame puslapyje).

Pagrindiniai Sios disertacijos tikslai yra @) sukurti semantinj modalumo aprasymo
modelj, kur modalumas biity aiskiai apibréztas, iSskirti modalumo tipai ir paaiSkinti
santykiai tarp Siy tipy, bei b) pateikti dabartinés norvegy kalbos modalumo apraSyma,
kur Sie modalumo tipai biity sistemingai iSanalizuoti semantikos ir raiSkos atzvilgiu.

UZdaviniai, kuriuos reikia atlikti siekiant minétyjy tiksly, yra tokie:

a) aiSkiai apibrézti, kas yra, o kas néra modalumas, identifikuoti skirtingus
modalumo tipus, centrines ir periferines modalines kategorijas, privalomuosius ir
fakultatyvinius jy skirtumus, o taip pat semantines kategorijas, kurios néra priskirtinos
modalumui, tac¢iau glaudziai Su juo susijusios;

b) apraSyti neepisteminio pozitirio raiSkos priemones norvegy kalboje;

¢) apraSyti episteminio pozitirio raiSkos priemones norvegy kalboje;

d) aprasyti pozilirio ir neigimo (negacijos) aprépties santykius;

¢) apraSyti tokius atvejus, kai viename posakyije yra iSreiksti du poziiiriai,

f) aptarti dabartinés norvegy kalbos modaliniy veiksmazodziy atitikmenis senojoje

norvegy kalboje ir jy reikSmes.



2. Mano modelio pristatymas

Antrajame disertacijos skyriuje pristatau modalumo semantikos aprasymui skirtag modelj.
Modalumg apibréziu kaip semanting kategorija, susijusiag su pozidriu; pasirodé
produktyvu brézti ribg tarp neutralaus bei neneutralaus pozitrio ir tarp paprasto bei
kompleksinio poziiirio, atsisakant tokiy tradiciniy terminy Kaip galimybé ir bitinybe.

Neutralus poziiris reiSkia, kad kalbétojo (ar kieno kito, jeigu kalbétojas persako ne
savo poziiir]) nuomone, néra kliti¢iy propozicija laikyti atitinkancia tikrove arba situacija
— tikétina. Taciau kalbétojui taip pat nekilty kliGéiy, jeigu paaiSkéty, jog ta pati
propozicija tikrovés neatitinka, arba jog ta pati situacija nebus realizuota. Bet kuriuo
atveju nekyla jokio konflikto tarp tikroveés ir kalbétojo iSsakyto poziirio.

Neneutralus poziuris reiSkia, kad kalbétojas yra pasirenggs propozicija laikyti
atitinkancia tikrove, arba situacijg — tikétina. Jeigu paaiskéty, kad propozicija tikrovés
neatitinka arba situacija nebus realizuojama, i8kilty konfliktas tarp tikroves ir kalbétojo
tik¢jimo ar lukeciy. Taigi atsirasty problema.

Taciau kalbétojas gali iSreikSti, jog yra pasirenges priimti ir kitokio poziiirio
galimybe. Kitaip tariant, kalbétojas turi galimybe signalizuoti, kad kiti dalyviai gali turéti
kitokj nei paties kalbétojo poziiiris. Tai nereiSkia, kad kalbétojas tokiu atveju yra
neuztikrintas dél savo paties pozitrio. Tad yra skirtumas tarp neutralaus pozitirio (Zr.
auks$ciau) ir ty atvejy, kai kalbétojas iSreiskia neneutraly pozitri, sykiu signalizuodamas
alternatyviy poziiiriy galimybe. Kaip techninius terminus disertacijoje vartoju terminus
paprastas ir kompleksinis poziiiris, kurie apibtidina tuos atvejus, kai kalbétojas tiesiog
iSreiskia neneutraly pozitirj nelicencijuodamas jokiy kity pozitiriy (paprastas poziiris), ir
tuos atvejus, kai kalbétojas iSreisSkia savo neneutraly poziiirj ir sykiu signalizuoja kitokio,
alternatyvaus pozitrio galimybe (kompleksinis poziiris). Kompleksinio pozitirio sagvoka
yra viena 1§ svarbiausiy mano tyrimo ypatybiy.

Skirtumas tarp paprasto ir sudétinio poziiirio yra relevantiskas tik neneutralaus
pozitrio atveju. Pagal mano samprata, kompleksinis poziiiris reiskia kad kalbétojas ne
tik turi savo poziiirj, bet taip pat, kad jis pripazjsta galimybe, jog kity Zmoniy poziiiris
gali biti kitoks. Neneutralaus poziiirio atveju egzistuoja skirtumas, arba opozicija, tarp ty
atvejy kai kalbétojas neatmeta kitokiy pozitriy galimybés (kompleksinis poziiiris, kaip
kad posakyje Jonas turéty vykti j Paryziy, John ought to go to Paris) ir ty atvejy, kai

skaitytojas savo pozilirj pateikia kaip vienintelj jmanomg (pvz., Jonas privalo vykti j

6



ParyZziy, John must go to Paris). Neutralaus pozitirio atveju $is skirtumas, ar opozicija,
néra tiek pat relavantiSka. Kitokiy poZitiriy galimybé yra inherentiSka neutralaus pozitrio
savybe. Jeigu kalbétojo poziiiriu nekyla jokiy kliticiy ir tuo atveju, jei veiksmas bus
jvykdytas, ir tuo atveju, jei nebus, tai, vadinasi, kalbétojas automatiSkai pripazjsta
kitokiy pozitiriy egzistavimo galimybe. Pavyzdziui, sakydamas Jonas gali vykti j Paryziy
(John can go to Paris), kalbétojas automatiSkai pripazjsta, kad Jonas gali ir atsisakyti
keliauti. Jei kalbétojas nesutikty, kad Jonas gali atsisakyti, tai jo poZiiiris jau bty
neneutralus, ir jis sakyty, pavyzdziui, Jonas privalo vykti j ParyZiy (John must go to
Paris). Netgi tuo atveju, kai Jonas pats kreipiasi ] kalbétojg praSydamas leidimo, o
kalbétojas tg leidimg suteikia, iStardamas Taip, Jonai, tu gali vykti j Paryziy (Yes, John,
you can go to Paris), kalbétojas automatiskai suvokia, jog Jonas turi teis¢ ir galimybe
apsigalvoti ir galiausiai pasilikti uZzuot keliaves | ParyZiy. Galima biity svarstyti, kieno
poziiiriai, kalbétojo nuomone, yra verti démesio. Kai kuriose kalbose galbtt yra skirtingy
neutralaus pozitrio raiSkos priemoniy, a) kur kalbétojas isreiskia tik tai, kad jam nekils
problemy, nezitirint ar veiksmas bus atliktas, ar ne (Jonas gali vykti j ParyZziy, John can
go to Paris), prieSpastatant b) kur kalbétojas sykiu iSreiskia, kad gali bati kity Zmoniy,
kuriy pozitiris bus kitoks, t. y. neneutralus (A4s nepriestarauju, kad Jonas vykty j ParyZiy,
bet jo tévas gali priestarauti, taigi Jonas turi paklausti ir tévo, ar Sis leis; As for me,
John can go to Paris, but his father may object, so John must also ask his father for
permission). Ir a), ir b) atveju kalbétojas turi buti pasirenggs, kad bent jau pats Jonas turi
galutinio pasirinkimo galimyb¢. Empiriniai duomenys rodo, kad norvegy kalboje néra
sugramatinty rai$kos priemoniy skirtumui tarp a) ir b) isreiksti. Zinoma, $is skirtumas
gali baiti isreiSkiamas leksiniy raiSkos priemoniy pagalba, kaip auks¢iau pateiktame
pavyzdyje, kur kalbétojas gali pridurti: ... bet jo tévas gali priestarauti, taigi Jonas turi
paklausti ir tévo, ar Sis leis; ...but his father may object, so John must also ask his father
about permission, bet atskiry modaliniy veiksmazodziy Siam kontrastui perteikti
norvegy kalba neturi. Taigi skirtumas tarp kompleksinio ir paprasto poZzitrio neutralaus
pozitirio atveju néra lingvistiskai relevantiskas ta pacia prasme kaip kad neneutralaus
pozitrio atveju. Disertacijoje a$ laikysiuos pozicijos, jog neutralus pozitiris automatiskai
yra paprastas, kadangi kalbétojas neinicijuoja — ir negali inicijuoti — diskusijy ar deryby
del kokiy nors kliti¢iy buvimo ar nebuvimo laikyti propozicijg atitinkancia tikrove arba

laikyti biisenos realizacijos galimybe tikétina. Tokios diskusijos ar derybos yra

7



prasmingos tik tuo atveju, kai kalbétojas pats turi neneutraly poziiirj ir yra pasirenges
18klausyti alternatyvius poZitrius.

