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REALIZATIONS OF EPISTEMIC MODALITY IN ENGLISH AND
LITHUANIAN: PARAMETERS OF EQUIVALENCE

INTRODUCTION

The object of the research is epistemic modality and its realizations in English
and Lithuanian. The thesis focuses on the quantitative and qualitative parameters of
equivalence between the lexical exponents of epistemic modality in English and
Lithuanian. The axis of contrast is laid on the auxiliary and adverb strategies (see van der
Auwera et al. 2005b): a probe will be made into the cross-linguistic distribution and
behavior of the central English modal auxiliaries of possibility and necessity and
epistemic stance adverbials as opposed to their counterparts in Lithuanian®.

The goals of the dissertation are to analyse the verbal and adverbial markers of
modality in English and Lithuanian in terms of their frequency and epistemic meaning
enconding, to find out which linguistic markers of epistemic modality prevail in the two
languages, to see what decisions and alternatives are preferred by translators when
rendering epistemic meaning, and to determine whether there is any language-specific
conceptualization of the strength of the speaker’s commitment to the factuality of his/her
proposition. To acieve these goals, the following research tasks were set:

1. To compile a bidirectional parallel corpus of English and Lithuanian fiction texts.

2. To perform the gantitative and qualitative analysis of epistemic markers in the two
structually different languages.

3. To investigate what semantic and syntactic constraints determine epistemic
meaning interpretation.

4. To interpret the cross-linguistic correspondence of the markers of epistemic
modality in translation by singling out cases of congruent, non-congruent and zero

correspondence.

1 As no consensus has been reached so far regarding the distinction between the word classes of modal particles and adverbs in
Lithuanian linguistics, | will be referring to Lithuanian modal expressions like ko gero ‘most likely’, turbiit ‘probably’, etc. as
epistemic stance adverbials (Biber et al. 1999: 854).



The novelty and relevance of the research. Epistemic modality, which has been

widely researched in various languages during several past decades, has received little
attention in Lithuanian linguistics. Contrastive studies exploring Lithuanian modal
markers and their cross-linguistic counterparts are extremely rare. The present research
based on the two languages does not only reveal quantitative cross-linguistic differences
regarding the existent potential of expression vs. real language use but also shows a
different degree of grammaticalization of the modal verbs in the two languages. This
study sustains the assumption that the proportion of lexical correspondence can be very
low when dealing with realizations of grammatical categories cross-linguistically and
gives evidence to the observation made by van der Auwera et al. (2005b) that the
phenomenon of the eastward (moving from Germanic languages to Slavonic) decreasing
frequencies of modal auxiliary strategies in favor of adverb strategies would indeed
make areal sense.
The results of the research could benefit Lithuanian grammar: the study presents a list of
epistemic markers in the Lithuanian language, which is based not on the intuition of an
individual scholar but on the careful analysis of authentic corpus-based data. The
findings of the research as well as the compiled parallel corpus could be used for the
preparation of various tasks and aids in translation studies and foreign language teaching.
This analysis could also be of interest to lexicographers, as well as to translators,
typologists and scholars who deal with various cross-linguistic issues.

The following theses are to be defended:

1. The results of the research clearly indicate cross-linguistic differences regarding
the existent potential of expression vs. real language use. This is indicated by the
frequencies of the linguistic items under study.

2. Despite the existence of the same adverbial and verb strategies for epistemic
meaning realization in English and Lithuanian, their implementation is different. In
Lithuanian the adverbial strategy for epistemic meaning realization is used more
frequently that the modal verb strategy.

3. English favors modal auxiliaries for expressing epistemic modality. The frequent
use of modal verb strategy for epistemic meaning realization in English may be
indicative of the high degree of grammaticalization of English modal auxiliaries and the

attrition of the subjunctive mood.



4. The results of the cross-linguistic research reveal that the markers of epistemic
necessity are used less frequently than the markers of epistemic possibility In Lithuanian,
which indicates that the semantic domain of possibility is dominant in language use.

5. The constraints determining epistemic meaning realization converge; the most
important among them are subject specification and the stativity of complements.

6. The analysis of the translational paradigms reveals that the markers of epistemic
necessity are used interchangeably with the markers of epistemic possibility in
Lithuanian; this could suggest that the distinction between low and high degree of
likelihood could be blurred in Lithuanian.

Review of earlier research

Modality is one of the widely discussed issues in linguistics and is especially rich
in the proposed theoretical frameworks, interpretations, and definitions. Despite the
evasive character of modality, one can distinguish several orientations in definitions of
modality, namely (a) delineation of modality by describing its types (e.g., philosoher
Rescher 1968 singles out eight types of modality; also cf. Downing & Locke 2002: 38);
(b) definitions in terms of speakers’ attitudes (cf. Jespersen 1924: 313; Downing &
Locke 1992: 251; Lyons 1977: 452), (c) definitions in terms of actuality, factuality,
validity, or realis / irrealis (cf. Lyons 1977: 749; Palmer 1986: 17; Chung &Timberlake
1985: 241; Papafragou 2000: 3; Palmer 2001: 1-2 among others) and (d) definitions in
terms of the expression of possibility and necessity (cf. Kiefer 1994: 2515; van der
Auwera & Plungian 1998: 80). In this study, modality is understood as the expresion of
the author / speaker's (subjective) attitudes and opinions towards the state of affairs at a
truth-functional level (cf. Usoniené 1994: 92).

Epistemic modality as a philosophical domain and as a linguistic category has
been investigated by a number of scholars (von Wright 1951; Caton 1966, 1969; Lyons
1977; Palmer 1979, 1986; Coates 1983; Perkins 1983; Nuyts 1994; Papafragou 2000;
Nuyts 2001; Palmer 2001; Facchinetti & Palmer 2004; Klinge & Miiller 2005;
Pietrandrea 2005; Frawley 2006; Cornillie 2007; Holvoet 2007; Simon-Vandenbergen &
Aijmer 2007; Hansen & de Hann 2009; Portner 2009; Salkie et al. 2009 among others).
This thesis will not offer a new conceptual interpretation or an innovative theoretical
model of epistemic modality; it will rather base itself on a traditional model of modality

and focus on how structually different languages carve up the modal pie.
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Following logician von Wright (1951: 1-2), scholars traditionally distinguish
three kinds of modality: epistemic, deontic, and dynamic. Along the same line, Palmer
(2001, 2003) proposes the three types of modality in the modal system of English and

exemplifies them with the following examples:

(1) Epistemic: They may be in the office. - They must be in the office.
(2) Deontic: They may/can come in now. - They must come in now.
(3) Dynamic: They can run very fast. - 1 will help you.
(Palmer 2003: 7)

He also singles out a fourth type of modality — evidential modality. Under the umbrella
notion of propositional modality he puts both epistemic modality and evidentiality. He
defines epistemic modality as propositional modality which is used by speakers to
express their judgments and attitudes towards the factual status of the proposition.
Evidentiality, according to him, is a modality “in which, instead of making a judgment
about the truth-value of the proposition, the speaker offers evidence for it” (Palmer
2003: 7). The umbrella notion event modality covers deontic and dynamic modalities.
Deontic modality relates to obligation and permission and is participant external, while
dynamic modality relates to ability and volition and is participant internal (Palmer 2001:
8-11). However, for the purposes of this study, it is enough to follow the basic
distinction between epistemic modality and non-epistemic modality (cf. van der Auwera,
Plungian 1998; Mortelmans et al. 2009), the latter of which subsumes deontic and
dynamic modality. This thesis will not set deontic and dynamic modalities apart and, in
case of contrast with epistemic modality, both of them will be referred to as non-
epistemic. Epistemic modality is defined as dealing with the “evaluation of the chances
that a certain hypothetical state of affairs under consideration (or some aspect of it) will
occur, is occurring or has occurred in a possible world” (Nuyts 2001: 21), as in:

(4) I'mnot... so good today... Tomorrow will be better.

As far as evidentiality is concerned, the definition proposed in van der Auwera and
Plungian (1998) offers a more or less uncontroversial characterization of this category:
“Evidentiality concerns the indication of the source or kind of evidence speakers have
for their statements” (van der Auwera & Plungian 1998: 57). The relation between the

domains of evidentiality and epistemic modality is not always clear. Epistemic-evidential
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syncretism has been widely discussed (van der Auwera & Plungian 1998; Mortelmans
2000; Plungian 2001; Cornillie 2007, 2009; Squartini 2008 among others). Plungian
(2001: 354) contends that the evidential value is always inherently present in the
epistemic meaning: “while an evidential supplement can always be seen in an epistemic
marker, the opposite does not always hold: not all evidential markers are modal in that
they do not all necessarily imply an epistemic judgment”.

