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The main objective of this thesis is to show that the methods 
of structural semantics, that is forming oppositions and thereby 
eliciting distinctive features, are applicable to lexemes without 
any proper lexical meaning, such as German modal particles. 
German modal particles have, as is shown, pleyed a very unimportant 
role in grammar. This was due to various reasons: firstly, there 
always was (and still is to a certain extent) the problem of 
homonymy; in other words particles, more than other words, have 
homonyms with different functions, a fact which complicated a 
proper classification. Secondly, particles were supposed to be 
negligeable entities because of their lack of any proper syntactic 
function. Thirdly, particles were regarded stylistically 'bad' 
precisely because they were devoid both of lexical meaning and 
of syntactic functions. Despite that fact, they occur frequently 
both in written and spoken language, a phenomenon which in recent 
years has attracted the attention of a number of scholars. 

The most important results of their investigations were that 
particles express the speaker's attitude towards the propositional 
contents of an vtterance and towards the participants likewise. 
In written texts they serve to bring out nuances in the meaning 
which cannot be expressed by intonation. Thus particles heve a 
very important function in both written and spoken language. 
They have however no proper lexical meaning; on the other hand 
they have a meaning which in this thesis is called ‘instrumental 
meaning', following COSERIU's distinction. 

To elicit this instrumental meaning the techniques of field 
theory and structural semantics were employed. Field theory, 
however, has been a much-questioned approach so much so that a 

short discussion of its essentials as well as criticisms of it 
is indispensable. The development of field theory by COSERIU 
and the theoretical and terminological background are discussed 
and a lergely successful attempt is made to construct a field 

for ‘itberhaupt' and ‘eigentlich’ by employing structural methods. 

  

Hens-Theo Harden M.Phil. 1981, July
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1.0 PRELIMINARIES 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

Modal particles have traditionally been one of the 

crucial points in any grammar of German. This has 

been so for various reasons. Firstly, they have 

resisted any proper classification, and secondly, 

traditional grammarians have usually regarded them - 

and still do - as unnecessary and because their 

proper function has never been determined or even 

asserted to be detrimental to good style. What, 

therefore, emerges from traditional grammars with 

respect to modal particles is usually not much more 

than a marginal notion, often accompanied by a 

warning to writers not to use them as they allegedly 

indicate that their potential user has not mastered 

his language lanes, and would therefore incorporate 

them in his text im order to make his utterances 

vague instead of keeping them clear and straight- 

forward. The origin of this view is of course in 

the adaptation to German of a Latin-based grammar 

system which again was based on Greek grammar. 

There is no point in reproaching past periods for 

their linguistic attitudes but a look into cultural 

history might well explain certain present-day 

phenomena. 

As a matter of fact, it is only since 1963 that 

particles have become of wider interest to linguists,



starting with KRIVONOSOV's work on modal particles 

in German and WEYDT's research on particles. (Cf. 

KRIVONOSOV 1963/WEYDT 1969.) KRIVONOSOV's book 

especially shows the vast problems that arise with 

respect to particles. Most of these words, as he 

clearly shows, function differently in different 

positions in the sentence and in different types 

of sentences, i.e. apart from functioning as modal 

particles they can be adverbs, conjunctions and so 

on. In this thesis, however, I limit myself to the 

analysis of only two of these modal particles: 

‘Uberhaupt! and teigentlich' and I intend to 

investigate only their functions as modal particles. 

Before I give an account of the methods I have 

employed to conduct the analysis I wish to give a 

brief summary of what the various chapters treat. 

Chapter 1.2 is designed to epitomise the problems and 

the analysis of modal particles to be elaborated. In 

this chapter I try to show these problems by reference 

to traditional grammars. The main concern of this 

chapter is why traditional grammars were bound to 

Fail in their attempts to classify particles. A 

critical look into various inconsistencies accompanying 

almost every such attempt may help to explain why a 

satisfactory classification was never accomplished. 

This leads to Chapter 1.3 in which I try to answer 

the question whether particles are really necessary, 

that is whether they can be omitted or not.



This foreshadows Chapter 1.4 which is designed to 

give a short survey of modern approaches. 

As has been mentioned, KRIVONOSOV was the first to 

look deeper into the problem of German modal 

particles, but his 1963 thesis was not available, 

however, until 1977; the First German research, 

which was carried out without any awareness of 

KRIVONOSOV's work, was done by WEYOT in 1969. 

During the TG ‘craze' in Germany there were no 

Further attempts to pursue the matter for various 

reasons, one of which was the inability of trans- 

Formational grammar to generate such items as 

particles. It was not until 1975 that the younger 

generation of linguists - probably in need of 

topics that were not too ‘worn out' - became 

interested in particles again. By then, such fields 

as pragmatics, discourse analysis and suchlike had 

developed a number of techniques which showed promise 

of yielding interesting results in the investigation 

of particles. 

Up to now @ couple of ‘'Readers' as well as a number 

of monographs have been published in this Field. 

