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German modal particles and the common ground @

Fabian Bross

Abstract

7KH *HUPDQ ODQJXDJH PDNHV XVH RI PDQ\ MR FDOOHG
words marking the speaker’s mood or attitude towards the proposition expressed

in the uttered sentené&ince there are just a few languages making use of similar

W\SHV RI JUDPPDWLFDO SDUWLFOHV LW LV YHU\ GLI¢{FX
meaning. This article provides a basic introduction to what German modal particles

are and what they mean and what their function is. A short review of two main ap

proaches to their meaning will be given and a new account based on Stalnaker’s

common ground will be outlined. Based on this account the function of German

modal particles is said to create a common basis for continuing a conversation by

the speaker’s appraisal of the mutual knowledge.

1*HUPDQ MORGDOSDUWLNHOY | SOXUDO pORGDESDUMAIGNHOQY VRF
RU GLVFR X UMbHal padtidlge lare @ lHhenomenon of spoken German and are seldom

used in written language. The use of modal particles counts as a sign of high languaete roaarin

L2 learners.

182

SPRACHE & SPRECHEN // SPEECH & LANGUAGE



s -
WMtidsseiplinary Online, Jeuwrnal
4

Introduction

3DUWLFOHY DUH D KHWHURJHQHRXV OM{RFIDQODARBWH J® U\
English, particles are e.g. conjunctions Ifke or and or sentence connectors like

well or yet Modal particles are metalingual expressions indicating to the hearer

WKH PRRG RU DWWLWXGH RI WKH VSHDNHU WRZDUGV D
FRQFHQWUDWH RQ SDUWLFOHYV LQ *HUPDQ G6HQWHQFH
sentence with and without use of the modal parickon :KHUH D FDQ EH UHD
DV D QHXWUDO VWDWHPHQW E H[SUHVVGFRWKH VDPH
tion to the hearer to act. The abbreviation MP means modal particle.

D *LE PLU GHQ 5HIJHQVFKLU
Hand me the umbrella.
b. Gib mir schon GHQ 5HIHQVFKLUP
Hand me MP the umbrella.

Describing modal particles by their properties is hard so they are mostly just listed.
JQLJ OLVWYV

*HUPDQ PRGD @bes BudhbloB @eHrvdoch*eigentlich eben
etwa erst halt, ja, nun mal nur, schon vielleicht, ruhig, wohi}

%XW WKHUH DUH GLITHUHQW YLHZV DERXW WKH PHPEHU\
"H\GW +HQWVFKHO I +HOELJ -RU 'LHZDO
DWH EHWZHHQ D FRUH F a@dervavciRiloR &eGrpdochSebey W L F O HV
eigentlich etwa halt, ja, mal, nur, schon vielleichtandwohl DQG D FODVV RI SH
ULSKHUDO P Rfeip gan3 gethté glEiEhHeNMfach erstandruhig 2 This

opposition is made because the latter class is still under a process of grammati
calization. There are two conspicious differences between this two groups. The

modal particles of the core class cannot be in a sentence initial position and do

have homophones in other lexical categotigéhis contrasts with the peripheral

class, whose members do not have any homophones but can be in a sentence initial
position.

Particles in German

Spoken German has—compared to many other languages of the world—a rich
V\VWHP RI SDUWLFOHV ,Q D QRQ UHSUHVHQWDWLYH L
"H\GW I IRXQG WKDW R FRXQWHG ZRUGV ZH
3SDUWLFOHV LQ JHQHUDO DUH XQLQAHFWDEGH ZRUGV Z
themselves, so one could call them non-autosemantica. Particles are distinct from

26HH DOVR :H\GW
3These homophones can be in a sentence initial position.
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e.g. adverbs or prepositions in their syntactic behaviour. They share the following
IHDWXUHV IRU PRUH GHWDLOV FI +HOELJ I

1. 3 DUWLFOHYV FDQ EH SDUWV RI LPPHGLDWH FRQVWLY)
, & RQ WKHLU RZQ ,Q FRQWUDVW H J DGYHUEV FDC
2. Particles cannot be in a sentence initial position, i.e. they cannot precede
WKH ¢QLWH YHUE DORQH LQ D GHFODUDWLYH VHQW
3.0ne cannot ask about a particle, i.e. a particle cannot serve as an autono-
mous answer.
Particles do not change the truth value of a sentence.

'LHZDOG SURYLGHVY WKH IROOZLQJ WDEOH EDVF
which gives an overview of the particles used in spoken German:

QDPH *HUPDQ Q D|lelt4racteristics: examples:

modal particles UHODWLQJ WR | eigirvielidiE ja H
ORGDOSDUWLNH @ anticipation
SEW|QXQJIJVSDUWLNHOQ

focus particles grades what was said | ausgerechnet
JRNXVSDUWLNHO|IQ *UDGSDUWL N His2m®its sogar, vor
allem
LQWHQVL{¢HUV ,QWHBNFNLNHW \FE&DU&EMMOD LVWLFV
6WHLIJHUXQJVSDUWLNHO ungemeinweitaus
connecting particles relate proposition to erstensallerdings
.RQQHNWLY SDUW pbddedin@ propositions | dennochindessen
sonst zwar
Tablel 2YHUYLHZ RI SDUWLFOHV LQ *HUPDQ VHH 'LHZDOG DQ
QLI HPSKDVLI|HV WKDW WKHUH DUH R/WYHUODSV E

ticles and other lexical categories. &ach etwa vielleicht wohl, einfach ruhig,

mal, nun mal halt andebenoverlap with adjectives and adverbsst auch nur,

blof3 andschonwith focus particlesaber anddennwith conjunctions anga und

ebenwith so called “Antwortpartikeln”, which are used to answer a question and

FDQ EH HTXDWHG WR D ZKROH V Ha) WeHcQré elass oW WK WKH H
modal particles in German are derived from these other classes and their meanings
ZKLFK DUH VWLOO LQ XVH %XUNKDUGW % XW OF
2QH RI WKH ¢UVW SXEOLFDWLRQV DERXW *HUPDQ PRGD
GH¢QHV WKHP DV