In this study | align myself with the views expressed in van der Auwera and
Plungian (1998), who see the relation between evidentiality and epistemic modality as
the one of overlap and include one particular type of evidentiality — inferential
evidentiality — within the domain of epistemic modality. The epistemic necessity and
inferential evidentiality expressed by the English modal auxiliary must is the best known
example of this overlapping domain. | also align myself with the position expressed in
Cornillie (2007) that the realm where epistemic necessity and inferential evidentiality
meet should be extended. His study of Spanish (semi-)auxiliaries gives evidence that
“the overlap category between modality and evidentiality should not be exclusively
situated in the domain of necessity but can also include prediction” (Cornillie
2007: 116).

One more division is crucial for this study, i.e. epistemic possibility and epistemic
necessity. As could be seen from the examples quoted above in (1), the speaker makes a
difference between epistemic possibility and epistemic necessity, which correspond to
the high or low degree of likelihood / probability or the speaker’s certainty. Hence it is
possible to argue that the strength of the speaker’s commitment to his / her assertion and
the degree of certainty are gradable and allow for “measurement”. Some linguists have
proposed scales of likelihood, in which the speaker’s evaluation of the state of affairs or
inferences can be seen to range from the tentative to the relatively certain (Hoye 1997,
Lyons 1977; Palmer 1986, 2001; Perkins 1983; Usoniené 2006a, 2007). In the same
vein, Nuyts (2001: 22-27) argues that polarity involving the scalarizations of the
speaker’s evaluation (certainty, probability, possibility, improbability and
impossibility) is an integral feature of the epistemic system. Similarly, Brandt (1999:
33-34) provides a tripartite scale of modality in Danish and discusses “modal intensity”
in terms of possibility, predictability and necessity. Though there seems to be a

consensus about the extreme poles of the epistemic scale, it might be difficult to grade
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the “medium epistemic certainty” (see Nuyts 2001: 27), and in practice the epistemic
scale becomes a continuous one (van der Auwera et al. 2005a: 251).

It is an undeniable fact that the most common verbal exponents of English
modality are modal auxiliaries. Alexander (1999: 208) arranges them on a gradable
scale moving “from the greatest uncertainty (might) to the greatest certainty (must)”.
Non-verbal modal expressions are of no less importance. According to the speaker’s
commitment to the truth of the proposition, Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 175-177)
distinguish three levels of strength for modal auxiliaries and four levels of strength for
modal adverbs (2002: 768): a) strong (obviously, necessarily, etc.); b) quasi-strong
(apparently, evidently, presumably, seemingly, etc.); c) medium (likely, probably, etc.);
d) weak (maybe, perhaps, possibly, etc.). By comparison, Hoye’s (1997: 240)
classification of the English adverbs carrying the overtones of the speaker’s certainty
includes only three subdivisions: a) certainty (certainly, definitely, indeed, presumably,
surely, etc.); b) probability (probably, quite likely, most likely, etc.); c) possibility
(maybe, perhaps, possibly, conceivably).

There are no modal auxiliaries in Lithuanian that could be comparable to the
Germanic and Romance modal auxiliaries in terms of the ‘NICE’ properties that are
essential to the classification of a form as an auxiliary (cf. Palmer 1987: 14-21). The
majority of Lithuanian modal verbs are fully conjugated lexical verbs and do not have any
conspicuous morphological and morphosyntactic characteristics that would set them apart
from the other verbs. The key modal verbs are galéti ‘can / may’ and turéti ‘must / have
to’. Both verbs are polyfunctional, i.e. they can express both epistemic and non-epistemic
(deontic and dynamic) modality. The verb galéti ‘can / may’ is the core marker of modal
possibility, whereas furéti ‘must / have to’ encodes modal necessity.

In Lithuanian, there are only a few modal adverbs morphologically marked as
adverbs, i.e. having the most productive adverb forming suffix — (i)ai (Ambrazas 1997:
378). They are tikriausiai / greiciausiai | veikiausiai ‘most probably’ and bitinai
‘necessarily’ and they are used to express high probability, i.e. epistemic necessity. There
has not been any detailed research carried out on the paths of grammaticalization and
lexicalization of the Lithuanian adverbial gal ‘perhaps’ and the two modal words turbiit

‘probably’ and galbiit ‘maybe’; however, it is obvious that the marker of epistemic
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possibility gal is related to the verb galéti (‘can / may-INF’)?, while the words rurbiit
‘probably’ and galbit ‘maybe’ are the truncated forms of turi ‘have-PRS.3” and gali ‘can /
may-PRS.3” in their modal meanings plus the existential verb biiti ‘to be’® The source of
origin of some of the epistemic necessity adverbials is rather transparent; for instance,
matyt derives from the infinitive matyti ‘see’, be abejo / be abejonés | neabejotinai are
related to the verb abejoti ‘doubt’, ko gero(-a) is the genitive form of kas gera, literally
meaning ‘the one which is good’ (Wiemer 2007: 195).

The division of Lithuanian adverbials into markers of epistemic possibility and
necessity is not an easy task. Usoniené (2007) suggests drawing a distinction between
Lithuanian modal adverbials in terms of degree of speaker confidence and offers the
following classification: (a) certainty adverbials: tikrai ‘surely / certainly’, aiskiai ‘clearly’
and zinoma ‘of course / definitely’; (b) high probability or quasi-strong confidence
adverbials like tikriausiai ‘most probably’, greiciausiai ‘most likely’, veikiausiai ‘most
probably / likely’; (c) weak or low epistemic possibility adverbials like gal(biit) ‘maybe’,
galimas daiktas ‘conceivably’, rasi ‘perhaps’, bene ‘possibly’, etc.

It should be noted that the dictionaries of the Lithuanian language give circular
explanations of the meanings of Lithuanian adverbials, i.e. both the markers of possibility
and the markers of necessity are explained in terms of each other and, therefore, seem to
be synonymous: turbiit ‘probably’ is made equivalent to galbiit ‘maybe’ and tikriausiali
‘most probably’. The authors of the Lithuanian Grammar present different glosses for the
Lithuanian particle gal, which intuitively should be ascribed to the exponents of weak
epistemic possibility in Lithuanian. For example, gal is glossed as ‘probably’ (Ambrazas
et. al. 2006: 400) and as ‘perhaps’ (ibid.: 256). This study is based on a bipartite division
of Lithuanain adverbials into adverbials of epistemic possibility and adverbials of
epistemic necessity. The divison is based on the individual intuition, different data
provided by available grammars and dictionaries and, most importantly, on the results
yielded by different corpus-based studies of realizations of epistemic meaning and the

conceptualization of likelihood in Lithuanian ( see Usoniené 2006a, 2006b, 2007; Soliené

2 Different authors seem to differ in their views regarding the origin of gal ‘perhaps / maybe’. For instance, the
authors of the Lithuanian Grammar maintain that gal ‘maybe’ derives from gali ‘(you) can-PRS.2SG’ (Ambrazas
1997: 397), while Wiemer (2007) claims that “gal is the truncated form of galéti ‘can’ (probably derived from the
PRS.3-form gali <...>)” Wiemer (2007: 195).

3 Brinton & Traugott (2005) speak about fusion, coalescence, and lexicalization of Polish moze and Lithuanian gal
via the constructions moZet byt ‘it may be” and galbit ‘it may be’, respectively (Brinton & Traugott 2005: 81).
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2008, 2010), so this research deals with two classes of adverbials: epistemic possibility
adverbials (gal, galgi, galbut, galimas daiktas / dalykas, rasi, bene, vargu, bemaz, kazin,
lyg (ir), tartum, tarytum, tarsi, panasu, rodos, regis, atrodo) and epistemic necessity
adverbials (rurbit, tikriausiai, veikiausial, greiciausiai, bitinai, neisvengiamai, matyt, ko
gero(-a)). The list is by no means exhaustive. A variety of other modal realizations of
possibility and necessity such as the expressions with adjectives, participles, nouns, the
verbs of propositional attitude and the verbs of probability taking clausal complements
will not be dealt with in the present thesis.

Similar contrastive analyses based on parallel and comparable corpus data (Aijmer
1997, 1999; Dyvik 1998, 2004; Johansson 2001, 2007; Simon-Vandenbergen & Aijmer
2007; Mortelmans 2009 among others) show that in a cross-linguistic perspective the
degree of lexical correspondence in expressions of epistemic modality is not very high
and different subsystems tend to interact. For instance, Aijmer’s (1999) study on the
comparison of epistemic possibility in English and Swedish has shown that when there is
a gap in the Swedish system of modal auxiliaries, it can be filled by a modal adverb. The
research made by van der Auwera et al. (2005b) also demonstrates that, despite the
similarity of the available linguistic inventory for epistemic meaning realization in terms
of the auxiliary and adverb strategies, speakers of the English and Slavonic languages do
not use these strategies with equal frequency. The researchers link it up to the relatively
high degree of grammaticalization of the English modal auxiliaries and their
polyfunctionality. Moreover, the results of the investigation of the Slavonic translational
equivalents could be looked at from an areal perspective: the authors describe an east-
west cline of languages with more modal adverbs in the Eastern areal of the Slavonic
languages and more modal verbs in the West.