Pragmatiskai kompleksinis pozitiris gali biiti interpretuojamas kaip silpnesnis
kalbétojo jsitikinimas nei paprastas poziiiris, kuris skamba kategoriskiau ir labiau
nekompromisiskai. Taigi kompleksinis poziliris gali biiti interpretuojamas kaip turintis
savyje tam tikrg abejonés ar neuZztikrintumo elementa, vadinasi, kaip reprezentuojantis
silpnesn; jsitikinimg 1§ kalbétojo pusés. Taciau 1S tiesy kalbétojas nebiitinai turi biiti
neuztikrintas ar maziau uztikrintas savo paties poZzilriu tam, kad galéty pripaZinti kity
dalyviy teis¢ turéti ir iSreiksti kitokius pozitirius.

Mano sitilomas modelis gali biiti pavaizduotas Sitokia schema:

Neepisteminiai poziliriai Episteminiai poZiiiriai

Kovr_n_pl.eksmls bor, burde, skulle, ville bor, burde, skulle
poziiiris

Neneutralus
pozitiris md (nenurodomas poziiirio
Saltinis), vil (noréjimas)
skal (asmeninis ar md, vil
institucinis poZziiirio
Paprastas Saltinis)

poziliris e
kan (nenurodomas pozitirio

Neutralus Saltinis), kunne, ma (kartu

poziiiris su frazémis gjerne / bare /

veer sd god)

kan (dinaminés / situacinés
reikSmés)

kan, kunne

1 schema. Modalumo tipy ir norvegy kalbos modaliniy veiksmazodziy vartojimo atvejy

apzvalga

Duomenys rodo, kad kalbétojas turi galimybe nenurodyti, kurj i§ gretimy 1 schemos
laukeliy jis turi omenyje, mat tie patys veiksmazodziai yra vartojami keliomis
reikSmémis. Taigi yra jmanoma suformuluoti posakius, kur kalbétojas eksplicitiskai
nepasako, ar turi omenyje epistemine, ar neepisteming, ar (posakiuose su veiksmazodziu
kan) dinaming/situacing reikSme, kaip antai posakyje Han kan spille piano, kurj galima

interpretuoti Kkeleriopai: 1. episteminé interpretacija: ‘Galbiit jis groja pianinu’,
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2. neepisteminé interpretacija: ‘Néra kliti¢iy jam groti pianinu’, o ‘néra klit¢iy’ savo
ruoztu gali reikSti ‘néra draudimo’, ‘néra situaciniy kliticly, kaip antai, pianino
nebuvimas’ ar ‘néra gebéjimo groti pianinu trikumo’. Be to, veiksmazodj kan galima
pavartoti ir neneutraly pozitirj iSreiskianc¢iuose posakiuose (raginimuose, skatinimuose,
priekaiStuose, netgi paliepimuose), pavyzdziui, Du kan komme inn ‘Galite jeiti’. Sis
faktas irgi patvirtina mano teiginj, jog galima pasitelkti modalinius veiksmazodZius 1§
gretimy schemos laukeliy norint iSreikSti vieno ar kito tipo poziiirj. VeiksmaZodis
BURDE, kuris daZniausiai vartojamas neneutralaus kompleksinio poziiirio reiSkimui, tam
tikruose kontekstuose (paprastai — kiek archajiskai skambancioje kalboje, pvz.,
Norvegijos konstitucijos tekste arba Biblijos vertimuose), gali biiti panaudotas
neneutralaus paprasto poziiirio reiSkimui. Ir §is faktas patvirtina minétaj; mano teiginj.
Atitolusiuose (ne gretimuose) schemos laukeliuose vienas ir tas pats veiksmaZodis

nepasitaiko, o tai taip pat patvirtina mano siilomo modelio pagrjstuma.

3. Mano modelio naujoviSkumas ir palyginimas su ankstesniais modeliais

TreCiajame disertacijos skyriuje lyginu savo modelj su keletu kity modeliy, kuriais
apraSomos norvegy ar angly k. modaliniy veiksmazodziy reikSmés. Pagrindinis
skirtumas tarp mano modelio ir ankstesniy modalumo modeliy yra prieSstata tarp
kompleksinio poziiirio ir paprasto (neutralaus ir neneutralaus) poziirio. Tokia prieSstata
néra nustatoma kituose modeliuose. IS mano modelio kyla tam tikros predikcijos apie
aprepties santykj tarp pozilirio ir negacijos, apie santykius tarp keliy viename ir tame
paciame posakyje iSreikSty poziliriy ir apie verbaliniy kompleksinio poziiirio raiskos
priemoniy egzistavimg. Kiti modeliai neduoda pagrindo toms pacdioms predikcijoms,
taigi mano modelis turi tam tikry empiriniy pasekmiy.

IS mano modelio kylancios predikcijos yra susijusios @) su aprépties santykiais tarp
poziiirio ir negacijos, b) su santykiais tarp keliy pozitriy, iSreikSty viename ir tame
paciame posakyje (pvz., pavartojant du modalinius veiksmazodzius arba modalinj
budvardj ar prieveiksmj drauge su modaliniu veiksmazodziu) ir €) su verbaliniy

kompleksinio poziiirio raiSkos priemoniy egzistavimu.



3.1 Santykiai tarp poziiirio ir negacijos (PoZiiirio ir negacijos apréptis)

Galima a priori teigti, kad negacijos ir pozitirio kombinacija tame paciame posakyje gali
duoti skirtingus rezultatus. Visy pirma, galima tikétis, kad negacijos ir kompleksinio
pozitirio ry$iai yra labiau nuspéjami nei negacijos ir paprasto pozitirio rysiai. Kai Kuriais
atvejais negacija aprépia poZzilir], taigi poZilrio tipas pasikei€ia 1§ neutralaus | neneutraly
ar atvirksciai. Kitais atvejais poziiiris aprépia negacijg, taigi paties pozitrio tipas lieka
nepasikeites, o pozidirio objektas pasikeiGia j prieSinga. Sios dvi galimybés gali bati

pailiustruotos tokiais pavyzdziais.

(1)  Negacija aprépia pozitrj (pozitrio tipas pasikeicia)
a. You can go to Paris (néra negacijos, posakis reiSkia, kad kalbétojui neiskils kliticiy,
jeigu tu vyksi j Paryziy)
b. You cannot go to Paris (yra negacija, posakis reiSkia, kad kalbétojui iskils kliticiy,

jeigu tu vyksi | Paryziy, o ne kad kalbétojui neiskils kliti¢iy, jeigu tu nevyksi j Paryziy)

(2) Pozitiris aprépia negacijg (poziiirio tipas lieka toks pat)
a. You must go to Paris (néra negacijos, posakis reiskia, kad kalbétojui neiskils kliticiy
tik tuo atveju, jeigu tu keliausi j Paryziy, priesingu atveju kalbétojui bus kliticiy)
b. You must not go to Paris (yra negacija, posakis reiskia, kad kalbétojui neiskils kliti¢iy

tik tuo atveju, jeigu tu nekeliausi j Paryziy, o jeigu keliausi — i8kils kliti¢iy)

Mano modelis duoda pagrindo suformuluoti tokig predikcijg apie negacijos ir

kompleksinio poziiirio aprépties santykius:

e Neigiant posakj, kuriame iSreiSkiamas kompleksinis poZiiiris, gautame
neigiamame posakyje pozitiris turéty aprépti negacijg. Kitaip sakant, kompleksinis

poziiiris 1§ principo yra nepaneigiamas.

Si predikcija kyla i§ to, kaip apibréziu kompleksinj poziiirj. Pagal mano apibrézima,
kompleksinis pozitiris reiSkia, kad kalbétojas turi savo poziiirj ir kad jis tuo pat metu
signalizuoja, jog to paties pozilrio objekto atzvilgiu galimi ir kitokie pozitriai. Jei
kalbétojas pats neturéty tvirto poziiirio, tai negaléty ir signalizuoti alternatyviy poziiiriy

egzistavimo galimybés. Kitaip sakant, kompleksinis poziiiris suponuoja paties kalbétojo
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tvirto pozitrio egzistavimg. Tokiu atveju galima tikétis, kad paneigus posakj, kuriame
iSreiSkiamas kompleksinis poziliris, paneigiamas bus pozilirio objektas, o ne pats

poziuris, kaip iliustruojama Siais pavyzdziais:

(3) Negacijos ir kompleksinio pozitirio apréptis

a. He ought to go to Paris (néra negacijos, reiSkiamas kompleksinis pozitiris — kalbétojo
poziiiriu, néra kliti¢iy tik tuo atveju, jeigu jis vyks i Paryziy, taCiau kalbétojas sykiu
signalizuoja, jog yra erdvés ir kitokiems poziiiriams)

b.  He ought not to go to Paris (yra negacija, reiSkiamas kompleksinis pozitris — kalbétojo
pozitriu, néra klitc¢iy tik tuo atveju, jei jis nevyks j Paryziy, taCiau kalbétojas sykiu

signalizuoja, jog yra erdvés ir kitokiems pozitiriams)

Jeigu paaiskéty, kad Si predikcija nepasitvirtina ir kad yra jmanoma iSreiksti kompleksinj
pozilir] neturint savo paties tvirto poziiirio, paciai kompleksinio poziiirio id¢jai kilty

Mano modelis neduoda pagrindo jokioms predikcijoms apie negacijos ir poziiirio
aprépties santykj paprasto poziirio atveju. Kitaip tariant, reikia atlikti tyrimg ir
i§siaiSkinti kaip negacija ir paprastas pozilris sutinka norvegy kalboje.