QRQLQAHFWDEOH ZRUGV ZKLFK LQGLFDWBWAKH VSHEL
VDLG ,Q WKLV PHDQLQJ WKH\ FDQQRW VHUYH DV DQ
occur in a sentence initial position. They operate over whole sentences; they
are integrated in sentences. Put in other syntactic positions or stress differ

7KH WDEOH ZDV VOLIJKWO\ PRGL¢{HG
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HQWO\ WKH\ DOO KDYH RQH RU PRUH PHDQLQJV ,Q V
WR GLITHUHQW IXQFWLRQDO FODVVHYV S

"H\GWTV GH¢{¢QLWLRQ LV D JRRG SRLQW WRIMWMWNDQW WR X
WKH IROORZLQJ VHFWLRQ , ZLOO EULHA\ RXWOLQH WKH

What modal particles are and what they are not

This section offers a list with criteria to identify modal particles which is mainly
EDVHG RQ :H\GW +HOELJ Il .JQLJ

ORGDO SDUWLFOHYVY DUH QRQLQAHFWDEOH
2. They serve as an expression of the speaker’s mood or attitude towards the
proposition.
7KH\ FDQQRW VHUYH DV DQ DQVZHU WR D TXHVWLF
PHDQLQJ
7KH\ FDQQRW EH LQ D VHQWHQFH LQLWLDO SRVLW
7KH\ UHIHU WR WKH ZKROH VHQWHQFH
6. They do not change the truth value of a sentence.
7TKHLU RFFXUHQFH LV UHVWULFWHG WR FHUWDLQ \
7KH\ IROORZ WKH ¢QLWH YHUE
9. Modal particles cannot be negated and therefore precede the negation.
ORGDO SDUWLFOHV KDYH KRPRSKRQHV LQ RWKHU
11. They cannot be coordinated wathdoror *H U Puh@Qor oder

A short comparison of this list and the feature list of particles in germraals

WKDW VRPH SRLQWYVY DSSHDU LQ ERWK RI WKHP +HOE
features which are characteristic for modal particles and not for other particle
subclasses:

1. Modal particles do not refer to a special constituent of a sentence but to
the sentence as a whole.
2. They do not change the truth values of sentences but their function lies on
a communicative level.
ORVW PRGDO SDUWLFOHY DUH UHVWULFWHG WR FH
2QH FDQQRW QHJDWH PRGDO SDUWLFOHYV
7KH FRUH FODVV RI PRGDO SDUWLFOHV FDQQRW R

Modal particles do not have a lexical meaning on their own so their meaning is
FRQWH[W GHSHQGHQW DQG YHU\ HOXVLYH ,@ WKH QHIJ\
differentiates modal particles from other particle subclasses and present a short

My translation.
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outline of what their special characteristics are before discussing what they mean
RU ZKDW WKHLU IXQFWLRQ LV

Differentiation to other particle subclasses

%DVHG RQ +HOELJ Il , ZLOO RQO\ EULHA\ LQWURC
GLITHUHQWLDWH WKH RWKHU SDUWLFOIISDOFOWVNOGINVI GRP
not refer to the whole sentence but to a certain constituent of the sentence and they

DUH QRW UHVWULFWHG WR FHUWDLQ VHQKMHIXJIFHH W\SHYV
the truth values of sentences either, but their contribution to the meaning ef a sen

tence is nevertheless semantic in nature, because they are used to quantify mean

LQJV ,Q FRQWUDVW WR PRGDO SDUWLFOHMWIQRHQ VL,
and are not restricted to certain sentence types or moods. Moreover, their meaning

is semantic in nature, although their meaning is also not autosemantic and they do

not change a sentence'’s truth value but graduate certain properties expressed in a
VHQWHQFH VHH VHQWHQEFH

"LH 7D ¥eWiH VIF\KWQ
‘The cup is very nice.’

A short note on history of research in German modal particles

8QWLO WKH VHPLQDO ZRUNWRBI:HOGYW QRVRYRGDO SDUV
ZHUH UHJDUGHG MXVW DWKUPADYR XU LIQSD IWRKES XGRHIEG V 1
*DEHOHQW] > @ RU DV uSSHLWHWWHYV R-l &R 3D+
WLFOHY DUH QRQ DXWRVHPDQWLFD WKH\ DOBLKLJKO\ L

I LW LV QR FRLQFLGHQFH WKDW WKMHOLQWHUHVW
Rl WKH V EHFDXVH DW WKH VDPH WLPH BRUB®OQG PR
explored language not as a closed system but from a viewpoint of its function in
FRPPXQLFDWLRQ VHH DOVR +HOELJ

([FXUVXV WKH WRSRORJLFDO ¢HOG PRGHO

So far we said that German modal particles cannot be in a sentence inital position.