There are, nevertheless, many problems which have 

not been solved yet; one of these is: do particles 

have @ proper meaning? This is actually the problem 

with which this thesis is concerned.



Chapter 1.4,1 deals with the close and often stressed 

relationship between particles and intonation. As 

@ matter of fact, any alteration in intonation ina os 

given sentence may alter the meaning of the particle 

in this sentence. In some languages, for instance 

English, the expressive Function of German particles 

is almost entirely conveyed by intonation. This 

leads to the next Chapter 1.4.2 in which I analyse 

the interrelation between the use of particles and 

the emotive attitude of the speaker towards the 

proposition made by the sentences incorporating them. 

In Chapter 1.6 I summarise the results of the 

preceding chapters and point out what direction further 

research ought to take. Adaptation of the field 

concept, for instance, may be one method of 

investigating further the meaning of modal particles. 

The concept of field is closely connected with names 

such as PORZIG, TRIER, and WEISGERBER. There have, 

however, been earlier formulations of such ideas. I 

give 4 brief account of these in Chapter 2.1. 

The chapter is designed to present and discuss the 

Field established by PORZIG, TRIER and WEISGERBER | 

respectively. There has been considerable discussion 

between these three scholars about which of the 

concepts would be the mast appropriate one. As a 

matter of fact, it turned out that these three 

concepts were complementary rather than in opposition. 
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In the third chapter I give detailed descriptions of 

the methods I employ in this thesis. 

Chapter 2.2 is a survey of how the lexical field can 

be structured by means of the different levels 

COSERIU suggested. A very good example was given by 

GECKELER, @ pupil of COSERIU. 

Chapter 3 is entirely designed to apply the previous 

methods to our specific problems, that is to define 

the meaning of ‘Uberhaupt' and 'eigentlich' by means 

of structuring their lexical Fields, and Chapter 4 

is concerned with the conclusions, suggestions and 

prospects of this analysis. 

A thesis such as this is bound to have shortcomings, 

but it is designed mainly as a pilot study to 

encourage further research in these fields. 

ll



lee PARTICLES ANO TRADITIONAL GRAMMAR 

The classification of words has been @ problem for 

grammarians as long @s grammatical formulations have 

existed. Dating back to classical times the 

classification of words was usually achieved by 

Formal, grammatical categories such as the absence 

or presence of case or tense. Entities which are not 

conveyed by these categories are usually not properly 

defined individually, but treated rather as a whole, 

regardless of the different functions the individual 

entities may have. Only POMPEIUS in a comment on 

DONATUS states that these entities are not vacant 

but have @ proper function, and with regard to what 

might be called the Latin equivalent of German modal 

particles describes this Function as bringing out 

underlying, not explicitly expressed features (cf. 

POMPEIUS 1868: 96 fF). 

Since German grammar (and not only German grammar) is 

largely based on Classical Greek and Latin grammars, 

as for instance indicated by the adaptation of 

terminology, we can trace the attitude mentioned 

above in almost any grammar up to the present day. 

Der Duden, for example, gives: the following classification 

of words: Verb, noun, adjective, pronoun and particles. 

The latter are characterized by the lack of inflexion 

and are defined as a group: 

12



"die weder Uber eine gleich 
grosse Aussagekraftt verfiigen wie 
die Verben, Substantive und 
Adjektive noch Uber eine 
Formenwelt wie alle bisher 
betrachteten Worter. Sie 
sind gleichsam der Rest- 
bestand des gesamten Wortschatzes 
» »« » den man unter dem Namen 
Partikeln zusammenfasst ... ' 
(OER GROSSE DUDEN, 1966: Vol 4 66 fF). 

The members of this group have in common: 

'daB Sie - von geringen 
Ausnahmen abgesehen - Kkeiner 

Formveraénderung unterliegen. 
Dies lasst bereits darauf 
schliessen, da8 ihre Verwendung 
im Satz eng begrenzt ist. Eine 
dieser Wortert zukommende Grund- 
leistung ist kaum zu erkennen'. 
(DER GROSSE DUDEN, 1966: Vol 4: Ziffer 3170) 

This definition based on morphological criteria is 

far too narrow and slightly inadequate, and it is 

not surprising that DER OUDEN has quite a poor 

opinion of the Functional value of these words. In 

more recent grammar this attitude has changed 

slightly. Notably ERBEN and BRINKMANN include modal 

particles in their respective classifications. 

ERBEN, strongly influenced by Russian research, draws 

a distinction between 'Modalworter' and 'Modale oder 

emotionale expressive Partikeln' (cf ERBEN 1972: 178). 

The latter are characterized as the emphatic parts of 

speech in spoken language. Their function is to add 

an emotional component to the contents of an 

utterance. (cf ERBEN 1972: 178). Though ERBEN still 

finds it difficult to give a more detailed specification 

his interest in these entities indicates remarkable 

progress. 