Negacijos ir poziiirio aprepties santykis aptariamas SeStajame disertacijos skyriuje.
Norvegy kalbos duomenys patvirtina mano predikcija apie negacijos ir kompleksinio
poziiirio aprépties santykj, o Sis faktas yra argumentas, kad mano modelis tinka norvegy
kalbos modaliniy veiksmazodziui semantiniam apraSui. Negacijos ir paprasto (tiek
neutralaus, tiek neneutralaus) pozilirio aprépties santykiai taip pat analizuojami

SeStajame skyriuje.

3.2 Du ar daugiau pozitiriy viename posakyje

Daugelis tradiciniy modalumy tyrin¢jimy didziausig démesj skiria tokiems posakiams,
kuriuose reiskiamas vienas (ir tik vienas) pozitris. Taciau yra jmanoma pavartoti keleta
poziiirio raiSkos priemoniy ir tokiu biuidu viename posakyje iSreiskti keletg poziiiriy ar,
tiksliau sakant, pozitrj i kitg poziiirj (ar kitus poziiirius). Pirmoji mano predikcija apie

Siems posakiams galiojancias restrikcijas biity tokia:
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e Nejmanoma turéti neepisteminio poZiiirio ] episteminj poZiiiri.

Si predikcija kyla i§ paties terminy episteminis ir neepisteminis apibrézimo. Pagal
apibréZima, episteminis poZziiiris yra susij¢s su propozicijos patikimumo vertinimu, o
neepisteminis pozilris yra susijes su situacijos realizacijos tikimybés vertinimu.
Negalima turéti neepisteminio poziiirio ] episteminj poziiirj, nes episteminiai pozilriai —
tai ne busenos, kurios galéty ar negaléty, turéty ar neturéty buti realizuotos. Taigi
atsiranda pozituriy nesuderinamumas: galima turéti neepisteminj pozitir] j kokig nors

biiseng, kuri (dar tik) bus realizuota, bet ne | jau egzistuojantj epistemin] pozitirj.

(4) Neepisteminis poziiiris j epistemin] pozilirj (nejmanoma pozitiriy kombinacija)
*Han md kunne ha reist til Paris

*‘Biitina (neepist.), kad jis galéty (epist.) bati (=galbit bity) i§vykes | Paryziy’

Taciau yra jmanoma turéti epistemin] poziiir] ] propozicija, kurioje savo ruoZtu

reiSkiamas pozitris, kaip Siuose pavyzdZziuose:

(5) Episteminis poziiris j kitg pozitirj

a.  Han kan matte reise til Paris
‘Jam gali reikéti vykti | Paryziy’ (=‘Galbiit jam reikés vykti | ParyZiy’, episteminis
poZiiiris } neepistemin] poZiiirj)

b.  Han vil kunne ha reist i morgen (Dyvik 1999, ¢ia cituojama i§ Eide 2005: 339)
‘Rytoj bus taip, kad jis galés buti iSvykes’ (‘Tomorrow it will be the case that he may have
gone away’ — Helgés Dyviko vertimas i angly kalba; episteminis poziiiris | kita episteminj

poZiiir})

Taigi yra jmanoma turéti episteminj poziiirj j kita (episteminj ar neepisteminj poZzitirj).
Taip pat yra jmanoma turéti neepistemin] poziiirj j kita neepisteminj pozZilri, pvz.,
pripazinti, kad koks nors veiksmas yra biitinas atlikti, arba reikalauti, kad koks nors

veiksmas biity leidZiamas.
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(6) Neepisteminis pozidiris j kitg neepisteminj poziiirj
Han ma kunne reise til Paris
‘Jis turi galéti vykti j Paryziy’ (= ‘Bitina, kad jam bity sudaryta galimybé vykti |
Paryziy’)

Antroji mano predikcija apie restrikcijas, galiojancias posakiams, kuriuose isreiksti du

poZiiiriai, blity tokia:

e Tais atvejais, kai kalbétojas iSreiSkia neepisteminj pozitdrj } kitg neepisteminj
poZiiir], Sis antrasis poZzitris gali biti tik paprastas (neutralus arba neneutralus),

bet ne kompleksinis.

Si predikcija taip pat remiasi poziliriy nesuderinamumu. Néra prasmés turéti
neepisteminj poziiirj 1 kita neepisteminj poziiir ir tuo pat metu signalizuoti egzistavimag
poziliriy, kurie biity alternatyviis $io antrojo pozilirio atzvilgiu. Palyginkime tokius

negramatiSkus posakius:

(7) Neepisteminis poziiiris j neepisteminj kompleksinj poziiirj (nejmanoma kombinacija)
*Han kan burde reise til Paris
*‘LeidZziama (arba: sudaroma galimybe¢), kad jam deréty vykti j Paryziy’
*Han md burde reise til Paris
*‘Privalu (arba: reikalaujama), kad jam deréty vykti i Paryziy’
*Han skulle burde reise til Paris

* ‘Derety (arba: reikéty), kad jam deréty vykti | Paryziy’

Auksciau iSvardyty posakiy problema yra ta, kad modalinis veiksmazodis burde reiskia,
jog kalbétojas be savo paties neneutralaus poziiirio pripazjsta galint egzistuoti ir
alternatyvius pozitrius. Taigi veiksmazodis burde vartojamas isreiSkiant ne tik (viena)
poziiir], bet galimg ,,pluosta™ pozitiriy. Néra prasmés turéti neepisteminj pozitrj i tokj
potencialy poziiiriy ,,pluosta. Posakiai, kuriuose verbaliai yra iSreiksti keli pozitiriai

iSsamiai aptariami disertacijos 7-ajame skyriuje.
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3.3 Disociacija (atsiribojimas) ir kompleksinis poZiuris

Jeigu kompleksinis pozitris tikrai yra atskira kategorija, tuomet galima tikeétis, kad
skirtingose kalbose rasime raiSkos priemoniy Siam poziiirio tipui iSreiksti, galbiit ne tik
specifiniy modaliniy veiksmazodziy (kaip norvegy kalbos BURDE), kuriomis kalbétojas
signalizuoja atsiribojima, arba disociacijg, nuo buvimo vieninteliu galimu poziiirio

Saltiniu. Mano predikcija biity tokia.

e Kadangi kompleksinis pozitiris yra lingvistiné kategorija, kalbose gali atsirasti

specifiniy verbaliniy tokio poziiirio raiSkos priemoniy.

Kalbose, turinciose produktyvig nuosaky sistemg, tam tikry modaliniy veiksmazodZziy
tariamosios nuosakos formos paprastai gali biiti pavartojamos kompleksiniam pozitiriui
reikSti. Visy pirma turiu omenyje tokius modalinius veiksmaZzodZius, kuriy tiesioginés
nuosakos formos vartojamos paprastam neneutraliam pozitriui reiksti (turi, privalo ir
pan.). Kalbose, kurios neturi produktyvios nuosaky sistemos, galima tikétis aptikti
kitokiy formy, kurios savo semantika priminty tariamgja nuosakg. Kaip Zinia, norvegy
kalbos veiksmazodziy preterito (biitojo laiko) formos vartojamos ir hipotetiniuose
kontekstuose, taigi — panasiai kaip lietuviy kalbos (ar kity kalby, turin¢iy produktyvia
nuosaky sistemg) tariamosios nuosakos formos. Palyginkime tokius norvegy kalbos

pavyzdzius.

(8) Posakiai, kuriuose pavartota esamojo laiko forma skal (paprastas pozitiris) ir preterito
forma skulle (kompleksinis pozitris)
Du skal flytte til Paris
“Tu privalai persikraustyti j Paryziy’
Du skulle flytte til Paris
‘Tau dereéty persikraustyti j Paryziy’

Sis efektas, kurj a§ vadinu disociacija (=atsiribojimu), gali biiti paaiskintas i$
diachroninés perspektyvos. Netemporalinis preterito formy vartojimas tokiose kalbose,
kaip norvegy, yra istoriSkai susij¢s su tariamosios nuosakos vartojimu, kai kalba vis dar

tebeturéjo produktyvig nuosaky sistema. Sios formos (turiu omenyje ir dabartinés
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norvegy kalbos preterito formas, ir tariamosios nuosakos formas kalbose, kurios turi
produktyvia nuosaky sistemg) biina vartojamos, be kita ko, hipotetiniuose kontekstuose,
kaip antai sakiniuose su jungtuku jeigu. Pasirinkdamas tariamosios, o ne tiesioginés,
nuosakos forma, kalbétojas gali signalizuoti tam tikrg atsiribojima nuo paprasto poziiirio,
kury galéty iSreiksti to paties veiksmaZodzio tiesioginés nuosakos forma. Taip yra todel,
kad pavartodamas tariamosios nuosakos formg vietoje tiesioginés nuosakos (arba
preterito forma vietoje esamojo laiko, kaip kad dabartin¢je norvegy kalboje), kalbétojas
gali implikuoti kazkg panaSaus j sakinj su jungtuku jeigu (,,jeigu mano poziiiris biity
lemiamas*). Lietuviy kalbos pavyzdys bty veiksmazodzio turéti forma turétum vietoje
turi. Galima spéti, kad kalbose, kurios, kaip kad norvegy kalba, nebeturi produktyvios
nuosaky sistemos, panaSus efektas bus pasiektas pasitelkiant formas, bet 1§ dalies
primenancias lietuvisko tipo tariamajg nuosaka.