7KLV UHVWULFWLRQ FDQ EH GHVFULEHGGL RRIGRHIH GHW!
*HUPDQ *WRSRORJLVFKHV 6WHOOXQJVIHOGHUPRGHOO
SHFLDOO\ IRU GHVFULELQJ WKH VWUXFWXUH RI *HUPDQ
,Q WKLV PRGHO WKH VHQWHQFH LV GLYLGHG LQWR WK

6 A dissertation written in 1963.

*HUPDQ 3:«U]JZ|UWHU"

S*HUPDQ 3)OLFNZ|UWHU’

*HUPDQ 3/IXVH LP 3HO] GHU 6SUDFKH" )RU PRWHGHWVEQLS WH KQV WE
RI *HUPDQ UHVHDUFK VHH 9XUDO
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WKH PLGGOH ¢HOG ppOLWWHOIHOGYT DQG WKH SRVW ¢+
E\ WKH DVVXPSWLRQ WKDW ¢(¢QLWH DQG LQ¢QLWH YHUE
IRUPV EXLOG VRPHWKLQJ OLNH EUDFNHWYV ZKLFK DUH
6DWINODPPHUY DQG WKH ULJKW EUDFNHW pUHFKWH 61

SHWHU LYW JHVWHUQ JHUDQQW
Peter L is yesterday run like the devil.
3UH ¢ HOG OHIW EUDFNHW PLUGGOH ¢HOG ULJKW

‘Peter ran like the devil yesterday.’

W LV QRW QHFHVVDU\ IRU DOO SRVLWLRGOWR EE (OO0}
WKH SRVW ¢HOG DUH HPSW\

, VW |.|4 SHWHU JHVWHUQ JHUDQQW"
3UH ¢HOG OHIW EUDFNHW PLUGGOH ¢HOG ULJKW
p'LG 3HWHU UXQ \HVWHUGD\"T

'LWK UHJDUG WR *HUPDQ PRGDO SDUWLFOHV WKH\ FDQC

+HOELJ LOOXVWUDWHY WKLV EHKDYRLXU ZLWK W
SHWHU KDW JHVWHUQ VHLQHU JUHXQGLQ
Peter has yesterday his girlfriend  the watch lend.

‘Peter lent the watch to his girlfriend yesterday.’

The core class of the German modal particles can occur in the brackets, whereas

WKH SHULSKHUDO FODVV RI PRGDO SDUW UMW WBQ DO
+HOELJTV DQEDO\VLV ,FNOHU EHOLHYHV Wk
are not all in the same structural position. He argues that the only difelbenc

WZHHQ D DQG E DUH WK HdeharnddigentdichWw  MRGBIOPYD U W L
DV LI WKH\ 400 LQ WKH VDPH VORW

D :LH VSIW LVW HV GHQQ"
E :LH VSIW LVW HV HLIJHQWOLFK"
F :LH VSIW LVW HV GHQQ HLJHQWOLFK"

%XW2DV VKRZQ LQ VHQWHQFH F 2WKH\ DUH FRPELQDE(
OLNH WKH RQH LQ D DQG E

D :LH VSIW LVW HV GHQQ [ !
E :LH VSIW LVW HV \ HLIHQWOLFK !

Wie spatistesPHDQV p:KDWIV WKH WLPH"Y
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, WKLQN ZH VKRXOG DVVXPH WKDW WKHWHKLE ®IQIH ELJ
ferent number of elements rather that many different slots, because in general more
HOHPHQWY FDQ DSSHDU LQ WKH LQ WKHWHKIGGHK B ULH OG
different slots for each of them.

Restrictions of German modal particles

There are several restrictions in the use of modal particles—in particular in respect

to sentence type or mood—which cannot all be described hereuBkiggcan only

be used in imperative and declarative sentences containing a modal verb, like in

Du kannst ruhig kommetYou can MP come* W VHHPV IHDVDEOH WKDW '\
OHIW DQ SDUWLFOH DSSHDUV LQ D VHQWHQFNOMKIH PR

‘H ZLOO GLIIHUHQWLDWH EHWZHHQ V HYHQWRH QAV HOQWF IHQW
7KH IROORZLQJ RYHUYLHZ Rl WKHVH VHYHQ W\SHV LV
who assumes that each type has certain formal characteristics:

Declarative sentences 6HQWHQFHYV ZLWK WKH ¢(¢QLWH-YHUE LQ V
WLRQ 9 ZKLFK GR QRW FRQWDHQHPBQWWHUURJDWLYH

,FK ELQ GHLQ 9DWHU
p, DP \RXU IDWKHU ¢

Polar interrogative sentences 6 HQWHQFHYV ZLWK WKH ¢QLWH YHUE
9

.DQQVW GX GDV )HQVWHU DXIPDFKHQ"
H&DQ \RX RSHQ WKH ZLQGRZ"Y

W-interrogative sentences )LQLWH YHUE IRUP LQ VHFRQG SRVLWL
LV ¢00HG ZLWK D LOWHOMHRHIHQDWLYH HOHPHQW