These are the major theoretical preliminaries of the research. The findings dealing
with the cross-linguistic realizations of epistemic possibility and necessity in terms of the
choice of modal verb or adverb strategies are discussed in Chaper 4 and 5. Each chapter
presents an exhaustive descritption of data selection criteria and the major quantitative

and qualitative analysis of the linguistic items under study.
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DATA AND METHODS

The corpus-based approach adopted in this study helps to reveal patterns and
menaings of modal expressions which would be difficult to find otherwise. The method
used in the research is non-experimental data collection; it is a contrastive analysis based
on the data obtained from a self-compiled bidirectional parallel corpus -
ParaCorpgy_..7—en- The corpus design follows the model of the English-Norwegian
Parallel Corpus (Johansson 2007). The ParaCorpgy_;7—zv Was compiled from original
English fiction texts and their translations into Lithuanian and original Lithuanian fiction
texts and their translations into English. The size of the corpus is 1, 572, 498 words (see
Table 1).

Table 1. Size of the two sub—corpora ParaCorpgy_,;r and ParaCorp; r_zy

Original Translation
ParaCorpgy_.r 486, 871 386, 640
ParaCorp.r—gv 296, 759 402, 228

The advantage of such a corpus model is that it allows multidirectional
comparisons and can be used both as a parallel corpus and a comparable corpus
(Johansson 2007: 11). It must be admitted, however, that there is an imbalance between
the two sub-corpora. My aim was to compile a balanced bi-directional corpus; however,
the matching of original texts in terms of size was difficult as the number and range of
texts that have been translated from English into Lithuanian is far greater than those of
translations from Lithuanian into English. A similar situation has been observed in other
languages as well (cf. Cermak & Klégr 2004: 84; Johansson 2007: 13). Mainly due to
this reason, the included literary texts vary in their length and number: the
ParaCorpgy_,.r includes full texts (6 novels and 2 short stories), whereas the
ParaCorp; gy is comprized of both full texts and extracts (3 full text novels, 39 short
stories and 14 extracts). Moreover, the English texts have been translated by 8 translators
(5 women and 3 men); the Lithuanian texts have been translated by 19 translators (13
women and 6 men). Most of the texts included in the corpus were written, translated, and

published in the period of 1980-2006. However, there are some texts that were published
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before 1980: the ParaCorp, t_ gy includes the novel Hestera (Esther) by V. Kavalitinas
and some short stories, and the ParaCorpgy_.;rincludes G. Orwell’s novel 1984.

The texts are not lemmatized; the alignment used is based on the aligning tool LYGIA
(developed at the Centre of Computational Linguistics of Vytautas Magnus University,
Kaunas). The alignment was performed first at the paragraph level, then at the sentence
level. Then, in order to generate concordance lines, | used the multilingual browser
ParaConc (Barlow 1995). Though the search was automatic, the analysis of
concordances was carried out manually, since the ParaCorpen_;7gy IS NOt annotated.

Since the sub-corpora are of different size, the raw frequency numbers have been
normalized per 1000 words. Furthermore, in order to check whether the similarities and
differences are statistically significant, 1 have also performed the log-likelihood (LL)
test, which is commonly considered to be a more statistically reliable test than the chi-
square test (cf. Dunning 1993). Frequencies of particular patterns and uses are of crucial
importance to this study, since frequency can be an important factor in specification of
meaning (Leech 2003; Simon-Vandenbergen & Aijmer 2007). Some of the tendencies
identified in the ParaCorpen_;r_zy Were verified in other databases: the British
National Corpus (www.corpus.byu.edu/bnc/) and The Corpus of Spoken Lithuanian

(Sakytinés lietuviy kalbos tekstynas) ( http://donelaitis.vdu.lt/~andrius/SKT5/index.php).

RESEARCH FINDINGS

Epistemic posibility in English and Lithuanian. The quantitative results sustain the
assumption that English and Lithuanian differ in the use of auxiliary and adverb
strategies for modal meaning realization. The quantitative opposition was based on the
overall number of occurrences of four basic English modal auxiliaries of possibility (can,
could, may, might) against the number of occurrences of key possibility adverbs
(perhaps, maybe, possibly, conceivably) in the texts written in the original. The contrast
of normalized frequencies showing a predominant use of modal auxiliaries in English is

given in Table 2.
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Table 2. Normalized frequency of

adverbs (EN-ADV) in EN-orig

AUX n /1000 ADV n /1000
can 1020 2.1 perhaps 204 0.42
could 1463 3.0 maybe 180 0.37
may 112 0.2 possibly 76 0.16
might 399 0.8 conceivably 3 0.01
Total 2994 6.1 Total 463 0.95

possibility-auxiliaries (EN-AUX) vs. possibility-

In Lithuanian, the normalized frequency of overall occurrences of all the

conjugated forms of the modal possibility verb galéti ‘can / may’ is 4.56 and if we add

the frequency of the other two non-epistemic possibility verbs (su)gebéti ‘manage/be

able to’, and moketi ‘know how’, the final value will be 5.23. It is also higher than the

normalized frequency of modal possibility adverbials (3.04). Table 3 shows that the most

frequent adverbial is gal ‘perhaps’ which takes half of all the adverbial frequency.

Table 3. Normalized frequency of possibility-adverbs (LT-ADV) vs. possibility-verb
(LT-V) galéti ‘can / may’ in LT-orig

LT-ADV n | /1000 LT-V n | /1000

gal(gi) 524 | 1.77 | gal-iu/ ime 252 | 0.85

galbit 49 | 0.17 |gal-i/ite 137 | 0.47

bene 34 | 011 |gal-i 290 | 0.98

galimas daiktas / dalykas 13 0.04 | gal-éjau/ éjome/ édavau/ 115 | 0.39
édavome

kazin 12 0.04 | gal-¢jai/ éjote/ édavai/ édavote | 23 0.08

vargu 9 0.03 | gal-éjo/ édavo 320 | 1.08

rasi 6 0.02 | gal-ésiu/ ésime/ éciau/ 76 0.26
étumeme

bemaz 5 0.02 | gal-ési/ esite/ étum/ étuméte 38 0.13

lyg(ir/tai), tarsi / tartum / 91 | 0.31 |gal-és/ ety 98 0.33

tarytum

rodos / berods / regis / atrodo | 160 | 0.54 | (su)gebéti and moketi 204 | 0.69

Total 903 | 3.04 Total 1553 | 5.23
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The ratio of the normalized frequency values between the English auxiliaries and
adverbs is significantly high, i.e. 6:1 (AUX — 6.1 : ADV — 0.95). In Lithuanian, it is
1.7:1(V-5.23: ADV - 3.04), which means that the frequency ratio between the use of

epistemic adverbials in English vs. Lithuanian is approximately 3 : 1 (see Table 4).

Table 4. Normalized frequency and LL of modal possibility realizations in the EN-orig
and LT-orig sub-corpora

AUX ADV
EN-orig 6.1 0.95
LT-orig 5.23 3.04
LL +27.05 —444.98

The log likelihood score (+27.05) indicates a statistically significant difference in the
frequency of epistemic modal auxiliaries in original English as compared to modal verbs
in original Lithuanian. However, the most marked difference is in the choice of adverbial
strategies in the two languages. The log likelihood score (—444.98) of the frequencies
observed in the two sub-corpora signals that Lithuanian clearly favors epistemic stance
adverbials when compared with English.

The second task in the study was to calculate the frequency of the epistemic and
non-epistemic readings in the use of the primary possibility modal verbs in the two
languages and to check their frequency against that of epistemic stance adverbials. The
results obtained are in line with the claims made by Coates (1995), Heine (1995), Biber
et al. (1999), Facchinetti (2002), Warnsby (2004). The most frequent epistemic
possibility auxiliaries in English are might (97 %) and may (71 %). The epistemic use of
can (only 2 %) and could (15 %) is rare in my data. The epistemic can is basically found
in interrogative constructions, in existential sentences with introductory subject there,
and with be-P complements. The percentage of epistemic vs. non-epistemic use is shown

in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Epistemic vs. non-epistemic readings of possibility auxiliaries in EN-orig

The two most frequent epistemic auxiliaries may and might usually take 3™-person
subjects (53 %), existential there or impersonal it / this (26 %) and 21% of this use is
with 1% and 2"-person subjects taken together.