Posakiai, kuriuose pavartotos norvegy kalbos modaliniy veiksmazodZziy formos (ne
laiko santykiams iSreikSti, t. y., ne temporaline vartosena), aptariami detaliau
ketvirtajame (neepisteminj poziirj reiSkiantys posakiai) ir penktajame (episteminj

poZiiir] reiSkiantys posakiai) disertacijos skyriuose.

3.4 Tikétina semantiné raida

Mano modelis taip pat leidZia suformuluoti tam tikrus spéjimus apie tikéting modaliniy
veiksmazodziy semantikos raidg. Laukeliai, kurie diagramoje, vaizduojancioje mano
modelj, yra greta vienas kito, yra gretimi ne tik geometrine, bet taip pat ir semantine
prasme. Todél kalbétojas turi galimybe leisti (arba neleisti) kontekstui nubrézti rodykle
tarp gretimy laukeliy. Jeigu kalbétojas pasirenka tai leisti, tuomet semantinis skirtumas
tarp gretimy diagramos laukeliy tampa neisreikstas (underspecified), o klausytojas gali

pasirinkti, kuri 1§ dviejy reikSmiy (ar galbt abi iSkart) jo manymu tinka labiausiai.
e Mano predikcija tokia, kad modaliniai veiksmazodziai (ar kitos raiSkos

priemoneés), esancios gretimuose laukeliuose, gali biiti pavartotos iSreiksti tam

tikriems pozitrio tipams, kaip vaizduojama schemoje Zemiau.

15



Neepisteminis modalumas Episteminis modalumas
Kompleksi- raiSkos elementas - ;mskos elementas
Neneut- nis poziiiris
\
ralus ~ =
N raiSkos elementas raiSkos elementas
poziiiris
Paprastas <>
pozilris A
Neutralus raiSkos elementas raiSkos elementas
we— o é%
pozilris

2 schema. Galimos kryptys, kuriomis gali biti pasislinkti raiSkos elementy, esanciy
gretimuose laukeliuose, reikSmeés

Antroji schema reprezentuoja mano hipoteze, kad raiskos elementai, paprastai vartojami
kompleksiniam pozitiriui reiksti, gali buti pavartoti ir paprastam neneutraliam poziiiriui
1Sreiksti, ir atvirkS¢iai, kaip kad rodo statmenos dvikryptés rodyklés. Taip pat raiSkos
elementai, kurie paprastai vartojami reik$ti paprastam neneutraliam pozitiriui, gali biiti
pasitelkiami neutralaus pozitrio reiSkimui, ir atvirk$¢iai. Taciau elementai, kuriuos
paprastai vartojame reikSti neutraliam poziiiriui, nebus pasitelkiami 1Sreiksti
kompleksiniam neneutraliam pozitriui, nes $ie laukeliai néra gretimi. Gulsc¢ios rodyklés
rodo, kad raiSkos elementai, kuriais reiSkiamas episteminis pozitris, gali biti
pasitelkiami iSreiks$ti neepisteminiam poziiiriui, ir atvirk$ciai.

Auksciau iSvardytos predikcijos tyrimo metu pasitvirtino, ir Sis faktas liudija, kad
mano modelis yra tinkamas norvegy kalbos modaliniy veiksmazodziy semantikai
aprasSyti. Santykis tarp negacijos ir poziiirio aprépties aptariamas disertacijos 6 skyriuje,
posakiai, kuriuose reiSkiama du ar daugiau pozitiriy, aptariami disertacijos 7 skyriuje,
tam tikry norvegy kalbos modaliniy veiksmazodziy preterito formy vartojimas
kompleksiniam pozitriui iSreikSti aptariamas 4 skyriuje, o su diachronija susij¢

samprotavimai pateikiami 8 skyriuje.

4. Neepisteminis modalumas norvegy kalboje

Ketvirtajame skyriuje aprasomi ir analizuojami posakiai su modaliniais veiksmazodziais,
reiSkiantys neepisteminj pozilirj. Ypatingas démesys skiriamas posakiams, kuriuose
norvegy kalbos modaliniy veiksmazodziy preterito formos pavartotos netemporaline

reik§me. Teigiama, kad preterito formos kunne, skulle ir ville, kai jos vartojamos
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netemporaline reikSme, tam tikrais atvejais gali biti apibiidinamos kaip disociatyvinés
formos, t. y. kalbétojas atsiriboja (disocijuojasi) nuo buvimo vieninteliu asmeniu,
turiniu teise j pozitrj. Taigi preterito formos kunne, skulle ir ville gali biiti pavartojamos
kompleksiniam poziiiriui reiksti, panasiai kaip bor ir burde. Néra reik§mingo skirtumo
tarp esamojo laiko formos bor ir preterito formos burde (kai ji vartojama
netemporaliSkai) reikSmes, kadangi ir bor jau reiSkia kompleksinj poziiir;. Tuo tarpu

preterito forma mdtte nevartojama kaip disociatyviné forma.

5. Episteminis modalumas norvegy kalboje

Penktajame skyriuje apraSomi ir analizuojami posakiai su modaliniais veiksmaZodziais,
reiSkiantys epistemin] pozitrj. Taip aptariami tokie atvejai, kai skirtumas tarp
episteminio ir neepisteminio pozilirio yra neiSreikStas (underspecification), t. .
klausytojas turi galimybe pasirinkti, kaip interpretuoti tg konkrety posakj: kaip
episteminj ar kaip neepisteminj. Tyrimas parodé¢, kad posakiuose, kuriais reiSkiamas
episteminis pozitiris (skirtingai nei neepisteminj pozitri reiSkianc¢iuose posakiuose)
norvegy kalbos modaliniy veiksmazodziy preterito formos néra vartojamos atsiribojimui
(disociacijai) parodyti. Taigi Siuo atzvilgiu pasireiSkia skirtumas tarp norvegy kalbos
modaliniy veiksmazodZiy, kada jie vartojami reiSkiant episteminj ir kada — neepisteminj

poziiirj.

6. Poziurio ir negacijos aprépties santyKkis

Sestajame skyriuje aptariamas poziiirio ir negacijos aprépties santykis. Mano predikcija
buvo tokia, kad kompleksinis poziiiris 1§ principo turéty biiti nepaneigiamas. Norvegy
kalbos duomenys rodo, kad kompleksinis pozitiris su negacija sutinka kitaip negu kad
paprastas (neutralus ar neneutralus) pozitris. Posakiuose, kuriuose yra iSreiksta ir
kompleksinis pozitliris, ir negacija, pozilris visuomet aprépia negacija. Taigi predikcija
apie kompleksinio poZiiirio principinj nepaneigiamumg pasitvirtina. Tuo tarpu paprastas
pozitris gali biiti paneigiamas. Paprasto poziiirio ir negacijos kombinacijos atveju arba

pozilris aprépia negacijg, arba negacija aprépia pozilrj.
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7. Pozitris j kitg poziiiri: du (ar daugiau) poziiiriy, verbaliSkai iSreikSty viename
posakyje

Septintajame skyriuje aptariami posakiai, kuriuose yra du modaliniai ZodZiai, — dviejy
modaliniy veiksmazodziy konstrukcija arba modalinio prieveiksmio/budvardzio ir
modalinio veiksmaZodzio derinys. Mano predikcija yra tokia, kad turéty biiti jmanoma
turéti epistemin] poziiiri ] kitg poZiiir;, nesvarbu, ar episteminj, ar neepisteminj. TUuoO
tarpu neepisteminj pozitr] galima turéti tik j kitg neepisteminj pozitirj. Toks pozitiriy
aprepties skirtumas yra susijes su poziliriy (ne)suderinamumu. Kalbétojas gali turéti
neepistemin] poziiir] ] kokig nors buseng, t. y., kalbétojui gali buti priimtina arba
nepriimtina, jei ta biisena bus jgyvendinta. Tokia biisena gali, savo ruozZtu, apimti kieno
nors neepisteminj pozitrj. Taigi, yra jmanoma turéti neepisteminj pozidrj ] kita
neepisteminj poziiirj. O S$tai episteminiai pozilriai negali buti apibiudinti kaip kaZkas
potencialaus. Episteminis poziiiris arba yra, arba jo néra. Néra prasmés kalbéti apie
episteminius pozitirius kaip apie kazka potencialaus, kazka, ka dar tik reikia jgyvendinti.
Todél nejmanoma turéti neepisteminio pozidirio j episteminj pozidiri. Sis aprépties

skirtumas gali biiti pavaizduotas tokia schema.

Episteminis poZiiiris

Neepisteminis
poziliris

3 schema. Neepisteminiy ir episteminiy poziliriy apréptis.
Norvegy kalbos duomenys patvirtina §j teiginj. Visgi reikia paminéti, kad norvegy

kalboje yra ir tokiy modaliniy veiksmazodZiy kombinacijy, kurios nevartojamos, net

jeigu finitinis veiksmazodis bus interpretuojamas kaip episteminis. Norint iSreiksti
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epistemin] pozitrj j kitg pozitrj, kalbétojui gali tekti pasitelkti modalinius prieveiksmius
arba biidvardzius.