'R LVW GDV $XWR™"
pH:KHUH LV WKH FDU"1

Imperative sentences )LQLWH YHUE IRUP LQ WKH ¢UV-W SRVLWLEF
LQJ ,Q VRPH FDVHV LW PD\ EH KDUG WR GLVWLQJXLVK
tive sentences. Then it is necessary to watch for shifts in pitch. An example of an
LPSHUDWLYH VHQWHQFH LV JLYHQ LQ

*LE PLU GHQ +XW
p*LYH PH WKH KDW ¢

Ruhigcan be used in contexts in which there are rules or conventions against a hearer’s wish and i
XVHG E\ D VSHDNHU WR HQFRXUDJH KHU WR GR VRPHWKLQJ FI .|QL

188
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Optative sentences 6HQWHQFHY LQ ZKLFK WKH .RQMXQNWLY ,,
WKH ¢UVW SRVLWLRAQ

'lUH LFK GRFK HLQ EHU*KPWHU 6FKDXVSLHOHU
p,l RQO\ , ZHUH D IDPRXV DFWRU ¢

Exclamatory sentences ,Q H[FODPDWRU\ VHQWHQFHYV WKH ¢(QLW
ZLWK LQGLFDWLYH PDUNLQJ FDQ EH LQ WKHSHIVW RU
is marked by a characteristic pitch shift:

+DVW GX GLHVH 6FKXKH JHVHKHQ
p+DYH \RX VHHQ WKHVH VKRHV 1

W-exclamatory sentencesThe indicative marked verb is in second position, in
WKH SUH ¢ H® Gl OVHKHRUGIWLa/6 Bas WiiGein

DV IU HLQH 9HUVFKZHQGXQJ
H:KDW D ZDVWH ¢

There is no real one-to-one-correspondence between these seven form types and
functional types but prototypically a declarative sentence is used to make an asser

tion, while polar and w-interrogative sentences are used to ask a question; impera

tive sentences usually express a command, optative sentences are use to express
wishes and exclamatory and w-exclamatory sentences are used to make-exclama
WLRQV ,Q VXPPDU\ WKH IROORZLQJ UHVWULWWLRQV DS
regard to the form types:

declarative | polar interrogativé  w-interrogatiye  imperative  optafjve  exclamafory  wrexiday
aber +
auch + + +
blof? + +
denn + +
doch + + +
eben
eigentlich + +
einfach + + +
etwa +
halt + +
ja
mal + +
nur + + + +
189
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ruhig

schon + +

vielleicht + +
wohl + + +

Table2 5HVWULFWLRQV RI *HUPDQ PRGDO SDUWLFOKXUFPDQREHUQLQJ
VOLIJKWO\ PRGL¢{HG

The meaning of German modal particles

$V PHQWLRQHG DERYH PRGDO SDUWLFOHVWDYH D ZHD
IHUULQJ WR H[WUDOLQJXLVWLF FRQFHSWVDWHKN\ UHIHU
RI DIIDLUV RU WR UHODWLRQV EHWZHHRHRRDEOBSRW VW
KHDUHU FI +HQWVFKHO % XUNKDUGW H

,Q JHQHUDO WKHVH SDUWLFOHYVY H[SUHWV-UWMKH VSHD
gard to certain elements of the communicative situation. Part of this situation

is the hearer’s knowledge and her wishes, the way to connect to previously

uttered sentences or executed acts, the speaker’s opinion or prefétences.

,Q JHQHUDO ZH FDQ GLYLGH WKH KLWKHUWR H[LVWLQJ
particles in two opposing positions: semantic minimalism and semantic maximal
LVP 3RVQHU RXWOLQHYV

Semantic maximalistsy to explain as much as possible by the meaning of
linguistic expressions and tend to assume that words have rich meanings and
that there are many ambiguous wor8emantic minimalistacknowledge

that there are pragmatic rules of reinterpretation of given lexical meanings
and tend to assume that words can only have minimal and clear-cut mean
ings®®

That means that the question arises if the meaning of the several modal particles is

D suLpPpDU\ L H VHPDQWLF RU VHFRQGDU\ RQH LQIHUI
W VHHPV SODXVLEOH WR PH WR RVWOFK WKDW

modal particle from which the speaker can derive the special meaning from case

to case because of economic considerations. After reviewing modal particles as

operators of the illocutionary force and modal particles in a relevance-theoretic

DFFRXQW , ZLOO WU\ WR FDUYH RXW WKH PMBGLQJ RU |

PRGDO SDUWLFOHYV LQ DQ DSSURDFK EDVHG RQ DQ HJ[SL

FRPPRQ JURXQG %XW ¢(UVW , ZLOO SUHVHQW?2EDVHG R

view of what German modal particles mean one by one.

2My translation.
13My translation.
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Aber:
The modal particleaber is restricted to exclamatory sentences as illustrated in
VHQWHQFH

+DVW GX DEHU HLQHQ VFK|QHC
KDYH \R X 03 D QLFH KDW
H<RX KDYH VXFK D QLFH KDW ¢

:L\Wwaker WKH VSHDNHU LQGLFDWHY WKDW ZKDW VKH LV VI
&RQLJOLR

Auch:

The particleauchcan be used in all sentence types and establishes a relationship
between old and new information. Therefore the utterance in which it appears is
often a reason or a cause:

$ 'X ELVW VHKU EHWUXQNHQ % ,FK KDEH
$ <RX DUH YHU\ GUXQN % KDYH 03
p$ <RX DUH YHU\ GUXQN % , GUDQN EHHUV 1

- L WakKich the speaker points out that she expected the proposition expressed in
a preceding utterance and thechsentence provides an explanation why it was
HISHFWHG 7KXUPDLU

Blof3:
Partially synonymous withur; seenur.