In Lithuanian the key verb of epistemic possibility is galéti ‘can / may’. One of the
tasks was to investigate how the so-called personal forms of galéti ‘can / may’ correlate
with epistemic meaning. Only affirmative personal forms of galéti ‘can / may’ have been
included in the further analysis. The data yielded no occurrences where 1%/ 2"-person
verb forms have an epistemic reading. The 3™-person forms also proved not to be
productive means to convey epistemic tones: only 24 % of them were interpreted as
expressing epistemic meaning (111 out of the overall 465 occurences). One of the
constraints influencing epistemic interpretation turned out to be the specificity of

complements (see Table 6).

Table 6. Distributions of epistemic vs. non-epistemic readings of affirmative 3"-person
forms of galéti ‘can / may’ in LT-orig

Patterns with 3™ Epistemic Non-epistemic

person forms n /1000 % n /1000 %
gal*+ INF 77 0.26 18 344 1.16 82
gal* + buti - P 34 0.11 77 10 0.03 23
Total 111 0.37 24 354 1.19 76

Lithuanian statives of the type buti-P (be-P), where P stands for NP, AP or PP, give a
higher degree of epistemic readings and the ratio between epistemic and non-epistemic
frequency is 0.11 : 0.03. However, in total, epistemic use with the possibility verb galéti

‘can / may’ is rather low, namely 0.37. The normalized frequency of epistemic stance
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adverbials in Lithuanian is 2.09 (the initial data set has been filtered taking into account
the data selection criteria). If we look only at the frequency of the Lithuanian epistemic
possibility adverbials gal / galgi / galbiit ‘perhaps / maybe’ as opposed to epistemic use
of the verb galéti “‘can / may’, it is nearly four times higher than that of the given verb
forms, whereas an oposite situation is observed in English:

LT-orig > gal/galgi/ galbut—1.54 (n =458) vs. V —0.37 (n = 111)

EN-orig > perhaps / maybe / possibly / conceivably —0.95 (n = 463) vs. AUX —

1.28 (n = 624)

The analysis of the translational paradigms provided more evidence to support the
hypothesis about an overwhelming priority given by the speakers of Lithuanian to the
adverbial use to express their epistemic stance regarding the possibility of the situation.
The two most widely used English epistemic possibility auxiliaries may / might have
been found to correspond to adverbials in translation into Lithuanian more often than the
Lithuanian modal verb galéti ‘can / may’. The most frequent correspondence of the
English may / might has been found to be the Lithuanian adverbial gal(but) ‘perhaps /
maybe’, which makes up 27 % of all the translational correspondences of may / might.
The other Lithuanian epistemic possibility adverbials under analysis constitute only 5 %
of the correspondences used. On the contrary, the translational correspondences of could
contain Lithuanian adverbials rather rarely (only 9 %). The translators’ preference has
been given to the Lithuanian verb galéti ‘can / may’, which makes up 69 %. Mention
should be made of the fact that a considerably high percentage of zero-correspondences
has been observed. Other translational correspondences include other means of
compensation (adjectives, various forms of the subjunctive mood) in Lithuanian. The
frequency of the translational correspondences illustrating the choice of the adverbial

and verb forms strategies in translation from English into Lithuanian is given in Table 8.

Table 8. Frequency of translational correspondences of may/might/could in LT-trans:
choice of strategies

EN-orig LT-trans (ADV) |LT-trans (V + INF / biiti-P) | other 0
Ep-may / might 32 % 34 % 13 21
Ep-could 9% 69 % 8 14
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The concordance of Lithuanian galéti in its epsitemic meaning shows that its most
frequent correspondences are English modal auxiliaries (94 %; can/could make up
56 % of this), whereas adverbials amount only to 2 % and 4 % of the cases are left
untranslated.

A bi-directional search of correspondences in a parallel corpus gives plenty of
evidence in the form of zero correspondence. A distinction can be made between zero
correspondence in a TL and zero correspondence in an SL, i.e. omission and insertion.
The insertion of modal adverbials in Lithuanian seems to correspond to cases of zero
correspondence of English modal auxiliaries in Lithuanian. For example, in the
ParaCorp;_,;r the zero correspondences of epistemic might make up 20 % and those of
may — 21 %. On the other hand, cases of ‘inserted’ gal ‘maybe/perhaps’ in translated
Lithuanian constitute 20 %. These quantitative results would suggest that it is
appropriate for a translation to follow target language conventions. The insertion of
modal expressions in the target language can be interpreted as a sign of normalization,
I.e. bringing the translation closer to the norms of the target language (Schmied,
Schiffler 1996: 50; Teich 2003: 145).

Epistemic necessity in English and Lithuanian. The quantitative analysis aimed
to count the overall occurrences of six English modal auxiliaries (will, would, shall,
should, ought to, must) against the number of occurrences of key necessity adverbs
(probably, certainly, indeed, surely, definitely, presumably, no doubt/ undoubtedly, for
sure, for certain, decidedly, undeniably). The contrast of normalized frequencies

showing a prevailing use of modal auxiliaries in English is given in Table 9.
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Table 9. Normalized frequency of necessity-auxiliaries (EN-AUX) vs. necessity-adverbs
(EN-ADV) in EN-orig

AUX ADV
n /1000 n /1000
will(“ll) 1209 2.48 probably 127 0.26
would(‘d) 1764 3.62 certainly 76 0.16
shall 32 0.07 indeed 75 0.15
should 398 0.82 surely 48 0.10
ought to 33 0.07 definitely 22 0.05
must 265 0.54 presumably 20 0.04
no doubt/undoubtedly 20 0.04
for sure 5 0.01
for certain 3 0.01
decidedly 1 0.00
Total | 3701 | 761 |Total 397 0.82

The normalized frequencies show that the most frequent English modal auxiliary is
would (3.62) and will (2.48) goes second; the most frequent English adverb is probably
(0.26).

The data show that the main function of ruréti ‘have to’ is to express posessivity.
The possessive ruréti “have to’ amounted to 617 occurrences (f = 2.08 or 61 % of the
overall use). The normalized frequency of all conjugated forms of the modal necessity
verb mréti ‘have to’ is 1.33 (n = 394 or 39 % of the overall use). If we juxtapose the 3"-
person forms of the modal verb suréti ‘have to’ and its 1% and 2"-person forms taken
together, we can see that the 3™-person forms tend to dominate (n = 258, f = 0.87 or
65 % of the concordance. If we add the frequency of the other four non-epistemic
necessity verbs reikéti ‘need’, tekti ‘be gotten’, privaléti ‘be oblidged’ and deréti
“fit/suit’ (2.06) to the frequency of the modal necessity verb turéti ‘have to’ (1.33), the
final value will be 3.39. Like in the English data, the normalized frequency of modal
verbs is higher than the normalized frequency of modal necessity adverbials (0.93). As
can be seen in Table 10, the most frequent adverbial is turbiit ‘probably’, which takes

one third of all the adverbial frequency.
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Table 10. Normalized frequency of necessity-adverbs (LT-ADV) vs. necessity-verbs
(LT-V) in LT-orig

LT-ADV n | /1000 LT-V n /1000
turbiit 98 0.32 | tur-iu/ime 42 0.14
matyt 62 0.21 | tur-ifite 32 0.11
tikriausiai 43 0.14 | tur-i 112 0.38
butinai 40 0.13 | tur-éjau/ éjome/édavau/édavome 34 0.11
ko gero/a 18 0.06 | tur-éjai/ éjote/édavai/édavote 3 0.01
greiciausiai 6 0.02 | tur-é¢jo/édavo 110 0.37
neisvengiamai 7 0.02 | tur-ésiu/ ésime/éciau/étumeéme 14 0.05
be abejo/ be 4 0.01 | tur-esi/ésite/étum/étuméte 11 0.04
veikiausiai 1 0.00 | tur-es/éty 36 0.12

reikéti, privaléti, tekti, deréti 613 2.07
Total 277 | 0.93 | Total 1007 3.39

The results show that the ratio of the normalized frequency values between the
English auxiliaries and adverbs of necessity in the EN-orig subcorpus is very high,
namely, 8:1 (AUX -7.61 : ADV —0.82). In Lithuanian, itis 3:1 (V-3.39: ADV —
0.93), so the frequency ratio between the use of modal verbs of necessity in English vs.
Lithuanian is approximately 3:1 (AUX —7.61:V —3.39). The results are presented in
Table 11. The log likelihood score +590,99 indicates a statistically significant difference
in the frequency of modal auxiliaries in original English as compared to the modal verbs

in original Lithuanian.

Table 11. Normalized frequency and LL of modal necessity realizations in the EN-orig
and LT-orig sub-corpora

AUX ADV

EN-orig 7.61 0.82
LT-orig 3.39 0.93
LL +590.99 —2.95

The second step in the analysis was to calculate the frequency of the epistemic and
non-epistemic readings in the use of the basic necessity modal auxiliaries / verbs in the
two languages and to check their frequency against that of epistemic stance adverbials.