Kita i§ mano modelio kylanti predikcija, susijusi su poziiriy (ne)suderinamumu,
yra tokia, kad nejmanoma turéti neepisteminio poZzitrio j kitag neepisteminj, kompleksinj
pozitiri. Si predikcija remiasi pozidriy nesuderinamumu. Néra prasmés turéti
neepistemin] pozidrj ] kita neepisteminj poziiirj ir sykiu signalizuoti, kad gali egzistuoti
poZiiiriai, alternatyviis Siam antrajam poZidriui. Tokio poziliriy nesuderinamumo
pasekmeje, dviejy modaliniy veiksmazodziy kombinacijos, kur pirmasis (finitinis)
veiksmaZodis interpretuojamas neepistemiSkai, o antrasis (nefinitinis) veiksmaZzodis
iSreiSkia neneutraly neepisteminj kompleksinj poziiirj, turéty biiti nejmanomos. Tokiy

negramatiSky posakiy pavyzdZiai galéty biti tokie:

(9) Nesuderinami pozidriai
*Han ma burde/skulle reise til Paris
*‘Reikia, kad jam deréty vykti i Paryziy’
*Han skal burde/skulle reise til Paris
*‘Privalu, kad jam deréty vykti | Paryziy’
*Han kan burde/skulle reise til Paris

*‘Galima (leidziama), kad jam deréty vykti j Paryziy’

IS tiesy, norvegy kalbos duomenys patvirtina ir §j teiginj, taciau tuo pat metu paaiskéjo,
jog esama ir daugiau restrikcijy, kuriy paaiskinti pozitiriy nesuderinamumu nejmanoma.
Kombinacijos, kurias sudaro to paties modalinio veiksmazodzio esamojo laiko forma ir
bendratis (kan kunne, mda madtte ir t. t.) nevartojamos norvegy kalboje. Taip pat paaiskéjo,
kad bendraties formos skulle ir burde nevartojamos kaip antrasis narys konstrukcijose,
kurias sudaro modaliniy veiksmazodZiy esamasis laikas ir bendratis, net jeigu pirmasis
modalinis veiksmazodis (tas, kurio pavartota esamojo laiko forma) biity interpretuojamas
epistemiskai. Jeigu kalbétojas nori iSreiksti savo episteminj pozitirj ] kitg pozidirj, kuris
reiSkiamas veiksmazodziais SKULLE arba BURDE, tenka pasitelkti kitokias raiSkos

priemones, pavyzdziui, modalinj prieveiksmj arba modalinj buidvard;.
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8. Diachroniniai samprotavimai

AStuntajame skyriuje trumpai aptariamos dabartinés norvegy kalbos modaliniy
veiksmazodziy atitikmeny senojoje norvegy kalboje reikSmés. Tyrimas parodé, kad
esama didesniy ar maZesniy skirtumy tarp to, kaip vartojami dabartinés norvegy kalbos
veiksmazodZiai, ir kaip buvo vartojami jy atitikmenys senojoje norvegy kalboje. Vienas
i§ rySkesniy skirtumy yra veiksmazodzio MEGA-MATTE reikSmés pasikeitimas. Jeigu
veiksmazodis MEGA senojoje norvegy kalboje daugiausia buvo vartojamas iSreiksti
neutraliam pozitriui, tai jo atitikmuo dabartinéje norvegy kalboje, veiksmazodis MATTE,
1S esmés bevartojamas reikSti neneutraliam poZitriui. Tokj poZidirio tipo pasikeitimg
galima paaiskinti Sio veiksmazodZzio vartojimu neigiamuose kontekstuose. Neigiamuose
posakiuose, kuriuose yra pavartotas neutraly poziiirj reiSkiantis veiksmaZodis, negacija
gali aprépti pozilir], o tuomet pozilirio tipas pasikeicia i§ neutralaus j neneutraly, kaip
kad angly kalbos posakiuose He can go to Paris prieSpastatant He cannot go to Paris. O
véliau neneutralaus pozitrio reikSmé galéjo iSplisti 1§ neigiamy posakiy ] neneigiamus ir
iSstumti originaligja neutralaus poziiirio reikSme. Pirminé reikSmé yra iSlikusi tik tam
tikrose konstrukcijoje (tokiose kaip ma gjerne, ma bare, ma veersdgod), tam tikruose
norvegy kalbos dialektuose — ir dany kalboje. Kitas svarbesnis pasteb¢jimas bty toks,
kad veiksmazodis KUNNA veikiausiai nebuvo vartojamas reiksti neneutraliam poziiiriui
senojoje norvegy kalboje, o jo Siuolaikinis atitikmuo KUNNE Kartais pavartojamas
hortatyviniuose posakiuose. Sis pastebéjimas patvirtina mano predikcija, kad
veiksmazodziai i§ gretimy laukeliy schemoje (1 schema), vaizduojancioje poziiirio tipus,
gali biti pasitelkiami iSreiksti naujiems pozZiirio tipams. Siuo konkrediu atveju
veiksmazodis, kuris paprastai vartojamas reikS$ti neutraliam pozidiriui, gali biiti
pasitelkiamas iSreik$ti neneutraliam paprastam pozitriui, o tai patvirtina mano modelio
pagristumg, nes Siame modelyje neutralus poziiiris ir neneutralus paprastas poziiiris yra
pavaizduoti gretimuose laukeliuose. Analogiskai galima tvirtinti, kad episteminé
dabartinés norvegy kalbos veiksmaZodzio VILLE reikSmé atsirado tuomet, kai Sis
veiksmazodis buvo pasitelktas i§ gretimo laukelio, kuriame vaizduojamas neepisteminis
pozilris, nes senosios norvegy kalbos veiksmazodis VILJA episteminés reikSmés
veikiausiai netur¢jo. Dabartinés norvegy kalbos modaliniy veiksmazodZziy atitikmeny

senojoje norvegy kalboje reikSmiy aptarimas taip pat yra naudingas norint suprasti, kaip
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atsirado veiksmazodzio BURDE kompleksinio poziiirio reikSmé. Senosios norvegy kalbos
veiksmazodis BYRJA blidavo vartojamas iSreikSti ir teisei, ir pareigai, o §i kombinacija

(teisé + pareiga) galéjo iSsirutulioti ] kompleksinio poziiirio reikSme.

9. Baigiamoji diskusija ir iSvados

Tikiuosi, kad man pavyko pademonstruoti, jog yra produktyvu aprasyti modalumo
semantikg, pasitelkiant poZilirio sgvoka (prieSpastatant neutraly poziiir] neneutraliam
pozilriui, ir paprasta poziiir] — kompleksiniam pozitriui), kad Sia sgvoka pagristas
modelis yra tinkamesnis nei tradicinémis galimybés ir butinybés sgvokomis grjsti
modeliai. Ypatingai modalinio veiksmaZodZio BURDE reikSme¢ galima adekvaciau
apraSyti, naudojantis neneutralaus kompleksinio poziiirio sgvoka, negu tokiomis
sgvokomis kaip kad silpnas jpareigojimas ar nedrgsi priclaida. Mano modelis leido
i8kelti predikcijas apie skirtingg poZzilirio ir negacijos aprept] ir apie posakius, kuriuose
reiSkiamas pozitiris j kitg pozitirj, o Sios predikcijos tyrimo metu pasitvirtino. Taigi
disertacijos tikslai yra pasiekti, kadangi joje siilomas modelis pasirodé esas tinkamas ir
bendrai diskusijai apie modalumo semantikg, ir dabartinés norvegy kalbos modaliniy

veiksmazodziy vartosenos aprasymui.

Pastaba dél didziyju raidziy vartojimo

Mazesnio dydzio didziosios raidés (angl. SMALL CAPS) vartojamos tada, kai turimas
omenyje veiksmaZzodis su visomis savo kaitybinémis formomis, o jprastinés mazosios
raidés — kai turima omeny kokia nors konkreti kaitybin¢ forma. Pavyzdziui, uzraSymas
BURDE apima ir bendraties forma burde, ir esamojo laiko formg bor ir preterito (biitojo

laiko) forma burde.
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1. Introduction

The field of linguistic modality has received a lot of attention, yet there is still much
controversy about how modality should be defined and analyzed, let alone what terms
are appropriate to use.

In this dissertation, | treat modality as an attitudinal category, that is, as a category
dealing with people’s attitudes towards propositions or states of affairs. The starting
point for my research is the assumption that modality is a semantic category which
primarily deals with people’s attitudes towards propositions and states of affairs. The
main difference between my model and the other models that | have referred to is that
my model is primarily concerned with types of attitude, while other things, such as
source of the attitude or the grounds for the attitude, are treated more as background
information. Such background information is not irrelevant for the choice of expression
(including the choice of a modal verb) in a particular utterance, but it is not crucial for
the description of the types of attitude as such. | do not, for example, treat prediction and
deduction as different modal categories, since the speaker’s attitude in both cases is of
the same type (both prediction and deduction represent non-neutral simple attitude, see
the definitions of non-neutral and simple on the next page). What separates prediction
from deduction, is the grounds that the speaker bases her attitude on.