Denn:

LWK W K Hentiwh khtdrrbgatives the speaker indicates that her question has

an actual reason which is motivated by the situation and that she is interested in an
DQVZHU FlI % XUNKDUGW ,FNOHU ZULWH
that the question in which it appears is “triggered by parts of the conversational

situation which are accessible for the hearer.”

Doch:

,QGLFDWHY D FRQWUDGLFWLRQ EHWZHHQ WKH XWWHU]I
tions or something else. So it is used when the speaker thinks that the hearer has

QRW SD\HG DWWHQWLRQ WR VRPHWKLQJV QWHH\GRGNHQ >
LQ WKH IROORZLQJ FRQYHUVDWLRQ ,FNOHU V KF
thatdoch LV XVHG WR DVVXUH WKH SUHPLVH WHKINFKNKH LQV
An answer is in this cases not expected, except for the case that the proposition is

false.

My translation.
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"X NDQQVW GRFK )UDQ]|VL VixiKolageD V KHL % W
<R X FDQ 03 JUHQFK ! K biicolagi DQV 03
H<RX FDQ VSHDN J)UHQFK FDQ YWicokhge"fKDWIV WKH I

So in short, the speaker indicates that the hearer is familiar with the proposition
expressed but that she now has to take it into account.

Eben
See the partially synonymouailt.

Eigentlich:

Eigentlichis used to signal a change of topic in interrogatives. But the topic does

not change totally. The context and pretext won’t change in most cases just the as
SHFW XQGHU ZKLFK WKH FRQWH[W LV Y leldehtich FKDQJHV
indicates how the question relates to the context.

Einfach:

This particle marks a proposition as an obvious explanation for something which is

RQO\ DFFHVLEOH WR WKH VSHDNHU ,Q VHQWHQFH [
, ULV exifaehto indicate what the reason for her anger is.

(YD LHVR ELVW GX GHQQ VR VDXHU"
H(YD K\ DUH \RX VR DQJU\"T

, ULV FK KDEH KHXWH HLQIDFK NHLQH /XVW ]X DUE
H, ULV TP QRW LQ WKH PRRG IRU ZRUNLQJ

Etwa
Etwais used in polar questions when a negative answer is expected. These ques
tions relate to a previous utterance or action.

Halt:

: L Whidlt the speaker indicates that both the speaker and the hearer are familiar

with the facts expressed in the utterance, that these can not be altered, and therefore

KDYH WR EH DFFHSWHG FI %XUNKDUGW eben WV PF
EXW WKH\ DUH QRW DOzZD\V LQWHUFKDQJHD®E&MH :LWK
speaker indicates that she can’t change the situation expressed in the proposition

and that she is not willing to discuss more about the topic.

Ja:

As commonly interpreted, unstresgads typically used when the speaker wants

WR LQGLFDWH WKDW WKH SURSRVLWLRQ LV VKRXOG E
&RQLJOLR 8 V H Ga ke@nind® thaHhe &ré af Ydsponsibilities
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RU VFROG KHU IRU SDUWLFLSDWLQJ LQ EDQQHG DFWLY
YLHZ XVLQJ WKH IROORZLQJ VHQWHQFH IURP +HOELJ

6LH ZLVVHQ MD GDVV HU QIFKVWH 'RFKH |
You know MP that he next week operate will be.
‘As you know he will be operated on next week.’

7KH HYLGHQFH IRU WKH KHDUHU LV DOUHRp®\ LQ WKH S
dicates that the proposition should be evident, the sentence’s meaning is that the

hearer knows that she knows that someone will be operated. This is not feasible.

The meaningofa FRXOG EHWWHU EH GHVFULEHG DV pu, ZDQW \
WH[W WKDWYT RU p,Q WKLV FRQWH[W , ZDQW WR FDOO L
that this particle says that the proposition is not controversial for the speaker.

Mal:
,Q LPSHUWOIBW uséti by the speaker to stress that the command conveyed
KROGV IRU QRZ DQG QRW LQ JHQHUDO FI ,FNOHU

+]U PDO
+HDU 03
LW/LVWHQ 1

6R LQ WKH VSHDNHU ZDQWYV WKH KHDUHRJTV DWWHC
ond.