Figure 2 proves that the results regarding the markers of epistemic necessity in English
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are very much in line with the claims made by Coates (1983), Heine (1995), Biber et al.
(1999), Wirnsby (2004), Hoye (1997), de Haan (2008) among others. The two most

frequent epistemic markers are must (59 %) and would (52 %).
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Figure 2. Epistemic vs. non-epistemic readings of necessity auxiliaries in EN-orig

Epistemic must and would usually take 3™-person subjects (54 %), existential there
or impersonal it / this (22 %) and the remaining 24 % co-occur with 1% and 2"-person
subjects taken together. The modal auxiliary shall is the least susceptible to epistemic
interpretation. Only 2 % of all its occurrences the EN-orig data could be interpreted
epistemically. The epistemic use of shall cannot be accounted for by its correlation with
the subject; however, when shall is used with adverbials involving a relatively high
degree of probability, it can receive an epistemic interpretation (cf. Coates 1983: 192;
Hoye 1997: 120).

The four Lithuanian verbs reikéti ‘need’, tekti ‘be gotten’, privaléti ‘be obliged’
and deréti “fit / suit’, which have been included in the first quantitative analysis of the
distribution of the markers of modal necessity in general, can never receive epistemic
readings; therefore, they have not been analyzed further on in terms of the epistemic /
non-epistemic dichotomy. It is only the key verb turéti “have to / must’ that can be used
to express epistemic and non-epistemic necessity. One of the aims of the thesis was to
find out how epistemic turéti ‘have to / must’ is and what forms are most commonly
used with the given reading.

In my data, all the attested occurrences of 1% and 2™-person forms of furéti ‘have to’
are unambiguously non-epistemic. However, it cannot be claimed that 1% and 2"-person

forms of rréti ‘have to’ are never epistemic: they can receive an epistemic
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interpretation, especially when they are used in the subjunctive and the proposition refers
to the future.

Further qualitative and quantitative analysis of the 3"-person forms showed that the
frequency counts of their epistemic readings are rather low. They are epistemic only in
24 % of all their use. Compliment specification appeared to be a more important factor
determining epistemic and non-epistemic readings. So a further distinction was made
between the 3™-person turéti ‘have to> forms taking main verb infinitives and biti -P (be-
P) as complements. All the cases of use where the verb turéti ‘have to’ followed by biiti-
P (be-P) has a non-epistemic reading take an AP complement or a compound infinitive
conveying a passive meaning. As can be seen in Table 10 below, in both types of
patterns taken together the Lithuanian necessity verb ruréti ‘have to/must’
predominantly functions as a non-epistemic modal verb (76 %). The pattern tur* + biti -
P yielded a greater percentage of epistemic readings (52 %), while the pattern tur*+ INF

favors the non-epistemic environment.

Table 10. Distributions of epistemic vs. non-epistemic readings of 3™-person forms of
turéti ‘have to’ in LT-orig

Patterns with 3"-person forms Epistemic Non-epistemic
/1000 % /1000 %
tur*+ INF 0.10 48 0.55 84
tur* + biti - P 0.11 52 0.10 16
Total 0.21 24 0.64 76

Lithuanian statives of the type buti-P (be-P), where P stands for NP, AP or PP
receive an epsitemic interpretation more frequently and the ratio between epistemic and
non-epistemic frequency is 0.10:0.55. However, in total, epistemic use with the
necessity verb ruréti ‘have to’ is rather low, namely 0.21 (f/1000). If we compare the
overall normalized frequency of adverbials with that of epistemic turéti ‘have to’, the
ratio becomes significant, because it shows that adverbial usage is about four times
higher than that of epistemic necessity use of the verb ruréti “have to’ in Lithuanian,
namely ADV —-0.93:V -0.21.

The following stage of the contrastive study was to analyze the translational

paradigms. The analysis of the prototypical marker of epistemic necessity in English
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must showed that its Lithuanian translational correspondences are mostly adverbials and
not the modal verb ruréti ‘have to’. The most frequent correspondences of English must
have been found to be the Lithuanian adverbials tikriausiai ‘certainly’, matyt
‘seemingly/evidently’ and turbiit ‘probably’; they make up 42 % of all the translational
correspondences of must in the LT-trans sub-corpus. The other Lithuanian epistemic
necessity adverbials under analysis (e.Q., greiciausiai, veikiausiai, neabejotinai) in the
given study constitute only 9 % of the correspondences used. It is important to mention
that a considerably high percentage of zero-correspondences (25 %) has been observed.
Other translational correspondences include the modal verbs ruréti “have to’ and galéti
‘can / may’; they make up 22 % of all translational correspondences. The frequency of
the translational correspondences illustrating the choice of the adverbial and verb forms

strategies in the translation of must from English into Lithuanian is given in Figure 3.

@; 25 O other; 2 ® ADV; 51 @ ADV
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Figure 3. Percentage of translational correspondences of must in LT-trans: Choice of
strategies
The diagram shows that in Lithuanian the adverbials prevail as correspondences of must.
Similar results in terms of the choice of strategies have been obtained when |
investigated the back-translations of must. The Lithuanian adverbials as translational
correspondences of must constituted 56 % of its concordance, the verb tfuréti ‘have to’
accounted for 9 % and zero translations made up 35 % of all instances. What is more, the
results yielded a lot of cases of zero correspondences (cases of insertions and omission).
For example, in the ParaCorpzy_ .7 the zero correspondences of epistemic must make up
25 %. On the other hand, cases of inserted tikriausiai ‘certainly’, turbiit ‘probably’ and

matyt ‘evidently’ in translated Lithuanian constitute 15 %.
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Another observation is that very often in translations the markers of epistemic
necessity are used interchangeably with the markers of epistemic possibility, not taking
into account the retention of the same level of certainty and likelihood. To find the
markers of epistemic possibility among the translational correspondences of must, which
prototypically encodes a high degree of speaker’s certainty, seems to be rather
unexpected. In some sentences must corresponded to gal ‘perhaps / maybe’ and galéti
‘can / may’ in Lithuanian translation. Such examples are not numerous, but still make up
3 % of all translational correspondences, e.g.:

(5 A few must not have reached their homes yet.

Gal dar ne visi grize.
Similar cases have been attested in the concordances of tikriausiai ‘certainly’, furbiit
‘probably’ and matyt ‘evidently’ expressing a relatively high degree of intended
certainty. The semantic map of matyt ‘evidently’ (see Table 11) shows a great diversity

of its translational correspondences.

Table 11. Translational correspondences of matyt ‘evidently’

matyt LT-orig=>EN-transl | LT-trans|-> EN-orig
raw % raw %
seem / appear / look 20 32 11 12
must 7 12 22 24
apparently / obviously / evidently 14 23 29 32
most likely / probably / no doubt 3 5 2 2
quite possible / perhaps / maybe 1 2 5 6
guess / think / suppose 1 2 9 10
7] 15 24 12 13
Total 61 100 90 100

A plausible explanation for such a spectrum of translational correspondences seems
to be different types of evidence available for the speaker. As it is claimed in Boye and
Harder (2009), different nuances of evidence can be associated with different degrees of
reliability. Similar views are expressed in Plungian (2001: 354): “an epistemic marker
contains more evidential properties when the source of the speaker’s hypothesis is
specified”. If the assertion is based on the evidence inferred from observed results, the

translational correspondences of matyt ‘evidently’ are the prototypical markers of
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evidentiality, for instance, such adverbs as obviously, evidently and apparently or
epistemic-evidential must. If the available evidence is inferred by logical reasoning, the
translational correspondences of matyt ‘evidently’ encode a lower degree of certainty,
e.g., quite possibly, possibly.

The semantic maps of translational correspondences seem to offer proof to support
the given hypothesis that the distinction between low and high degree of probability
might be blurred in Lithuanian (cf. Usoniené 2007) and that tikriausiai ‘certainly’, turbit
‘probably’ and matyt ‘evidently’ may cover the whole spectrum of the epistemic scale
and are polyfunctional. This idiosyncratic behavior of modal expressions might be
accounted for in terms of pragmatics. For example, Schmied and Schiffler (1996) argue
that English and German speakers make use of different pragmatic conventions in the
realm of tentativeness and indirectness and sometimes it is quite legitimate, against the
background of differences between SL and TL norms, to reduce tentativeness in
translation (Schmied, Schéffler 1996: 51).

CONCLUSIONS

1. The results of the quantitative analysis of the epistemic and non-epistemic
realizations of possibility and necessity in English and Lithuanian reveal that the modal
verb strategy tends to dominate over the adverbial one. This comes as no surprise since
modal verbs can be polyfunctional and express different types of modality, whereas
modal adverbials are epistemic only. However, the tendencies for the two languges to
behave differently with regard to the modal verb and adverb strategy implementation has
been revealed in the initial quantitative analysis already.