The main aims of this dissertation are: a) to create a semantic model for the
description of modality, where modality is clearly defined, different modal domains are
identified and the relationship between those domains is accounted for, and b) to provide
a description of modality in Norwegian where those domains are systematically analyzed
with respect to their semantics and means of expression in Modern Norwegian.

The tasks which have to be completed in order to achieve these aims are the
following:

a) to define clearly what is and what is not modality, to identify different kinds and
domains of modality, central and peripheral modal categories, obligatory and facultative
distinctions between them as well as non-modal domains which are closely related to
modality;

b) to describe the means of expression of non-epistemic attitudes in Norwegian;

C) to describe the means of expression of epistemic attitudes in Norwegian;
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d) to describe the interaction between attitude and negation;
e) to describe cases where two attitudes are expressed within one utterance;
f) to discuss the meanings of the Old Norse cognates of the Modern Norwegian

modal verbs.

2. Presentation of my model

In Chapter 2 | present a model for the semantics of modality. | have defined modality as
a semantic category which deals with people’s attitudes, and it also has proved to be
productive to talk about simple vs. complex, and neutral vs. non-neutral attitude as
opposed to the traditional terms possibility and necessity.

Neutral attitude means that, in the speaker’s view, there are no obstacles to accept a
proposition as correct or a state of affairs as likely to occur. However, she may equally
accept that the same proposition would turn out to be incorrect, or the same state of
affairs would turn out not to be worth to occur. In either case, no problems (no conflict)
will arise for the speaker with respect to her beliefs or expectations.

Non-neutral attitude means that the speaker is willing to accept a proposition as
correct, or a state of affairs as likely to occur. If the proposition turns out to be incorrect,
or the state of affairs turns out not to be likely to occur, a conflict arises between the
speaker’s beliefs and/or expectations and reality. L.e., there is a problem.

However, the speaker may indicate in the utterance that she admits that other
attitudes are possible. In other words, the speaker may signal that other participants may
have different attitudes than her own, but this does not mean that the speaker is unsure
about her own attitude (if this were the case, one would be dealing with neutral attitude,
cf. above). As technical terms, | will use simple and complex attitude to distinguish
between cases where the speaker in her utterance expresses only her own non-neutral
attitude without admitting any alternative attitudes (simple), and cases where she
expresses her own non-neutral attitude at the same time as she signals, in the same
utterance, that other participants may have a different attitude towards the status of the
proposition or the state of affairs in question (complex). The notion of complex attitude
is a major feature of this study.

The distinction between simple and complex attitude is only relevant in connection

with non-neutral attitude. The complex attitude, as | have defined it, means that the
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speaker not only has an attitude of her own, but also that she acknowledges the
possibility for other people to have different attitudes. In the case of non-neutral attitude
there is a distinction or an opposition between the cases where the speaker is willing to
listen to alternative attitudes (complex attitude, as in John ought to go to Paris) and the
cases where the speaker presents her attitude as the only possible one (simple attitude, as
in John must go to Paris). In the case on neutral attitude such a distinction or an
opposition is not relevant in the same way. The possible existence of alternative attitudes
is an inherent feature of the neutral attitude. If the speaker thinks that it is OK if a state
of affairs occurs, but also OK if it does not occur, then the speaker automatically
acknowledges the possible existence of alternative attitudes. For instance, when the
speaker says John can go to Paris, she is automatically prepared for John’s potential
refusal. If the speaker were not ready to accept John’s potential refusal to go to Paris,
then her attitude would be non-neutral and she would utter something like John must go
to Paris. Even if it is John himself who asks the speaker for permission to go to Paris,
and is granted permission by the speaker uttering Yes, John, you can go to Paris, the
speaker is automatically aware that John has the right and the possibility to change his
mind and to choose eventually to stay instead of going to Paris. One could possibly
speculate about whose attitudes count, in the speaker’s view. In some languages there
might be distinct means of expression for the neutral attitude where a) the speaker only
expresses that it is OK for her irrespective of whether the state of affairs occurs or not
(John can go to Paris), as opposed to b) the speaker simultaneously also expresses that
there may be others who have an alternative (that is, non-neutral) attitude towards the
same state of affairs (As for me, John can go to Paris, but his father may object, so John
must also ask his father for permission). Both in case a) and case b), the speaker must be
prepared that, at least, John himself has the final choice. The empirical data show that
Norwegian has no grammaticized means of expressing the distinction between a) and b).
This distinction may of course be expressed lexically, as in the English example above
(in order to express b), the speaker may add something like: ...but his father may object,
so John must also ask his father about permission), but not by means of contrasting
modal verbs. Thus, the distinction between complex and simple attitude in connection
with neutral attitude is not linguistically relevant in the same way as it is in connection

with non-neutral attitude. In what follows, | will claim that neutral attitude is
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automatically simple since the speaker does not — and cannot — invite anyone to a
discussion or negotiation about the presence or absence of any obstacles with respect to
the trustworthiness of a proposition or about the chances/likelihood of realization of a
state of affairs. Such discussion or negotiations are only possible when the speaker has a
non-neutral attitude and is willing to listen to alternative attitude(s).

In practice, the complex attitude may be perceived as a lower degree of
commitment on the part of the speaker toward the attitude target, as compared with the
simple attitude which sounds more categorical and uncompromising. Thus, the complex
attitude can easily be interpreted as containing a certain element of doubt or lack of
assuredness and consequently as representing lesser confidence on the part of the
speaker. However, the speaker does not actually need to be unsure about her own
attitude in order to be able/willing to allow the other participant(s) to express their
(alternative) attitudes.

My proposal can be summed up in the following figure.

Non-epistemic attitudes Epistemic attitudes

Complex .
attitude bor, burde, skulle, ville bor, burde, skulle
Non-neutral

attitude

ma (unspecified source of
attitude), vil (willingness)
skal (personal or institutional
source of attitude)

ma, vil

Simple
attitude kan, (unspecified source of
Neutral attitude), kunne, ma (in
attitude connection with gjerne / bare
/ veersdagod)

kan, kunne

kan (dynamic/circumstantial
meanings)

Figure 1. Overview of the types of modality and the uses of the Norwegian modal verbs

The data show that it is possible for the speaker to leave underspecified which of the
adjacent cells in the above table she means, as the same verbs are used in several
meanings. Thus, it is possible to formulate utterances where the speaker does not

explicitly say whether she intends an epistemic, a non-epistemic or (in utterances with
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kan) a dynamic/circumstantial meaning, as in Han kan spille piano which may be
interpreted in several ways: 1. epistemic: ‘He may be playing the piano’, 2. non-
epistemic: ‘There is no obstacle for him to play piano’, ‘no obstacle’ including ‘no
prohibition’, ‘no physical obstacle such as lack of the piano itself” and ‘no lack of
knowledge how to play a piano’. Furthermore, it is also possible to use kan in utterances
expressing non-neutral attitude (hortative utterances), as in Du kan komme inn “You may
come in’, thus supporting my claim that it is possible to recruit modal verbs from
neighboring boxes to express certain types of attitude. The verb BURDE, which typically
is used to express non-neutral attitude, may in certain contexts (usually in somewhat old
fashioned language, such as the language of the Norwegian constitution or translations of
the Bible) be used to express non-neutral simple attitude thus also supporting the claim
made above. But we will not find the same verb form in non-adjacent boxes, which also

IS a piece of evidence, albeit negative evidence, supporting the validity of my model.

3. The novelty of my model and a comparison with earlier models

In Chapter 3 | compare my model to several other models which are used to describe
meanings of the modal verbs in Norwegian and in English. The main difference between
my model and earlier models of modality is the notion of complex attitude as opposed to
simple (neutral and non-neutral) attitude. Such a distinction is not made by other models.
My model gives rise to certain predictions about the interaction between attitude and
negation, about the relationship between several attitudes expressed in one utterance, and
about the availability of linguistic means of expression of complex attitude. The same
predictions are not made by other models, and so the model has empirical consequences.

Predictions that follow from my model are concerned with a) the interaction
between negation and attitude, b) the expression of two (or more) attitudes in one
utterance, e.g. by means of two modal verbs or a modal adverb/adjective together with a

modal verb, and c¢) the existence of linguistic means of expression of complex attitude.

3.1 Interaction between negation and attitude

One can tell a priori that negation combined with expression of attitude in the same

utterance may lead to different results. Firstly, one can assume that the behavior of

26



negation in interaction with complex attitude is more predictable than the behavior of
negation in interaction with simple attitude. In some cases negation takes scope over
attitude, so that the type of attitude changes from neutral to non-neutral or vice versa. In
other cases attitude takes scope over negation, so that the type of attitude remains the
same while the attitude target changes to the opposite. These possibilities are illustrated

below.