Nur:

Used in optativespur is used to indicate that there were contrary expectations or

KRSHVY ,Q LPSHUDWLYHV WKH VSHDNHU ZD@&WV WR VLJ
tions—that there are no obstacles to act in a certain way. Used in interrogative con
structions, the speaker shows that she had not expected an event or that she cannot
LGHQWLI\ WKH UHDVRQ IRU WKH VLWXDWLRQ FI %XNKL

Ruhig:
The utterance of sentences witinig indicate that an act can be performed without
REVWDFOHV FI %XUNKDUGW

Schon

Used in contexts in which something seemingly contradicts a prediction made in
the utterance and sometimes establishes a relationship between the actuakutteranc
DQRG JHQHUDO SUHPLVHV .|QLJ

‘X ZLUVW VFKRQ JHVXQG ZLH LPPHU
H<RX ZLOO JHW ZHOO DV DOZD\V 1
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KHQ XVHG LQ LPSHUDWLYHV LW VRXQGY UHSURDFKIXO

the hearer with a direct speech act to do something and suggests that the problems

DUH RQ WKH KHDUHUYV VLGH"  LseHo@dtHatthe edhkeRUW W KH

accepts parts of the meaning of a preceding utterance and refuses other parts,

i.e. the speaker wants to indicate that he knows that there are counter-arguments
7TKXUPDLU I

Wohl:
Wohlis used to signal the uncertainty of the speaker towards the proposition:

D 'HU®GdH OARKFK HLQH .DUWH EHNRPPHQ"
pH:LOO , VWLOO JHW D WLENHW"Y

E 'HU 7\S GD GU*EHQ GHU KDW VLH ZRKO QLFKW P
pH7KLV JX\ RYHU WKHUH KHYV FUD]\ 1

: L WM@hlthe speaker can indicate that she is not sure about the truth of the propo

sition. Therefore, questions with and withauhl differ in the expressed uneer

WDLQW\ WRZDUGV D SURSRYVLWMWHR Qe speakdf atirfsdes WLRQV F
KHUVHOI EXW LV DZDLWLQJ D UHVSRQVH QRW D FRQFI
This is because whether the proposition expressealtsentences is true or not

is not known to the speaker and at the same time she assumes that this is also not

known to the hearer.

Vielleicht;
Like auch vielleichtis restricted to exclamative sentences and is also used to in
GLFDWH VXUSULVH ,FNOHU EHGudHanNdV WKDW W

vielleichtlies in the viewpoint: whereas with the useaaththe speaker expects
the hearer to explain something, witielleichtthe speaker is the one who knows
WKH UHDVRQ IRU VRPHWKLQJ VXUSULVLQJ RU H[FLWLQ

Modal particles as operators of the illocutionary force

, W VHHPV SODXVLEOH WR LQWHUSUHWKRR&DIO: SDWKH. F O
speakers attitude towards a proposition which is based on a common ground to the
propositional content. Since—as we have seen—the concepts ‘speaker’ and ‘hear

er’ are needed in order to explain the meaning of modal particles, it seems that we
VKRXOG VWDUW DW DQ PRUH DEVWUDFW OHYHO WKH L:
Every speech act can be divided in three parts: the locutionary act as the act of ut

tering with an ostensible meaning, the illocutionary act with the intended meaning

and the perlocutionary act, i.e. the effect evoked by speaking. The function of a

sentence is what is meant by the illocutionary level. Every sentendbex@fore

EH GLYLGHG LQWR D SURSRVLWLRQ S DQG DQ LOORFXW
WHQFH VKRXOG ORRN OLNH

([DPSOH IURP 7KXUPDLU
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$V ZH KDYH VHHQ WKHUH LV D GLIITHUHQFHK BEHQ/DZUWBI Q W

WLYH LPSHUDWLYH LQWHUURJDWLYH HWKLHKQG WKH

SURWRW\SLFDOO\ FRLQFLGH EXW GR QRW KMXYHNWR 7R

they coincide, i.e. the meaning of a declarative sentence is an assertion etc.

,Q D VSHHFK DFW WKHRUHWLFDO IUDPHZRUWM® ®PRBEDO SD

WLRQ PRGL{HUV RU LQGLFDWRUV FI +HOELJ I 1
I 7KDW PHDQV WKDW LI ZH KDYH D VHWR HQFH Zl1

ZKLFK ZH DGG D PRGDO SDUWLFOH ZH YWH®HD; YERWHKI QFH

D PRUH VSHFL¢{(F XVDJH -DFREV

,FNOHU FULWLFLIHVY WKDW WKHUHR WRRW; QLWH

many authors have to invent new ty@eshocto classify a modal particle. So to

describe the illocutionary type of utterances contaipngV KH VXEW\SH -$ $66(57

can be assumed. But it is doubtful whether this makes sense, because we have to

assume a very large set of special subtypes.

A relevance-theoretical approach

.|QLJ S5HTXDUG DQG .|QLJ SURSRVH DQ DFF
PHDQLJ RI PRGDO SDUWLFOHY EDVHG RQ UHOHYDQFH W
SHTXDUG | FULWL]JLVH WKH IROORZL®QJ SRLQWYV

al particles and the analysis of their meaning:

1. Aspects of the meaning of the context in which modal particles appear are
often ascribed to the meaning of the particles themselves
,QVWHDG RI ORRNLQJ IRU D VXSHUREBGLQDWH PHDC(
many analyses assume polysemy
3. The analysis of modal particles often does not account for the difference
between sentence meaning and utterance meaning
7KH GHWDLOHG VWXG\ RI WKH PHDQLQJ RI WKH LQ«
hinders the adherence to the general properties of the whole class

The central claim of the relevance theory is that all interlocutorsttem@ximize

WKHLU UHSUHVHQWDWLRQV RI WKH ZRUOG $FFRUGLQJ

achieved in an economic way, i.e. all participants try to weigh the costs against