1.1. In English the normalized frequency of modal auxiliaries expressing modal
possibility is 6.1 (per 1000 words) and adverbials — 0.95; in Lithuanian, respectively, the
frequency of modal verbs is 5.23 and the frequency of adverbials is 3.04. However, the
value of log likelihood test (+27.05) indicates a statistically significant difference in the
frequency of epistemic modal auxiliaries in original English as compared to modal verbs
in original Lithuanian. The most marked difference is in the choice of adverbial

strategies in the two languages. The log likelihood score (—444.98) of the frequencies
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observed in the two sub-corpora signals that Lithuanian clearly favors epistemic stance
adverbials when compared with English.

1.2. The overall distribution of the markers of modal necessity is very much alike
the distribution of possibility markers. The results show that the ratio of the normalized
frequency values between the English auxiliaries and adverbs of necessity in the EN-orig
subcorpus is very high, namely, 8:1 (AUX —-7.61 : ADV —-0.82). In Lithuanian, it is
3:1(V-3.39:ADV -0.93), so the frequency ratio between the use of modal verbs of
necessity in English vs. Lithuanian is approximately 3 : 1 (AUX —7.61:V —3.39). The
log likelihood score (+590.99) indicates a statistically significant difference in the
frequency of modal auxiliaries of necessity in original English as compared to the modal
verbs in original Lithuanian.

2. Despite the existence of the same adverbial and verb strategies for epistemic
meaning realization in the two languages under study, their implementation differs.

2.1. Lithuanian shows a significantly higher frequency of adverbials of epistemic
possibility and necessity as contrasted with the use of the auxiliary and adverb strategies
in English. The adverbial markers of epistemic possibility amount to 2.09, while the
normalized frequency of galéti ‘can / may’ is only 0.37. The normalized frequency of
adverbial markers of epistemic necessity is 0.93, whereas the frequency of ruréti “have
to’ amounts to 0.21.

2.2. English usually favors modal auxiliaries for expressing epistemic modality;
adverbials are used less frequently. The higher frequency of modal auxiliaries seems to
correlate with their polyfunctionality, higher degree of grammaticalization and the
attrition of the subjunctive mood. In English epistemic possibility is encoded by modal
auxiliaries; their normalized frequency is 1.28, whereas adverbials amount only to 0.95.
Modal auxiliaries also prevail as markers of epistemic necessity (2.87), while the
frequency of adverbials is 0.82.

2.3. The semantic domain of possibility is dominant in Lithuanian. This is
especially obvious in the frequencies of the use of adverbials: the epistemic adverbials of
possibility (f = 2.09) occur twice as often as the adverbials of necessity (f = 0.93). The
the use of the possibility verb galéti ‘can / may’ is also more frequent that that of ruréti

‘have to / must’ — their normalized frequencies are 0.37 and 0.21 respectively.
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2.4. The analysis of the overall realizations of epistemic modality in terms of verb
and adverbial strategies only confirms the results obtained from the separate analyses of
epistemic possibility and necessity markers. The overall incidence of epistemic modal
auxiliaries in English was 4.15 (n = 2019), whereas in Lithuanian the overall incidence
of modal verbs was only 0.59 (n = 174). The LL test result (+1044.11) shows an
extremely significant diference in the frequency of use of the modal verb strategy in the
two languages in favor of English. The same is applicable to the use of the adverbial
strategy. The adverbial markers of epistemic modality in English account for 1.77 (n =
860), while in Lithuanian the frequency of adverbials is 3.02 (n = 897). The LL test
yielded a statistically significant value (-125.68), which shows a predominat use of
adverbials in Lithuanian.

3. The findings also show that epistemic meaning can be determined by various
constraints, the most important of which are complement stativity and subject
specification.

3.1. Both in English and Lithuanian modal verbs acquired epistemic meaning in
be-P constructions. The use of epistemic may / might in such constructions accounts for
57 % of their concordance, whereas the construction gal* + bati—P makes up 77 %. The
key markers of epistemic necessity behave in the same way: stative constructions with
must and would make up 53 % and the epistemic use of tur* + buati—P construction
amounts to 52 %.

3.2. None of the 1% and 2"-person forms of galéti ‘can / may’ and turéti ‘have to /
must’ were used in epistemic contexts. Epistemic meaning tended to correlate with 3"-
person forms; however it is not yet dominant in their semantic structure: only 24 % of
3"-person forms of galéfi ‘can / may’ and turéti ‘have to / must’ are epistemic. In
English, however, epistemic must ir would usually appear with 3™-person subjects
(54 %), existential there or impersonal it/this (22 %). The two most frequent epistemic
auxiliaries may and might usually take 3™-person subjects (53 %), existential there or
impersonal it/this (26 %) and 21 % of this use is with 1% and 2"-person subjects taken
together.

4. The analysis of the translational paradigm has indicated language specific
differences. The markers of epistemic possibility are used interchangeably with the

markers of epistemic necessity in Lithuanian and vice versa; this could suggest that the
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distinction between low and high degree of probability is not that distinct and its
boundaries can be blurred in Lithuanian. The abundance of inserted modal adverbials
and the phenomenon of zero correspondence seem to be a compensatory way to bridge
the language-specific differences in modal meaning realization. This could also signal
differences in culture-specific conceptualization of probability and varying use of
pragmatic conventions.

4.1. The analysis of the translational correspondences confirmed the hypothesis that
the Lithuanian language shows a significantly higher frequency of adverbials as
contrasted with the use of the auxiliary and adverb strategies in English. Lithuanian gal
and galbit ‘perhaps / maybe’are the translational correspondences of the English modal
auxiliaries in 31 % of all the cases and epistemic may and might are translated by
Lithuanian adverbials in 32 % of all their concordances. Epistemic must is very
frequently rendered into Lithuanian by adverbials (51 %) and its back translation
exhibits similar results — 56 % of all its correspondences in original Lithuanian texts
were adverbials.

5. The empirical data for this study are derived from the parallel corpus comprised
of fixtion texts, which, at first glance, seems to limit the scope of findings to a certain
degree; however, the analysis of considerable amounts of authentic language material
and the comparison of the obtained results with descriptions of markers of epistemic
modality in different grammar books made it possible to present a revised list of
Lithuanian adverbials.

The study carries diverse implications for further research. Since there seems to
be hardly any exhaustive studies on the grammaticalization and pragmaticalization of the
Lithuanian modal expressions and the database of the present study is rather restricted in
terms of size and register variation, these remarks should be considered to be tentative.
Further research should be carried out using larger corpora composed of different types
of registers. Besides, the meaning of modal adverbials is very much context-dependent,
so different pragmatic conventions should not be downplayed and emphasis should be
shifted away from establishing correspondence between words and sentences to the

consideration of larger stretches of text.
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EPISTEMINIO MODALUMO EKVIVALENTISKUMO PARAMETRAI ANGLU
IR LIETUVIU KALBOSE

Reziumé

Darbo objektas — episteminis modalumas ir jo raiSkos priemonés angly ir lietuviy

kalbose. D¢l dideles kalbiniy vienety, potencialiai galin€iy Zyméti epistemin] modaluma,
jvairovés Siame darbe apsiribota tik tam tikromis raiSkos priemonémis: modaliniais
veiksmazodziais ir adverbialais (angl. adverbials). Tyrimo atspirties taskas yra kertinés
episteminio modalumo sritys — galimumas ir batinumas ir jy raiSkos bei turinio
tarpkalbinis aprasymas zvelgiant per dviejy potencialiai kalbos struktiiroje
egzistuojanciy strategijy (modaliniy veiksmaZodziy ir modaliniy adverbialy) prizme.

Darbo tikslai ir uzdaviniai

Pagrindinis Sio darbo tikslas — remiantis lygiagreéiyjy ir palyginamyjy tekstyny
metodika aptarti pagrindinius kokybinius ir kiekybinius episteminio modalumo raiskos
ekvivalentiSkumo parametrus angly ir lietuviy kalbose. Ketinama nustatyti, kokie
tarpkalbiniai episteminio modalumo raiSkos atitikmenys yra daZniausi, aptarti vertimo
atitikmeny tipus, atkreipti démesj j tarpkalbing episteminio modalumo reikSmés ir
raiskos jvairove bei jos lemiamas problemas. Siy tiksly sickiama sprendZiant tokius
tyrimo uzdavinius:

1. Sudaryti grozinés literatliros dvikryptj palyginamajj tekstyna lietuviy ir angly

kalbomis.

2. Aptarti kiekybinius ir kokybinius episteminio modalumo raiskos parametrus

strukturiskai skirtingose angly ir lietuviy kalbose.