13



BRINKMANN's conception of modal particles goes 

slightly further. For him modal particles are closely 

connected with communicative intentions and 

expectations. (cf BRINKMANN 1971: 499). Against 

this background he classifies them as follows: 

nFur die zeitliche Gliederung 
hat die modale Partikel eine 
doppelte Bedeutung: 

i. Sie ist Bestandteil der Satz- 
intention und folgt darum in 
der Regel unmittelbar auf die 
Personalform. Zwischen Personal- 
Form und Modalpartikel kdnnen 
Pronomina stehen, die schwach 

betont sind und formulieren, was 

\ den Sprechern bekannt ist,oder 
@ndere sprachliche Elemente, die 
nicht betont werden und eng mit 
dem Pr&dikant verbunden sind. . . 

es Nach der Modalpartikel steht was 
kommunikative Bedeutung hat. So grenzt 
sie ab, was zum Gegebenen (Thema) 
gehort und was in der Kommunikation 
neu ist". 
(BRINKMANN 1971: 499) 

As we can see quite clearly, these attempts all go in 

the direction of classifying modal particles as 

entities which transmit certain emotional properties 

of utterances. The definition of these words can 

only be achieved against the background of verbal 

interaction, i.e., they are conceived - though this 

is mot made explicit in the above definition - as 

entities which function on a level higher than the 

syntactic chain. In the following chapter, we see 

that research dealing exclusively with modal articles 

provides quite similar solutions. 

14



Yet before we proceed some remarks about ‘language 

purists' have to be made. Those linguists who 

regarded purity of language as their main objective 

were, and usually still are, strongly opposed to the 

use of ‘particles. I will only give one example. 

REINERS writes: 

»Beiworter, die nur verzieren, 
verstarken oder entbehrliche 
Schilderungen bringen, miissen 
wir streichen". 
(REINERS 1959: 131). 

The idea behind this is that modal particles are 

redundant but, as WEYOT points out, even when they 

are redundant, they play 4 very important part in 

communication, because as information theory has 

shown, @ certain degree of redundency is indispensable 

for the successful transmission of any information. 

(ef. weyoT 1969: 43). 

As @ matter of Fact, even well-established German 

novelists use particles quite frequently (cf. WEYOT 

1968S: 84 fF). It seents that German without particles 

exists only as an ideal which is based on the 

(1) conception of Latin-based grammar whether such a 

grammer is the appropriate instrument to structure a 

language like German is an interesting question, 

which I will not attempt to answer here. However, 

the consequences that we have to draw from a4 point 

of view such as the one quoted above are to omit all 

signs of personal emotional involvement in spoken as 

15



well as in written language. Yet as early as 1935 

RICHARDS stated: 

'They (sense and feeling) are, 
as a rule, interlinked and 
combined very closely, and the 
exact dissection of the one from 
the other is sometimes an 
impossible, and always an 
extremely delicate and perilous, 
Operation’. 
CRICHAROS 1935: 209). 

This quotation brings us now to the question of how 

'necessary' German particles are. The next chapter 

shows some empirical evidence of the fact that the 

absence of German particles, especially in spoken 

language, might indeed lead to serious disruption 

of interaction. 

16



1.3 HOW NECESSARY ARE PARTICLES? 

How necessary are particles? The following chapter 

is mainly based on a survey carried out by HARDEN/ 

ROSLER in 1979. (The whole article is to be 

published in WEYDT, 1980). 

The question which we took as our starting point was 

precisely as given in the title, i.e. we were 

concerned with the effect the absence or presence of 

German modal particles in spoken German would have on 

various groups of listeners. To obtain an answer to 

these questions we designed the following test: we 

recorded a dialogue spoken by three different sets 

of speakers. The first set of speakers differed in 

their accent, i.e. the degree of Foreign accent was 

different within that set. The second set of speakers 

differed in their degree of accent as well, but here 

one of the speakers was a native speaker of German. 

The third set did not differ in accent at all because 

both epesters were native speakers of German. In each 

dialogue one of the speakers spoke with particles 

(hereafter Speaker A) and one of the speakers spoke 

without particles (hereafter Speaker B). 

The particle-containing sequences were allocated to 

the speakers with the 'better' accents. These 

dialogues were played back to different groups of 

people; native speakers of German, people who had 

learned German at school but who had lived in Germany 

17



For the previous year, people who had learned German 

at school but who had not lived in Germany and people 

who did not know any German at all. The participants '-~ 

task was firstly to guess the speaker's respective 

proficiency, i.e. to state which of the speakers 

spoke better German and secondly, which of the 

speakers they personally would prefer to conduct a 

conversation with. 