(1) Negation takes scope over attitude
a. You can go to Paris (non-negated utterance, it is OK if you go to Paris)
b. You cannot go to Paris (negated utterance, it is not OK if you go to Paris # *it is OK if

you don’t go to Paris)

(2) Attitude takes scope over negation
a. You must go to Paris (non-negated utterance, it is only OK if you go to Paris,
otherwise it is not OK)
b. You must not go to Paris (negated utterance, it is only OK if you don’t go to Paris,

otherwise it is not OK)

My model leads to the following prediction about the interaction between negation and

complex attitude.

e When we negate an utterance expressing complex attitude, the attitude should
take scope over negation in the resulting negated utterance. In other words, the

complex attitude is non-negatable.

This prediction follows from my definition of the complex attitude. Complex attitude is
defined so that the speaker has a point of view at the same time as she signals that there
may be different points of view towards the same attitude target. If the speaker has no
firm attitude of her own, she would not be able to signal existence of alternative attitudes
either. Thus, complex attitude presupposes the existence of the speaker’s own, firm
attitude. If we negate an utterance expressing complex attitude, then, we should expect

that it is the attitude target which is negated, not the attitude itself, as illustrated below.
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(3) Interaction between negation and complex attitude

a.  He ought to go to Paris (non-negated utterance, complex attitude — it is only OK if he goes
to Paris, but the speaker signals that there is room for alternative attitudes)

b.  He ought not to go to Paris (negated utterance, complex attitude — in the speaker’s view, it
is only OK if he does not go to Paris, but the speaker signals that there is room for

alternative attitudes)

Should it turn out that this prediction is wrong and that it is possible to express complex
attitude without having a firm attitude of one’s own, the whole idea of the complexity of
attitude would be seriously challenged.

My model does not lead to any predictions regarding the interaction between
negation and attitude in the case of simple attitude. In other words, it remains to be
checked and found out how negation and simple attitude interact in Norwegian.

The interaction between negation and attitude is discussed in Chapter 6. The
Norwegian data verifies my prediction about the interaction between negation and
complex attitude and thereby provide support for the validity of the model. The
interaction between negation and simple attitude (both neutral and non-neutral) is also

examined in Chapter 6.

3.2 Two (or more) attitudes expressed in one utterance

Many traditional accounts on modality concentrate on utterances where one (and only
one) attitude is expressed. It is possible to use several means of expression of attitude in
one utterance thus expressing several attitudes — or, more precisely, attitudes towards
other attitudes. My first prediction concerning restrictions in connection with such

utterances is as follows.

e It is not possible to have a non-epistemic attitude towards an epistemic attitude.

This follows from the very definition of the terms epistemic and non-epistemic. The
definitions in section 2.1 of this chapter say that epistemic attitudes are related to the

evaluation of the trustworthiness of a proposition, while non-epistemic attitudes are
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related to the evaluation of the chances/likelihood of realization of a state of affairs. It is
not possible to have a non-epistemic attitude towards an epistemic attitude since
epistemic attitudes are not states of affairs which could, should or shouldn’t be realized.
Hence the incompatibility of attitudes: one can have a non-epistemic attitude towards a
state of affairs which is (yet) to be realized, but not towards an epistemic attitude, which

already exists.

(4) Non-epistemic attitude towards an epistemic attitude (an impossible combination)
*Han mad kunne ha reist til Paris

*“It is a necessary condition that he possibly has gone to Paris’

By contrast, it is possible to have an epistemic attitude towards a proposition which in its

turn contains an attitude, as illustrated by the utterances below.

(5) Epistemic attitude towards another attitude

a.  Han kan matte reise til Paris
‘He will possibly need to go to Paris’ (=‘It is possible so that he must go to Paris’,
epistemic attitude towards a non-epistemic attitude)

b.  Han vil kunne ha reist i morgen (Dyvik 1999, here quoted from Eide 2005: 339)
‘Tomorrow it will be the case that he may have gone away’ (Dyvik’s own translation;

epistemic attitude towards another epistemic attitude)

Thus, it is possible to have an epistemic attitude towards another (epistemic or non-
epistemic) attitude. It is also possible to have a non-epistemic attitude towards another
non-epistemic attitude, e.g. to accept that something should be required or to require that

something should be allowed.

(6) Non-epistemic attitude towards another non-epistemic attitude
Han ma kunne reise til Paris
‘He must be able to go to Paris’ (= ‘It is a necessary condition that he is able to go to

Paris’)
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My second prediction concerning restrictions in connection with utterances where two

attitudes are expressed is as follows.

e In the cases where the speaker expresses her non-epistemic attitude towards
another non-epistemic attitude, the second attitude may only be simple (neutral or

non-neutral), and not complex.

This prediction is based on the incompatibility of attitudes. It does not make sense to
have a non-epistemic attitude towards another non-epistemic attitude and at the same
time signal the availability of attitudes, which are alternative to this second attitude, cf.

the following ungrammatical utterances.

(7) Non-epistemic attitude towards a non-epistemic complex attitude (an impossible
combination)
*Han kan burde reise til Paris
*‘He is allowed (or: has the possibility; lit. can) to ought to go to Paris’
*Han ma burde reise til Paris
*“He has to (lit. must) ought to go to Paris’
*Han skulle burde reise til Paris

**He should ought to go to Paris’

The problem with the above utterances is that burde means that the speaker allows for
the possible existence of alternative attitudes besides her own non-neutral attitude. The
verb burde expresses not only an attitude, but a potential “batch” of attitudes. It does not
make sense to have a non-epistemic attitude towards such a potential “batch” of
attitudes. Utterances where several attitudes are verbally expressed are discussed more

fully in Chapter 7 of this dissertation.

3.3 Dissociation and complex attitude

Besides having a specific verb which can be used to express complex attitude (like
BURDE in Norwegian), it should be possible to achieve a similar effect by other means of

expression, signalling the speaker’s dissociation from being the only licit source of
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attitude. In languages which have a productive mood system, subjunctive forms of
certain modal verbs tend to be able to express complex attitude. I mean, first of all,
modal verbs, which are used to express simple non-neutral attitude. In languages with no
productive mood system one can expect to find some forms that semantically resemble
subjunctive mood. As is generally known, preterite forms of the Norwegian verbs are
used in hypothetical contexts, thus resembling the use of subjunctive mood in languages

which have a productive mood system (e.g. in Lithuanian). My prediction is as follows.

e Since complex attitude is a category, languages may develop direct linguistic

means of expressing it.

Consider the following example.

(8) Utterances containing present tense form skal (simple attitude) and preterite form skulle
(complex attitude)
Du skal flytte til Paris
“You shall move to Paris’
Du skulle flytte til Paris

‘You should move to Paris’

This effect, which | call dissociation, may be explained from a diachronic point of view.
Non-temporal use of preterite forms in languages like Norwegian goes back to the use of
subjunctive mood, when the language still had a productive mood system. Such forms,
I.e. both preterite forms in Modern Norwegian and subjunctive forms in languages which
have a productive mood system, are used in hypothetical contexts such as if-clauses,
among other things. By choosing a subjunctive form instead of an indicative form, the
speaker may signal certain dissociation from the simple attitude which would be
expressed by the indicative form of the same verb. This is because the use of a
subjunctive form instead of an indicative form (or a preterite form instead of a present
tense forms, as in Modern Norwegian) may imply something like an if-clause (“if it were
my attitude that mattered”). A Lithuanian example could be turétum ‘you ought to’

(literally: ‘you would need, you would have to’) instead of turi ‘you must, you shall, you
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have to’. One could expect that a similar effect in languages like Norwegian which lack
a productive mood system, could be achieved by employing forms at least partly
resembling subjunctive mood of the Lithuanian type.

One more comment must be made here: the use of dissociative forms is not
necessarily the same thing as the expression of complex attitude. It is only in some cases
that the use of dissociative forms leads to a change of type of attitude from simple to
complex, as in the case with skulle (=the dissociative form) instead of skal. In other
cases, the type of attitude may remain unchanged even when the speaker chooses a
dissociative form, as in utterances where burde is used instead of bor, or where kunne is
used instead of kan.

Utterances containing preterite forms of the Norwegian modal verbs (used with
non-temporal meaning) are discussed in greater detail in Chapters 4 and 5, for non-

epistemic and epistemic utterances respectively.

3.4 Expectations about semantic development

My model also allows for the formulation of some expectations about the semantic
development of the modal verbs. Boxes that are close to each other in the diagram
representing my model, are not only close to each other geometrically, but also
semantically. Therefore it is possible for the speaker to let the context establish an arrow
(or not) between adjacent boxes. If the speaker does so, the semantic difference between
the adjacent boxes in the diagram becomes underspecified and the hearer may choose

whichever of the two meanings (or both of them simultaneously) he thinks suits best.
e My prediction is that modal verbs (or other means of expression) from

neighboring boxes may be recruited to express certain types of attitude, as shown

below.
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Non-epistemic modality Epistemic modality
Complex item item
attitude <
Non-neutral A
attitude item / item v
Simple <l >
attitude A
Neutral item itemn \
eutra 5
attitude <7

Figure 2. Possible directions of recruiting items from adjacent boxes

Figure 2 expresses the hypothesis that items, typically expressing complex attitude,
could be recruited to express simple non-neutral attitude, and vice versa, as is shown by
the vertical, double-sided arrows. Likewise, items, typically expressing simple non-
neutral attitude, may be recruited to express neutral attitude, and vice versa. But items,
typically expressing neutral attitude, are not expected to be recruited to express complex
non-neutral attitude as the corresponding boxes are not adjacent. The horizontal arrows
show that items expressing epistemic attitude may be recruited to express non-epistemic
attitude and vice versa.