3. ISsiaiskinti, kokie veiksniai lemia episteminés reikSmeés interpretacijg.

4. ISanalizuoti vertimo atitikmeny ypatumus.

Darbo naujumas ir taikomoii verté

Vakary kalbotyroje gausu kontrastyviniy modalumo tyrimy: lygintos angly ir Svedy
(Aijmer 1996, 1997, 1999, 2002), angly ir norvegy (Johansson ir Hofland 1994; Leken
1997; Johansson 2007), angly ir ¢eky (Cermak ir Klégr 2004), angly ir suomiy
(Mauranen 2002), angly ir slavy (van der Auwera et al. 2005b), angly ir vokie¢iy (Salkie
2002a, 2002b, 2008), angly ir pranciizy (Salkie 1996), angly, vokieCiy ir olandy

(Mortelmans 2009, 2010) ir kitos kalbos. ]Jvairios modalumo raiSskos galimybés
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dabartinéje lietuviy kalboje — vienas maziau tyrinéty aspekty, 0 kontrastyvinés studijos
apskritai retos. Tarpkalbiné episteminio modalumo raiSkos priemoniy analizé parodo
skirtumg tarp raiSkos priemoniy potencialo ir realios jy vartosenos germany ir balty
kalbose. Gauti rezultatai taip pat liudija skirtingg germany ir balty kalby modaliniy
veiksmazodziy gramatikalizacijos 1lygj ir menka ekvivalentiSkumo egzistavimg
gramatiniy kategorijy lygmeniu. Tyrimas reik§mingas ir lietuviy kalbai: patikslintas
lietuviy kalbos episteminio modalumo Zymikliy sgraSas remiantis ne paskiro tyréjo
intuicija, o autentiskais pavyzdziais.

Kitas naujas tyrimo aspektas susijes su tyrimo metodika. Siame darbe remiamasi
tekstyny analize — gauti duomenys leidzia nustatyti episteminio modalumo raiSkos
priemoniy daZnj, atskleisti jy vartojimo tendencijas abiejose kalbose.

Aprasomas tyrimas gali turéti nemaza taikomaja nauda. Tyrimo duomeny pagrindu
gali biiti rengiamos jvairios svetimy kalby mokymo priemonés ir praktinés uzduotys.
Aprasomas tyrimas gali buiti naudingas leksikografijos mokslui: tyrimo duomenys ir
sudarytas tekstynas gali praversti rengiant vienakalbius ir dvikalbius zodynus. Kita
tyrimo rezultaty ir sudaryto tekstyno taikymo galimybé sietina su vertimo studijomis ir
praktika, teoriniais kontrastyvinés kalbotyros, tipologijos kursais ir seminarais bei
tolesniais kontrastyviniais episteminio modalumo tyrimais.

Ginamieji teiginiai

1. Tyrimo rezultatai aiSkiai rodo skirtj tarp kalbinio potencialo ir vartosenos. Nors
angly ir lietuviy kalby raiskos ir turinio potencialas turi vienodas galimybes,
vartosena skiriasi. Tai rodo raiskos vienety daznio rodikliai.

2. Angly ir lietuviy kalbose modaliniy veiksmazodziy ir adverbialy strategijos
episteminiam modalumui reiksti vartojamos nevienodu dazniu: lietuviy kalboje
episteminis modalumas kur kas daZniau reiSkiamas pasitelkiant adverbialy
strategija.

3. Aukstas angly kalbos modaliniy veiksmazodziy gramatikalizacijos lygis ir
tariamosios nuosakos nunykimas gali lemti episteminio modalumo raiskos
strategijy pasirinkima: angly kalboje vyrauja veiksmazodiné (pagalbiniy

veiksmazodziy) raiskos strategija.
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4. Lietuviy kalboje tyrinéti episteminio biitinumo zymikliai vartojami reciau nei
episteminio galimumo zymikliai: tai patvirtina, kad galimumo konceptualioji
dimensija yra dominuojanti kalbos vartosenoje.

5. Episteminés reikSmés realizacija lemia keletas veiksniy, taciau ypac glaudziai ji
susijusi su modaliniy veiksmazodziy komplementy ir subjekto semantikos
specifikacija.

6. Sprendziant i$ tyrinéty vienety vertimo atitikmeny distribucijos, lietuviy kalboje

tikimybés laipsniai skiriami ne taip grieztai, jos ribos ne tokios ryskios.

Tyrimo metodai ir medziaga

Siame darbe taikoma keletas tyrimo metody. Kontrastyvin¢ analizé leidZia
atskleisti kalbos reiSkinio skirtingose kalbose savitumg ir iSrySkinti universalius jo
bruozus. Kitas darbe taikytas tekstynais paremtas metodas padeda atskleisti kitais
metodais sunkiai aptinkamas ar tik numanomas tarpkalbines modalumo raiskos
tendencijas. Siam tyrimui buvo sudarytas dvikalbis dvikryptis lygiagretusis
ParaCorp,_;r_, tekstynas (1 572 498 Zodziai) i§ grozinés literatiiros teksty angly ir
lietuviy kalbomis.

Tekstyno duomenys tirti taikant kiekybinius ir kokybinius tyrimo metodus
Tekstyno kiekybinei analizei naudotas programinis ParaConc (Barlow 1995) jrankis,
taCiau tolesn¢ kokybiné duomeny analizé skiriant epistemines ir neepistemines reikSmes
vykdyta rankomis. Gauti duomenys apdoroti statistiSkai: buvo skai¢iuojamas tirty

vienety normalizuotas daznis ir taikomas logaritminés tikimybés testas.

Disertacijos struktira

Disertacijg sudaro jvadas, literatiros apie episteminj modalumg apzvalga, tyrimo
kalbinés medziagos ir metody pristatymo skyrius, du analizés skyriai, kuriuose aptariami
episteminio galimumo ir butinumo Zymikliy vartosenos tapkalbinés tendencijos, iSvados,
naudotos literatiiros sarasas ir priedas, kuriame suraSyti j tekstyng jtraukty grozinés
literatiiros kiiriniy pavadinimai, autoriy ir vertéjy pavardeés, leidimo metai, zodziy

skaicius.
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Tyrimo rezultatai ir iSvados

Siame darbe tyrinétas episteminis modalumas ir jo raiskos priemonés angly ir
lietuviy kalbose. Tyrimas atskleidé Siuos pagrindinius episteminio modalumo zymikliy
vartosenos ypatumus analizuotoje kalbin¢je medZziagoje:

1. Angly ir lietuviy kalbose apskritai modalumo (episteminio ir neepisteminio)
raiSkoje veiksmazodin¢ strategija yra daZznesné¢ nei adverbialiné. Tokig tendencijg
neabejotinai nulemia faktas, kad, kaip ir daugumoje kalby, angly ir lietuviy kalbose
adverbialai paprastai vartojami tik episteminiam modalumui reiksti, o veiksmazodziai
modalumo atzvilgiu yra daugiafunkciSki ir gali funkcionuoti kaip episteminio ir
neepisteminio modalumo Zymikliai. Taciau jau net bendrieji kiekybiniai duomenys rodo
modaliniy veiksmazodziy ir adverbialy strategijos vartosenos skirtumus.

1.1. Angly kalboje modalinj galimumg koduojanciy veiksmazodziy normalizuotas
daznis yra 6,1, o adverbialy vartosenos daznis — tik 0,95; atitinkamai lietuviy kalboje
modaliniy veiksmazodziy daznis yra 5,23, o tirty adverbialy normalizuotas daznis
mazesnis — 3,04. Gauti rezultatai rodo statistiskai reikSmingg ir dominuojancig modaliniy
veiksmazodziy vartoseng angly kalboje, palyginti su lietuviy kalba (LL: +27,05, kai p <
0,05, o kritiné verté lygi 3,84), o LL testo rezultatas (—444,98) rodo ypac didelg
dominuojancig adverbialy vartoseng lietuviy kalboje. Adverbialy gausa lietuviy kalboje
gali buti Baltijos regiono kalby pozymis.

1.2. Tas pats pasakytina ir apie bitinumo raiSkos priemoniy distribucijg. Angly
kalbos modaliniy veiksmazodziy normalizuotas daznis yra 7,61, adverbialy — 0,82;
lietuviy kalbos modaliniy veiksmazodziy vartosenos daznis yra 3,39, o adverbialy —
0,93. Veiksmazodiniy modalinio biitinumo Zymikliy apytikslis santykis — 3 : 1 angly
kalbos naudai (LL: +590,99).

2. Kiekybiné¢ ir kokybiné episteminio modalumo Zymikliy analizé parodé skirtuma
tarp raiSkos priemoniy potencialo ir realios jy vartosenos germany ir balty kalbose.
Angly ir lietuviy kalbose modaliniy veiksmazodziy ir adverbialy strategijos
episteminiam modalumui reiks$ti naudojamos nevienodu dazniu.

2.1. Lietuviy kalboje dominuoja adverbialiné episteminio modalumo raiskos
strategija. Lietuviy kalboje episteminio galimumo veiksmazodis galéti ir adverbialai

atitinkamai sgveikauja kaip 0,37 ir 2,09 (normalizuotas daznis), o episteminj biitinuma
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reiSkianCio veiksmazodzio turéti vartosenos ir episteminés adverbialy vartosenos
normalizuotas daznis yra 0,21 ir 0,93.