WKH EHQH/ WV 7KH\ GH¢QH LQSXW DV UHOBGINDQW ZKHQ

LQIRUPDWLRQ ZLWK ROG LQIRUPDWLRQ VXFK WKDW VKI

GLWLRQ WKH LOQWHUORFXWRUV DLP WR ¢QG HYLGHQFF
OLVWYV WKUHH LPSRUWDQW UROHYV ZKLFK VXFK C

should be considered regarding to an analysis of modal particles:
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1. An inference system can detect inconsistencies in a set of assumptions and
can therefore guide the hearer to reject old assumptions and replace them
with new information
$Q LQIHUHQFH V\VWHP FDQ JXLGH WKH KHDUHU WR
3. Old and new information can be combined and therefore new conclusions
can be drawn

The problem with which an interlocutor is faced is how she should integrate new
informations into background knowledge. Equipped with these considerations

QLI LQSUHWYV PRGDO SDUWLFOHY DV PHWD-SUDJPDWL
priate context in which an utterance should be understood. Based on the reles iden
WL,FDWLRQ RI LQFRQVLVWHQFLHYVY L VWUHQJWKHQLQ
FRQWH[W VHOHFWLRQ LLL JQLJ VRUWV2ZQRWH \
particles as follows:

,GHQWL:,FDWLRQ RHothEFRQVLVWHQFLHYV

Strengthening assumptionsaber, vielleicht, erst schon ja, wohl, eben
nun maJ halt, blof3

Guidance of context selectionauch eben nun mal halt, schon denn
eigentlich einfach nur, blof3 wohl

And indeeddochandetwa GR VHUYH DV D VLJQDO IRU FRQALFWLQ
interlocutors and the second group does refer to evidences of assumptions. But
OHWfV WDNH D FORVHU ORRN DW WKH WKLUG JURXS
three into the following subgroups:

&RQWH[W VHOHFWLRQ |RpdhidddsQFH | %DVH 3UHPLVH

eigentlich woh| schon eben | nun maJebenhalt | denn
einfach blof3

Table3: &RQWH[W VHOHFWLRQ WDNHQ IURP .|QLJ

,Q .|QLJTV PLQLPDOLVWLF DQDO\VLV PRPRIQ FSHUMRBOH\
LQGLFDWRUV RI LOORFXWLRQ )RU KLP WKHRPGWIQLQJ RI
bution to the processing of an utterance in a coitext.

Modal particles and the common ground

As we have seen there are different proposals of what the meaning and function
RI PRGDO SDUWLFOHY LQ JHQHUDO DUH $W WKH EHJLQ

¥ Maximalistic approaches do not seem plausible because of the enormous amount of memary neede
IRU WKRXVDQGY DQG WKRXVDQGV RI ZRUGYV +HOELUH VMYHQ IRU H
different modal particledochalone.
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ZULWHV WKDW PRGDO SDUWLFOHY RSHEDWH LQ W
terizes them as follows:

The main task of modal particles is to integrate utterances in the interaction
context. The interlocutor uses them to refer to the mutual knowledge and to
the speaker’s or hearer’'s assumptions and expectations, to recent utterances or
the importance attached to the utterance.

Thurmair is not alone in ascribing the function of modal particles to the context.
,FNOHU VWDWHYV WK D W awd kKhdt\they &teOaD'ssrl WR D FR
PHQW RQ WKH VSHFL{F XWWHUDQFH LQ ZKMLRKWWHKH\ DS:
ORJLFDO RU UKHWRULFDO FODVVL¢{FDWLRQ QQWR WKH
WKH RWKHU KDQG PRGDO SDUWLFOHYV ZHUHEDQDO\]IHG |
ORFXWLRQDU\ IRUFH -DFREV LQGLFDWRUV IRU LQ!
DV VSHDNHUYV LQVWUXFWLRQV RQ KRZ WR PDNH X
DQG DV D PHDQV RI H[SUHVVLRQ RI HSLVWHPLF L
many more. All approaches have in common that they act on the assumption that
modal particles act on a meta-level and not on a propositional level.
, ZLOO DWWHPSW WR H[SODLQ ZKDW PRGDOQVSHUWLFOHY)
FRPPRQ JURXQG +LV EDVLF DVVXPSWLRQ LV \
ODQJXDJH XVXDOO\ HQJDJH D VSHDNHU RU VLJQHU 6 Z
LV DGGUHVVHG WR DQ DWWHQGHU + % XWEWRNXWWHU
ground assumptions about H's knowledge and beliefs. Or in other words: S and H
share some information and they need to know which information they share to
FRPPXQLFDWH SURSHUO\ 6WDOQDNHU - GH¢QHV
PRQ EHOLHI LQ D VLPSOH zZzD\ DV IROORZV

>WKH PXWXDO EHOLHIV@ RI WKH SDUWLKIDJUWR D FRQ
DQG WKDW WKH\ UHFRJQL]JH WKDW WKH\ VKDUH D SU
JURXS RI EHOLHYHUV LI DQG RQO\ LI DOO LQ WKH JUI
all believe it, all believe that all believe that all believe it,*&tc.

The problem with this notion of common ground is that S cannot really know
ZKDW + NQRZV RU EHOLHYHV D SUREOHP WKH VRFLRO
called ‘double contingency’: we can’t see into each other’s he&lgust knows

My translation.
¥ 0\ ORRVH WUDQVODWLRQ +H ZULWHV BZHLRQGWH@NDBIOIXH ORGELC

herstellen.”
P$OWKRXIK 6WDOQDNHU [ DUIJXHV WKDW FRPPRQ JURXQG DC
will keep it simple for the moment and identify the two.