The predictions described above are borne out, and the validity of my model is
supported by this fact (see Chapter 6 for a discussion on the interaction between negation
and attitude, Chapter 7 for a discussion on two or several attitudes expressed in one
utterance, Chapter 4 for a discussion on how preterite forms of certain Norwegian modal
verbs may be used to express complex attitude by dissociation, and Chapter 8 for

diachronic considerations).

4. Non-epistemic modality in Norwegian

In Chapter 4 | describe and analyze utterances with modal verbs expressing non-
epistemic attitude. Particular attention is paid to utterances where preterite forms of
Norwegian modal verbs are used non-temporally. My claim is that preterite forms kunne,
skulle and ville, when they are not used temporally, may in certain cases be characterized
as dissociative forms, meaning that the speaker dissociates herself from being the sole
and only person who is authorized to have a point of view. Thus, preterite forms kunne,

skulle and ville may be used to express complex attitude, in a similar way as bor and
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burde. There is no significant difference between meanings of the present tense form bor
and the (non-temporally used) preterite form burde, since bor already expresses complex

attitude. The preterite form madtte, by contrast, is not used as a dissociative form.

5. Epistemic modality in Norwegian

In Chapter 5 | describe and analyze utterances with modal verbs expressing epistemic
attitude. 1 also discuss cases of underspecification, i.e. utterances where the speaker does
not explicitly express whether she means epistemic or non-epistemic attitude, so that the
hearer has the option of choosing between an epistemic and a non-epistemic
interpretation of the actual utterance. It turns out that in utterances expressing epistemic
attitude (unlike non-epistemic) it is not possible to use preterite tense forms of the
Norwegian modals as a means of expression of dissociation. In this respect Norwegian
modal verbs behave differently when they are used to express epistemic attitude vs. non-

epistemic attitude.

6. The relationship between attitude and negation

In Chapter 6 | discuss the interaction between attitude and negation. My prediction is
that complex attitude should in principle be non-negatable. Specifically, the Norwegian
data show that complex attitude interacts with negation differently from (neutral as well
as non-neutral) simple attitude. In utterances where both complex attitude and negation
are expressed, attitude takes always scope over negation. The prediction about complex
attitude being in principle non-negatable was thus borne out. However, simple attitude is
negatable. Combination of simple attitude and negation may result either in attitude

taking scope over negation, or in negation taking scope over attitude.

7. Attitude towards another attitude: Two (or more) attitudes verbally expressed in
one utterance

In Chapter 7 | discuss utterances containing two modal words, either a sequence of two
modal verbs, or a modal adverb/adjective plus a modal verb. | have formulated two
predictions that follow from my model. One prediction is concerned with the relationship

between epistemic and non-epistemic attitudes. This prediction is not unique to my
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model, but may also be made by other models which distinguish between epistemic and
non-epistemic modality. The other prediction is concerned with the relationship between
simple and complex attitude. This prediction cannot be made by other models, which do
not distinguish between simple and complex attitudes as two different categories.

My first prediction is that it should be possible to have an epistemic attitude
towards another attitude, be it epistemic or non-epistemic. Meanwhile, it should only be
possible to have a non-epistemic attitude towards another non-epistemic attitude. Such a
difference in the scope of attitudes is related to the (in)compatibility of attitudes. The
speaker can have a non-epistemic attitude regarding whether it is OK or not OK for her
if a particular state of affairs becomes actualized. Such a state of affairs may involve
someone’s non-epistemic attitude. Thus, it is possible to have a non-epistemic attitude
towards another non-epistemic attitude. Epistemic attitudes, on the other hand, cannot be
referred to as something merely potential. An epistemic attitude either exists or not, it is
never relevant to speak of epistemic attitude as something potential, something which is
to be actualized. Thus, it is not possible to have a non-epistemic attitude towards an
epistemic attitude. This difference with respect to the scope may be illustrated by the

following figure.

Epistemic attitude

Non-epistemic
attitude

Figure 3. The scope of non-epistemic vs. epistemic attitude.
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The Norwegian data provides evidence in favor of this claim. It has to be mentioned,
however, that there are sequences of two modal verbs which are not acceptable in
Norwegian, even if one gives the finite modal verb an epistemic reading. In order to
express her epistemic attitude towards another attitude, the speaker may use modal
adverbs or adjectives.

The other prediction of my model, concerning the (in)compatibility of attitudes, is
that it should not be possible to have a non-epistemic attitude towards another non-
neutral complex attitude. This prediction was based on the incompatibility of attitudes. It
does not make sense to have a non-epistemic attitude towards another non-epistemic
attitude and at the same time signal the availability of attitudes, which are alternative to
this second attitude. As a consequence of such incompatibility of attitudes, sequences of
two modal verbs where the first (finite) verb has a non-epistemic reading and the second
(infinite) modal verb expresses a non-neutral complex non-epistemic attitude, should be

unacceptable, cf. the ungrammatical utterances below.

(9) Incompatibility of attitudes
*Han md burde/skulle reise til Paris
**He must ought to/should go to Paris’
*Han skal burde/skulle reise til Paris
*‘He shall ought to/should go to Paris’
*Han kan burde/skulle reise til Paris
*‘He can ought to/should go to Paris’

Indeed, the Norwegian data provides evidence in favor to this claim as well, but at the
same time, it turns out that there are several more restrictions which cannot be accounted
for in terms of incompatibility of attitudes. Sequences consisting of the present tense
form plus the infinitive of the same modal verb (kan kunne, ma madtte etc.) are not
acceptable in Norwegian. In also turned out that the infinitive forms skulle and burde are
not used as the second member in sequences consisting of a present tense form and an
infinitive form of two modal verbs, even when the first member (the present tense form

of a modal verb) has an epistemic reading. If the speaker wants to express her epistemic
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attitude towards another attitude expressed by SKULLE or BURDE, she needs to employ

other means of expression, e.g. a modal adverb or a modal adjective.

8. Diachronic considerations

In Chapter 8 | briefly discuss meanings of the Old Norse cognates of the Modern
Norwegian modal verbs. The findings show that there are some more or less significant
differences between the uses of the Modern Norwegian modal verbs and their Old Norse
cognates. One major difference is the change of the meaning of the verb MEGA-MATTE.
While MEGA in Old Norse was mainly used to express neutral attitude, its cognate in
Modern Norwegian, MATTE, is by and large only used to express non-neutral attitude.
This change in type of attitude may be connected with negated utterances. In negated
utterances with a modal verb expressing neutral attitude, the negation may take scope
over attitude which results in non-neutral attitude, just as in English He can go to Paris
vs. He cannot go to Paris. The meaning of non-neutral attitude may then have spread
from negated utterances to non-negated ones and outstripped the original meaning of
neutral attitude. The original meaning is preserved in certain constructions (such as ma
gjerne, mad bare, md veersdgod), in certain Norwegian dialects — and in Danish. Another
observation which might have some significance is that the verb KUNNA was not used to
express non-neutral attitude in Old Norse, while its modern cognate KUNNE sometimes
occurs in hortative utterances. This observation confirms my prediction that verbs from
the adjacent boxes in the overview of the types of attitude (Figure 1), may be recruited to
express new types of attitude. In this particular case, a verb which typically expresses
neutral attitude may be recruited to express non-neutral simple attitude, thus providing
support for my model where neutral attitude and non-neutral simple attitude are
represented by adjacent boxes. Likewise, one can argue that the epistemic meaning of
the Modern Norwegian VILLE was recruited from the neighboring box for non-epistemic
attitude, as the Old Norse verb VILJIA had no epistemic meaning. A discussion of the
meanings of Old Norse cognates of Modern Norwegian modal verbs is also useful for

understanding of the origins of complex attitude meaning of the verb BURDE. Old Norse

37



BYRJA was used to express both a right and a duty, a combination of which may have

resulted in complex attitude.

9. Final discussion and conclusions

| hope to have demonstrated that it is productive to describe the semantics of modality in
terms of attitude (neutral vs. non-neutral and simple vs. complex) rather than in terms of
possibility and necessity. Especially the meaning of the modal verb BURDE is more
adequately described in terms of non-neutral complex attitude as compared to
descriptions in terms of weak obligation or tentative inference. My model has led to
correct predictions about different behavior of modal verbs expressing different types of
attitude in their interaction with negation and in utterances where the speaker has
expressed her attitude towards another attitude, cf. the above section. The aims of the
dissertation have been achieved as the model, presented in this dissertation, has proved
to be suitable for a general discussion of the semantics of modality and for a description

of the uses of Modern Norwegian modal verbs.

Conventions

1. SMALL CcAPs are used when referring to a word including all of its morphological
forms, while small letters are used when referring to a particular morphological form.
Thus, BURDE encompasses both the infinitive form burde, present tense form bor and
preterite form burde.

2. The pronoun she is used when referring to the speaker, while the pronoun he is used

when referring to the hearer or some other participant in a communication situation.
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