TABLE 1) TEST 

OIALOGUE I 

DIALOGUE II 

DIALOGUE III 

GROUPS: 

18 

(heavy accent and 

particles) 

SPEAKER A 

SPEAKER B (slight accent, no 
particles) 

Number of participants: 138 

SPEAKER A (slight accent and 
particles) 

SPEAKER B (no accent - native 
speaker, no particles) 

141 Number of participants: 

SPEAKER A (native speaker and 

particles) 

SPEAKER B (native speaker no 
particles) 

TOTAL: 414 

without any knowledge of German 
= (0) : 667 

with fair knowledge of German 

eanaye A ake} 

with good knowledge of German 

seed 2 115 

native speakers = (3) : 73



TABLE 2) 

TABLE 3) 

TABLE 4) 

QUESTIONS: 

RESULTS 

1. 'Which speaker does, in 
your opinion, speak better 
German?! 

2. 'Which speaker would you 
personally prefer to 
converse with?' 

Speaker A was judged better 
(Question 1) 

by 36.9% in Dialogue I 

by 51.9% in Dialogue II 

by 65.1% in Dialogue III 

(Figures apply to total 
population) 

Speaker A was preferred for 
conversation (Question 2) 

by 52.9% in Dialogue I 

by 59.6% in Bialogue II 

by 67.4% in Dialogue III 

ORDERED BY GROUPS 

GROUP O: 

GROUP O: 

GROUP 1: 

GROUP 1: 

GROUP 2: 

GROUP 2; 

GROUP 3: 

GROUP 3: 

Question 1 Speaker A: 80.5% 

Question @ Speaker A: 89.5% 

Question 1 Speaker A: 42.0% 

Question 2 Speaker A: 46.2% 

Question 1 Speaker A: 31.6% 

Question 2 Speaker A: 41.3% 

Question 1 Speaker A: 69.8% 

Question 2 Speaker A: 78.0% 

RESULTS FOR SPEAKER A 
Ordered according to ability in the 
respective dialogues: 

QUESTION 1 QUESTION 2 

72.6% 86.3% 

66.6% 85.7% 

95.8% 95.8% 
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TABLE 4) 

Ccontinued) 

QUESTION 1 QUESTION 2 

ior 25.0% 27.2% 

Derr 45.9% 54.1% 

1 III 57.9% 57.9% 

21 30.4% 60.8% 

2 11 36.7% 41.7% 

2 III 46.5% 53.5% 

Set 34.6% 50.0% 

3 11 82.6% 62.6% 

3 III 95.8% 95.8% 

The results we obtained were, as a matter of fact, 

quite surprising. Especially those participants 

without any knowledge of German reacted in 4 way 

which gave room for a lot of speculation. They 

showed two general tendencies: Firstly, there was 4 

tendency in all groups and all dialogues to prefer 

speaker A (that is the speaker who speaks with 

particles) for conversation. Secondly, there was a 

remarkable discrepancy in the reaction of the 

different groups. As 4a matter of fact, there is a 

major subgrouping within the full group. On one 

hand we Find those participants who had learned 

German at school, om the other hand we find the 

native speakers and those who did not know any 

German at all. 

20



I do not find it too far-fetched to draw the 

conclusion that ‘proper school-teaching' has a 

certain impact nese how @ languege is viewed. The 

standard established by this teaching even survivies 

a longer stay in the respective country (in this 

case Germany). But this is only one point. The 

reaction of the participants without a knowledge of 

German is quite similar to the reaction of the native 

speaker. As the former has mo other means except for 

his naive intuition on which to base a judgement, we 

can assume that the absence of particles in spoken 

German has the effect of making it unnatural. 

Further support for this hypothesis is the fact that, 

although speaker B is judged better by Groups 1 

and 2, there is an overall tendency to prefer speaker 

A for conversation. This brings us back to the point 

made above: quite obviously, all the participants 

sense that speaking a foreign language is hinged on 

@ complex set of accents, but they also, though not 

consciously, sensed that speaking a language properly, 

(i.e. as close to a given standard as possible), and 

conversing effectively are different things. In 

actual fact I think the results of Groups 1 and 2 

show quite clearly that proper school teaching 

corrupts naive intuition in a way - there seems to 

be no other way to explain Table 4. 

The figures in this table show that Groups 1 and 2 

have a notion of what is to be regarded as good German. 

au



Even in the third dialogue the figures for speaker A 

are surprisingly low. On the other hand they are 

always higher in question 2 than in question 1. (On - 

one occasion they even doubled). This may indicate 

that all participants have a vague notion that 

conversation has something to do with certain 

emotional factors, in other words that a conversation 

in which these are missing is not the most desirable 

one. (cf. Chapter 1.4.2). The group of participants 

without any knowledge showed a remarkable stability 

even to such factors as accents, which can probably 

be explained by the fact that these persons did not 

really notice that there were decisive differences 

in this respect, but paid more attention to the 

rhythm which to them probably seemed more natural 

since particles were used. 

The native speakers, however, reacted quite strongly 

to the heavy accent in the first dialogue, but 

changed their attitude completely once the accent 

was not the dominating feature. We can summarise 

the results as follows: 

I. The proficiency of the listener 

has a decisive impact on the 

judgement of the use of 

particles. 

ee There seems to be evidence 

that the interdependence 

ee



between emotions and the 

use of particles is noticed 

by all groups. 