2.2. Angly kalboje episteminio galimumo niuansai perteikiami modaliniais
veiksmazodziais, jy normalizuotas daznis yra 1,28, o galimumg reiskian¢iy adverbialy
vartosenos daznis — 0,95. Episteminis biitinumas angly kalboje taip pat Zymimas
modaliniais veiksmazodziais — jy normalizuotas daznis 2,87, o adverbialy — 0,82.

2.3. Lietuviy kalbos vartosenoje aiSkiai dominuoja episteminio galimumo
konceptualioji dimensija. Ypac¢ rySkus adverbialy vartosenos daznio skirtumas:
galimumg reiSkiantys adverbialai (normalizuotas daznis 2,09) du kartus daZnesni nei
biitinumg reiSkiantys adverbialai (jy normalizuotas daznis 0,93). Veiksmazodzio galéti
episteminé vartosena taip pat daznesné nei furéti (0,37 :0,21). Veikiausiai tokj
episteminio galimumo ir bitinumo Zymikliy vartosenos daznio skirtumg galima aiskinti
tuo, kad kalbos vartotojai paprastai linke zyméti savo abejong, nejsitikinimg kalbamu
faktu ar situacija, arba dél vienokiy ar kitokiy pragmatiniy (mandagumo, apsidraudimo)
sumetimy savo teiginius jie linke Svelninti dazniau vartodami galimumo Zymiklius. Jei
teiginio tikrumu neabejojama, jis pateikiamas kaip faktas nevartojant jokiy modaliniy
zymikliy arba juos vartojant saikingai.

2.4. Bendra episteminio modalumo raiSkos priemoniy analizé patvirtina
veiksmazodinés strategijos dominavimg angly kalboje ir adverbialinés strategijos
dominavimg lietuviy kalboje. Visy tirty episteminiy angly kalbos veiksmazodziy
normalizuotas daznis yra 4,14 (n = 2019), o lietuviy kalbos episteminj modalumag
reiSkianciy veiksmazodziy daznis — tik 0,59 (n = 174). Logaritminés tikimybés testo
verté (+1044,11) rodo ypa¢ dazng veiksmazodinés strategijos vartoseng angly kalboje.
Adverbialy vartosenos normalizuotas daznis angly kalboje yra 1,77 (n = 860), o lietuviy
kalboje — 3,02 (n = 897). Logaritiminés tikimybés testo verté (—125,68) rodo statistikai
reik§mingg adverbialinés strategijos dominavima lietuviy kalboje.

Gauti rezultatai rodo skirtingg germany ir balty kalby modaliniy veiksmazodziy
gramatikalizacijos lygj ir menka ekvivalentiSkumg gramatiniy kategorijy lygmeniu (cf.
van der Auwera et al. 2005; Mortelmans 2009). Aukstas angly kalbos modaliniy
veiksmazodziy gramatikalizacijos lygis gali lemti episteminio modalumo raiSkos
strategijy pasirinkimg. Daznesné angly kalbos pagalbiniy modaliniy veiksmazodziy

vartosena episteming€je erdvéje koreliuoja su jy daugiafunkciSkumu, didesniu
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gramatikalizacijos laipsniu ir tariamosios nuosakos nunykimu. Lietuviy kalboje
modaliniy veiksmazodziy galéti ir turéti semantinéje struktiiroje dominuoja
neepisteminé reikSmé. Episteminés veiksmazodzio galéti vartosenos normalizuotas
daznis yra 0,37 (24 proc.), o neepistemines — 1,19 (76 proc.). Episteminés
veiksmazodzio turéti vartosenos normalizuotas daznis yra 0,21, o neepisteminés — 0,64,
procentiSskai tai taip pat sudaro 24 ir 76 proc. Taigi tik viena ketvirtoji abiejy
veiksmazodZiy vartosenos yra episteming.

3. Episteminé reikSmé glaudziai susijusi su veiksmazodziy komplementy ir
subjekto specifikacija.

3.1. Tiek angly kalboje, tiek lietuviy kalboje modaliniai veiksmazodziai episteming
reik8me dazniausiai jgyja pavartoti biti—P konstrukcijoje su statyvais. Episteminiy may /
might ‘galéti’ net 57 proc. konkordanso sudaro junginiai su statyvais, o konstrukcijos
gal* + buti-P episteminj modalumg reiské 77 proc. visos vartosenos. Panasiai
statyvumas sgveikavo ir su episteminiu biitinumu: pagrindiniai episteminio butinumo
zymikliai must ir would ‘turéti’ figliravo statyvinése konstrukcijose 53 proc. visos
vartosenos, o konstrukcija tur* + biti—P buvo vartojama epistemiSkai 52 proc. viso savo
konkordanso.

3.2. N¢ viena tarp lietuviy kalbos duomeny rasta veiksmazodziy turéti ir galéti 1-
0jo ir 2-ojo asmens forma nedalyvavo reiskiant episteminj modalumg. Episteminé
reikSme budinga tik 3-i0jo asmens formy semantinei struktiirai, nors apskritai néra dazna
(24 proc. visos galéti ir turéti vartosenos). Siy veiksmazodZiy episteminé vartosena su 3-
10jo asmens formomis galéty rodyti tam tikrg jy polinkj gramatéti.

Angly kalboje subjekto koreliacija su episteminiu modalumu gana ryski:
episteminio biitinumo veiksmazodziai must ir would ‘turéti’ dazniausiai vartojami su 3-
iojo asmens subjektais (54 proc.), egzistenciniu there arba formaliuoju it / this (22 proc.).
Analogiskai episteminio galimumo zymikliai may ir might ‘galéti’ dazniausiai koreliuoja
su 3-iojo asmens subjektais (53 proc.), egzistenciniu there arba formaliuoju it/ this (26
proc.), o 1-0jo ir 2-0jo asmens formos sudaro 21 proc.

4. Vertimy paradigmy analizé parode, kad episteminio galimumo zZymikliy vertimas
episteminio butinumo raiSkos priemonémis ir atvirkS¢iai, episteminj bttinumg
perteikiant episteminio galimumo Zymikliais, suponuoja, kad lietuviy kalboje tikimybés

laipsniai skiriami ne taip grieztai ir jos ribos ne tokios rySkios. Be to, praleidimo ir
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jterpimo atvejai vertimo paradigmose gali biti aiSkinami tarpkalbiniais struktiiriniais
skirtumais, kalbine episteminio modalumo konceptualizacijos specifika, pragmatiniais
kalbétojy tikslais ir kalbos normalizavimo reisSkiniu.

4.1. Vertimo paradigmy duomenys taip pat patvirtino, kad lietuviy kalboje
episteminiai galimumo tonai perduodami vartojant modalinius adverbialus, kiek reciau —
modalinius veiksmazodzius, o angly kalboje situacija visiSkai kitokia. Net 31 proc. gal ir
galbit atitikmeny originalioje angly kalboje buvo veiksmaZodZziai, tai rodo, kad
versdami angliSkus veiksmazodzius j lietuviy kalbg vertéjai renkasi adverbialy strategija.
Episteminiy may ir might ‘galéti’ vertimas lietuviskais adverbialais sudaro 32 proc. viso
ju vertimo konkordanso atitikmeny, o pagrindinio episteminio biitinumo Zymiklio must
‘turéti’ vertimo profilis liudija, kad jis j lietuviy kalba daZniausiai veréiamas
adverbialais, kurie sudaro 51 proc. visos vartosenos. Originalius lietuviskus tekstus
verCiant | angly kalba, net 56 proc. lietuvisky adverbialy virsta must ‘turéti’. Tai dar
kartg patvirtina adverbialinés strategijos kaip episteminio modalumo raiskos biido
lietuviy kalboje preferencijg — angliski veiksmazodziai vertime | lietuviy kalbg verciami
lietuviSkais adverbialais ir atvirkS¢iai, verCiant 1§ lietuviy kalbos 1 angly kalbg lietuviski
adverbialai ver¢iami angliskais modaliniais veiksmazodziais.

5. Pagrindinio darbo empirinio Saltinio — i§ groZinés literatiros teksty sudaryto
lygiagreciojo tekstyno — duomenys i§ pirmo zvilgsnio gal ir atrodyty galintys apriboti §io
tyrimo iSvadas iki tam tikro laipsnio, vis délto Siame darbe remiantis didelés apimties
autentiSka kalbos medziaga, kurios tyrimo rezultatai lyginami su jvairiose gramatikose
pateikiamais episteminio modalumo raiSkos ir turinio aprasais, pateikiamas patikslintas

lietuviy kalbos adverbialy saraSas.
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