3. The accent of the speaker has 

@ greater impact on the 

judgement than the 

particles used. 

4. Participants who learned Geruan 

at school do not seem to place 

too high an estimation on the 

communicative value of 

German particles. 

All this, of course, does not prove that particles 

are absolutely necessary but it suggests quite 

strongly that they play 4 very important part in 

spoken German. This is, as a matter of Fact, 

maintained by most of the linguists with whose work 

we shall be dealing in the next chapter. These 

authors, however, base their hypotheses mainly on 

intuitions which seem to point in the same direction 

as the empirical evidence given above. 
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1.4 A SHORT SURVEY ON MODERN APPROACHES 

The first monograph dealing exclusively with German 

modal particles was KRIVONOSOV's thesis of 1963 

which was not published in Germany until 1977. It 

is a very detailed account of the distribution of 

particles in different types of sentences. KRIVONOSOV 

meticulously investigates in which sentence types 

modal particles Function as modal particles 

because - and this is another major source of 

problems - most of the particles have other 

Functions such as Modalwort, subordinierende 

Konjunktion, and so on. Only in certain types of 

sentence which are different for different particles 

do they function as modal particles. 

KRIVONOSOV denies that particles have a proper 

lexical meaning (cf. KRIVONOSOV 1977: 15 FF), 

asserting that their meaning is constituted by the 

whole syntagm (cf. 17). Thus particles have to be 

classified syntactically and in this classification 

two factors have to be taken into account. Firstly 

, the syntactic context, as already mentioned, and 

secondly the situational context because the meaning 

of particles is determined by these factors and 

because the meaning of particles can differ within 

these contextual limits (cf. 39). But what is the 

meaning (or the function, KRIVONOSOV uses these terms 

more or less as synonyms) of modal particles? 
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KRIVONOSOV draws a distinction between subjective 

modality and objective modality. The latter is 

indicated in a given sentence by the absence or 

presence of modal adverbs (cf. 57), whereas the 

Former is indicated by modal particles. Subjective 

modality can in short be characterised as the 

emotional or expressive attitude of the speaker 

towards the propositional contents of the utterance. 

nKurz gesagt, in den S&tzen mit 

den modalen Partikeln bringt 
der Sprecher seine subjektive 
Stellungnahme zur Aussage, 
(subjektive Modalitaét) zum Ausdruck'’. 
(KRIVONOSOV 1977: 242) 

In this Function modal particles form, together with 

the predicate, a new, analytical predicate. This 

analytical predicate has a different meaning to the 

original predicate, @ meaning which applies to the 

whole sentence (cf. 84). Together with the 

objective modality which is, as KAIVONOSOV puts it, 

a Fundamental entity in any sentence, it enables 

the speaker to express his specific attitude towards 

the contents of an utterance (cf. 84 fF). 

Because particles have no proper lexical meaning and 

ere structural elements of the predicate they have 

no effect on the quantity but bear rather on the 

quality of a sentence. 

nDiese neue Qualitat besteht darin, 
de8B der Satz einen bestimmten 
Gedanken und die emotionale 

es



Stellungnahme des Sprechers zu 
diesem Gedanken unzerlegbar 

auszudrucken beginnt, dh das 

Objektive und das Subjektive, 
das Rationale und das Emotionale." 
(KRIVONOSOV: 243). 

KRIVONOSOV warns on several occasions against 

attempting toseparate the rational and the emotional, 

and describes the two kinds of modality which are 

connected with the rational and the emotional as 

complex and interwoven phenomena. (cf. 248 and 

306). This is expostulated quite frequently 

throughout the book. It is therefore slightly 

surprising to find KRIVONOSOV maintaining that 

objective modality is obligatory whereas subjective 

modality is optional. These contradictory postulates 

recur in most of KRIVONOSOV's publications (cf. 

KRIVONOSOV 1977: 59 and 306/KRIVONOSOV 1965a: 575). 

It becomes even more contraditory when KRIVONOSOV 

attempts @ comparison between modal particles and 

such entities as phonemes and morphemes; this does 

in fact reveal striking similarities between the 

former and the latter and leads to the following 

conclusion: 

wDarum gibt es keinen prinzipellen 
Unterschied zwischen den modalen 
Partikeln und den Morphemen: 

sowohl die ersten als such die 
zweiten haben keine standige und 
selbstandige Bedeutung und 
werden nur in der Umgebung erkannt", 
(KRIVONOSOV 1977: 252).6 
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But morphemes are mot optional features in a 

language structure. The contradiction outlined 

above actually reveals a crucial point in linguistic 

research: what aspect of language is to be 

investigated? 

According to HOFSTADTER, language can be viewed in 

two ways: 

", . . a8 a calculus, i.e. asa 
set of rules governing the 
operations of construction and 
transformation permitted within 
the language ...orasa 
complicated empirical phenomenon, 
as an institutional and more or 
less shifting set of modes of 
behaviour of individuals within 
a sociological group... '* 
C(HOFSTADTER 1938: 230 Ff). 

The only explanation for the contradiction we thus 

Find in KRIVONOSOV's work is that these two aspects 

are intermingled without making it clear at what 

point. If particles which express subjective 

modality belong to the structure, i.e. the calculus, 

they cannot be optional, if they belong to the 

extra-structural phenomena of language behaviour 

they can be optional with respect to the structure, 

but they are nevertheless obligatory with respect 

to the conventionally fixed rules of language 

behaviour. As KRIVONOSOV explicitly states that 

modal particles belong to the system, i.e. the 

structure of language, (cf. KRIVONOSOV 1977: 266) 

they cannot be optional. 
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The major part of the book actually deals with the 

definition of the sentence types in which modal 

particles Function as modal particles proper. Itis - 

a very thoroughly conducted piece of research and 

invaluable to anybody interested in this particular 

Field. JI do not wish to go into further details 

because they are of mo special interest here. I 

will come back to KRIVONOSOV in Chapters 1.4.1 and 

1.4.2 which deal with the interdependence of 

particles and intonation and particles and emotion, 

respectively. 

As far as method is concerned, the work done by 

WEYOT in 1969 is quite similar to the one carried 

out by KRIVONOSOV; both authors employ the 

traditional structural approach of opposition and 

Classification. But there are nevertheless certain 

important differences in their results. 

WEYOT, for a start, does not employ the term 'modal 

particles', but coins a new one wAbtoSnungspartikel". 

Starting with @ comparison between French and German 

in the Frequency of difference of particles in these 

respective languages, he arrives at a first 

hypothesis: that particles are indispensable in 

spoken German. 

»Oer deutsche HSrer erwartet 
namlich eine Partikel'. 

But, in opposition to KRIVONOSOV, he denies that 

particles are part of the language system as such because: 
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ndie Partikeln bringen in den 
Satz erstens ihre eigene 
spezielle Bedeutung mit, 
zweitens wirken sie 
verbindlich, rein durch ihr 
Vorhandensein und ganz ab- 

gesehen von ihrer Bedeutung". 
C(WEYOT 1969: 21). 

This all means that sentences with and without 

particles do not form oppositions on the same level. 

It is quite obvious even at this point that WEYDT 

regards language as a set of rules, a calculus, 

independent of usage. So he postulates two levels 

of expression: firstly the level of description and 

secondly the level of intention. The level of 

description is the level on which we find pure 

proposition; the level of intentions covers what 

might be called the speaker's attitude towards these 

propositions. It is quite interesting to note that 

WEYDT labels the level of description as 'normal' 

without giving any Further explanation of why, for 

instance, the level of intention is less normal 

than the level of description. (cf. WEYDT 1969: 60 fF). 

Parallel to KRIVONOSOV whose book, in fact, was not 

available at that time, WEYDT distinguished between 

two different kinds of modality: ,Adverbmodalitat" 

and ,,AbtGnungsmodalitét"t, which are identical with 

KRIVONOSOV's objective and subjective modality. 

nwAdverbmodalitat und Abtonungs- 
modalita&t unterscheiden sich 
also so, da8 das Adverb zum 
Urteil gehért, die Abtdnung das 

Urteil Uber das Urteil enthalt". 
CWEYDT 1969: 64). 
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By distinguishing between the two levels above 

WEYDT however avoids the contradiction apparent in 

KRIVONOSOV's book, though it is questionable whether 

such a distinction can be applied to the reality of 

languages; it does save methodological confusion. 

Because of this now it is quite easy to attack 

language purism by stating that language purists, 

who, as already mentioned, have always despised the 

use of particles, do not take into account the fact 

that the language does not only exist as a system, 

@ level on which modal particles do not operate at 

all, but also in connection with human interaction, 

a level on which they play an important role and 

are therefore indispensable (cf. WEYDT 1969: 80 FF). 

Their function is, and this result again is parallel 

with KRIVONOSOV's Findings, to transmit emotions 

(cf. WEYOT 1969: 21, 44, 61). I will discuss this 

Function in greater detail in Chapter 1.4.2. 

Although not as detailed as KRIVONOSOV's, WEYDT's 

research gives certain information ees cannot be 

found in KRIVONOSOV. For instance, the attempt to 

define which emotions the respective particles express 

is, though still quite tentative, very enlightening. 

Another asset is that WEYDT's book is easily 

accessible to the non-linguist because it does not 

employ any specialised and complicated terminology. 
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LUTTEN's research in this field is set in an 

entirely different framework, namely speech-act 

theory. The reason for this is that morphological 

and syntactical analysis do not provide any insight 

into the communicative role particles have in certain 

texts. The texts to which LUTTEN restricts her 

analysis are 'discussions'. In discussions all 

participants present a certain opinion and they all 

try to make the other participants accept Reais 

opinions (cf. LUTTEN 1977: 202). This means that 

each participant is under pressure to present his 

opinion as convincingly as possible: LUTTEN thus 

postulates the hypothesis that in order to achieve 

their goal the participants use certain particles 

which have a definite communicative value, consciously 

or sub-consciously to Furnish the propositional 

contents of an utterance with situational clarity, 

or to refer to @ shared communicative background, 

in order to establish the framework for a successful 

defence of a position or an attack on somebody else's 

position (cf. LUTTEN 1977: 203). 

With the phrase: ,,Wie Sie ja wissen . =) for 

example, the listener is hurried into admitting 

something he probably does not know, because it is 

more difficult to defy a Flattering assumption than 

a blunt statement like: ,Wie Sie wissen". Thus by 

using ,ja" the speaker refers to a shared background. 

But once the other participant accepts that 
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assumption, that is, if he does not protest 

immediately, the speaker is free to draw all sorts 

of conclusions From this admission, that is, he 

g@ins @ positional advantage over the listener. (1). 

Or in more general terms: 

wS l produziert p, um S 2 auf 
einen bestimmten Sachverhalt 
Coder Vorgang) aufmerksam zu 
machen, d.h. um zu erreichen, 

daB S 2 sieht (oder denkt, 
vorstellt), was S 1 sieht 
Coder denkt, vorstellt)". 
(LOTTEN 1977: 211). 

Thus, as LUTTEN points out, the reference to a common 

experience can be made without the existence of such 

@ shared background; it can be purely fictional and 

can be invented just for discoursive purposes (2). 

LOTTEN now analyses her potential particles in their 

different functions, because she assumes a4 ‘primary 

meaning’ and a ‘derived meaning’. The conjunction 

n@ber" for example has - according to LUTTEN - 

the ‘primary meaning' of contradiction. 

wer ist klein, aber stark", 

Two facts, seemingly contradictory, are linked by 

naber". Thus,'primary meaning’ is still conceivable 

in phrases like: 

wOu bist aber gro8 geworden". 

Though there is no immediate opposition, one could 

create one by extending the sentence to:



wOu bist aber gro8 geworden, 

das hatte ich nicht gedacht". 

In this case the contradiction does not appear on 

the surface of the phrase as in the phrase above, 

but it is one between the subjective expectations 

and the factual word (cf. LUTTEN 1977: 226). The 

‘primary meaning' of ‘contradiction’ is thus 

maintained when ,,a@ber" is used as a particle, though 

in @ broader sense, of course. 

It would probably not advance the argument to repeat 

LUTTEN's Findings in detail; as a matter of fact, 

though the whole research is very thoroughly 

conducted and provides many important insights, it 

lacks the kind of general conclusion one would 

expect in @ work of this scope. The essential 

results of her research are given in an article 

published in 1979. Particles on the whole and ,,doch", 

neben" and , ja" in particularare seenas ,Konsensus- 

Konstitution" (see above). Three types of ,,Konsensus" 

can be distinguished: 

wdoch : appelliert an das Vorhandensein einer 

gemeinsamen Kommunikationsbasis . .. : 

@ppellativer Rekurs. 

eben : konstatiert die Faktizitat einer gemeinsamen 

Kommunikationsbasis: konstitutiver Rekurs. 

ja : assertiert die GewiBheit einer gemeinsamen 

Kommunikationsbasis: assertiver Rekurs". 
(LUTTEN 1979: 36). 
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This establishing of a ,Konsensus" by referring to a 

shared basis is, as LUTTEN puts it, one of the 

universal characteristics of human communication. 

The theoretical framework for BUBLITZ's analysis is 

‘pragmatics' in the broadest sense of the word. His 

actual basis however is mainly the work of GRICE, 

KEMPSON, and OUCROT. The adoption of conversational 

analysis, which is more thorough then LUTTENts 

adoptation of speech-act theory, Furnishes him with 

quite a subtle instrument to investigate what he 

chooses to call ,Sprechereinstellung" or ,emotive 

Modalitat" (cf. BUBLITZ 1978: 7 ff). There are in 

fact three types of modality between which BUBLITZ 

distinguishes: 

kognitive Modalitat 

volitive Modalitat 

emotive Modalitat 

The first type, the cognitive modality, can be 

described as: 

n+ + « die Haltung gegentber 
dem Inhalt einer AuBerung .. ., 
wenn der Sprecher den Wahrheits- 
gehalt der Proposition kommentiert 
und kundgibt, ob er die Beziehung 
zwischen dem Subjekt und Prddikat 

. . @ls zutreffend, nicht 
zutreffend, wahrscheinlich 
zutreffend usw. einschatzt'. 
C(BUBLITZ 1978: 7). 
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nVolitive Modalitat" on the other hand is 

characterized by the speaker’ wish to cause 

a change of the situation, whereas the third, the 

nwemotive Modalitat" is used to neglect the speakers 

attitudes and assumptions, 

ndie sich auf das gemeinsam 

unterstellte Wissen der 
Kommunikationspartner, ihre 
Erwartungen, Emotionen und 
sozialen Beziehungen zuein- 
ander beziehen". 
(BUBLITZ 1978: 8). 

The investigation of such phenomena is, as BUBLITZ 

puts it, very important and has, as he criticizes, 

been neglected far too long. It would probably be 

going too far to summarise his summary of the various 

theories, and I think I can assume a certain 

Familiarity with GRICE'S maxims and implicatures, 

so I will restrict myself to discussing BUBLITZ's 

analysis of ,,eigentlich" and to add my own analysis 

of »jedenfalls" which should give a Fairly lucid 

picture of how far conversational analysis can be of 

any use in dealing with particles. 

As a modal particle - according to BUBLITZ - 

n@igentlich" only occurs in questions and assertions, 

and here it actualizes an objection, the origin of 

which is to be found in the speaker himself (cf. 

BUBLITZ 1978: 115). In other words, ,,eigentlich" 

actualizes an objection, of which the speaker 

believes that it was hitherto unknown to the 
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listener, or that he did not pay any attention to it. 

Thus, ,@igentlich" introduces new information. We 

thus get the following logical structure of 

neigentlich" sentences. (X denotes the information 

introduced by ,,eigentlich"). 

nich habe bisher nicht davon geredet 
(oder: daran gedacht), dag xX 

und wenn man von etwas nicht redet, 

dann gilt im allgemeinen, da man 
es nicht flr bemerkenswert halt 

also gilt auch fur diesen Fall, daB& ich 

X wahrscheinlich nicht flr bemerkens- 
wert halte aber ich halte X doch fur 
bemerkenswert und erwahne es". 
(BUBLITZ 1978: 115). 

The conversational impliceature can thus be described 

as the marking of a new topic or a new aspect (cf. 

BUBLITZ 116 fF). Before continuing with the discussion 

of BUBLITZ's analysis which is as far as I know the 

only one so far which deals with means of attitude 

expression in two languages - German ahd English - 

I will give an example of my own, of the way in 

which conversational analysis can be used in the 

investigation of modal particles. The example is 

nJedenfalls" in assertions. WEYOT (1979: 408) 

describes the function of jedenfalls as follows: 

we «+ »« @in weitgehendes Urteil 
wird in Betracht gezogen, das 
der Sprecher nicht voll unter- 
stutzen kann. .. . Der Sprecher 

reduziert es auf einen harten 
Kern von Aussage, den er vertreten 

kann . . . Oie reduzierte Aussage 
erhdlt dadurch eine besondere 
Glaubwirdigkeit"™. 
C(WEYDT 19793: 4/8). 

36



True though this certainly is, it nevertheless falls 

short of explaining the specific logical structure 

of sentences containing , jedenfalls" 

B:wy.. . jedenfalls hat er ein 
gro8es Haus", 

Let us assume the sequence preceding this example 

was the question: 

A: ,Sag mal, ist Muller eigentlich 
Millionar?” 

For such a case, the description given above is 

perfectly adequate. A considers the possibility of 

Miller being a millionaire. Cweitgehendes Urteil). 

B cannot fully support this assessment but stresses 

the deduced assertion (grofes Haus). 

The problem is now why should A ask such a question? 

Obviously he must have met with some evidence that 

would justify an assumption about Muller's wealth. 

Let us again assume that the only evidence he has 

had so far is the house (a comfortable mansion, for 

example). From this now he infers that Muller is a 

millionaire (or at least could be one). The 

implication on which his inference is based and 

which is commonly held to be true is: 

Being a millionaire implies having a big house 

or formally p q 

The process of the deduction applied by A is known as 
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‘modus ponens'. This rule has the following inter- 

pretation: given the truth of p gq and given that 

p is true as well we can infer the truth of q. 

Or in the formal notation: 

  

There is no simple inversion of this rule, that is, 

truth of q does mot allow any conclusions about the 

truth of p. But this is exactly what happened in 

our example. A infers from the truth of q (big 

house) the truth of p, or at least suggests, that he 

is inclined to infer it. 8B, in our example, now 

senses that there is something wrong, he does not 

want to follow A's conclusion and stresses that only 

the truth of q is known, or, in other words, warns A 

against applying the 'modus ponens' wrongly. 

The conversational implicature of ,,jedenfalls" would 

thus be the warning not to draw false conclusion from 

given facts or, that such conclusions based on the 

information given are not necessarily true but that 

there is only a certain probability of the truth of 

the conclusion in question. In other words: certain 

observed phenomena can be regarded as necessary 

conditions, but not as sufficient ones. 

It seems that conversational analysis can contribute 

@ great deal to the explanation of the Function of 
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