*ULSS +DJHOVWDQJH SXWV LW WKH IROORZWELZPLQ3u, GRQT

DQG \RX GRQTW NQRZ ZKDW , P UHDOO\ WKLQNLQJ BHEXWKDEQRZ WKD
\RX SUHWHQG VLPLODUO\ \RX FDQTW UHDOO\ NQWEKDAWK XYW DWDYW W
apparent of us is quasi the tip of the iceberg’'—this situation is untenable; the constitutirgjumesst

RI WKLV VLWXDWLRQ KDV WR EH FRXQWHQEODW RDRE@ G*HIUPD @ RQUW JWE
Su,FK ZHL% QLFKW ZDV 'X ZLUNOLFK GHQNKW HQNG 'O E H U %h W KQZHF KXY
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All things S believes and she believes that H is
also believing and she believes that H believes
that she believes too

All things S believes and she believes that H is
also believing

All things S believes

Figuel 6HW RI SURSRVLWLRQV FRQVWLWXWLDQ@D KO EHOLHIV RI 6 RX

RU EHWWHU KDV WR EHOLHYH WKDW ZK®POWM V&KH KHDU
RQO\ KDV LQWURVSHFWLYH DFFHVV WR KHU RZQ EHOLH
languages there are grammatical markers for indicating that we can't really know

ZKDW RWKHUV WKLQN RU IHHO (J LQ -DSDQHVH \RX FCLC
a headache—you have to mark that the evidence for the headache is indirect:

.HQ ZD DWDPD JD LWD V{ GD
.HQ 723 KHDG 120 SDLQ (9, .23 35(6
‘Ken seems to have a headache.’

Because the real common ground lies outside the heads of the interlocutors and is

not accessible to them it can’t explain their behaviour. The common ground is “an

DEVWUDFWLRQ >«@ RQO\ REVHUYDEOH E\ D JRG OLNH

DFFHVV WR WKH SDUWLFLSDQWVY UHSUHVWHDQNRMW LR QD (
7TKHUHIRUH , ZLOO DVVXPH WKDW WKHUH DUH DV

DUH LQWHUORFXWRUV LQ D FRQYHUVDWLRQ2DQ LGHD V

FDOOV EHOLHIV DERXW FRPPRQ EHOLHIV  DQG ZKDW .}

DQ 3SDVVXPHG FRPPRQ JURXQG”™ ,I ZH ORRN DW WKH FRC(

KDV D FRPPRQ, Mhikhin@ Gan&Hink of as a set of propositions which S

believes to be true and believes that H also believes to be true, and a ‘deeper’ com

PRQ JUR X @hickig the set of propositions S believes to be true, she believes

daf? Du auch anderes wollen kannst, als Du zu wollen vorgibst, so wie Du ja auetisgehtkannst,

was ich wirklich will, weil wir beide wissen, daf3 das, was von uns ‘sichtbar’ ist, géechsir die

Spitze des Eisberges ist’ — diese Situation ist unhaltbar; die sie konstituigesidieterheit muf3, soll

HLQ 6LFKYHUKDOWHQ JXHLQDQGHU P|JOLFK ZHUGHRUWREBQWQVLHUW
ZH KDYH ODQJXDJH WR H[SUHVV ZKDW ZH WKLQN?Z2DHRLHUHU W
sharing device” and humans “mind sharing animals”.

2([DPSOH WDNHQ IURP /|EQHU
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CG 52
CG s1
Con_CGS 2
Con_CGg ;.
B All things now relevant for S

Figure2 &RQB&PQG &RQB&*

Relevant in the
ongo?ng conversation }’XQ? hsken)é,r\),ssc E _(lasnd knows

What S believes that H expects % What S expects

expectational common ground

What S believes that H knows/believes What S knows that H knows/believes

Relevant in the

. Relevant in the
ongoing conversation

ongoing conversation

What S believes What S knows

doxastic common ground epistemic common ground

Figure 3: A mental common ground model of the speaker’s viewpoint. Doxastic, episiachiex-
pectational common ground
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What S knows that H knows/believes What S knows that H knows/believes

_ Relevant in the .
/s ongoing conversation
o7

What S knows What S knows

Relevant in the .
ongoing conversation

epistemic common ground epistemic common ground

Figure 4: Epistemic common ground of an assertion without and with akioh

that H believes and she believes that H believes that she alsees&l )L JXUH

VKRZV &V D VXEVHW RI DOO EHOLHIV RI GasaKLFK , FDC
V X EV HW.. RHis&kes into account the consideration that the speaker’s know

OHJGH DQG EHOLHIHYV 2LQYROYH> @ FRQVWUXFWLQJ
UHOHYDQW WR WKH JLYHQ VLWXDWLRQDO FRQWH[W" ™ .FH
$00 WKUHH, VBIQ/E &PDE&H FRQVWDQWO\ FKDQJLQJ LQ WKF
YHUVDWLRQ D SURFHVV FDOOHG JURXQGLQJ VHH &OD
this process S is not only uttering for example a proposition p which H is adding to

KHU FRPPRQ JURXQG EXW 61V XWWHUDQFH KDV WKH IR
XWWHUDQFH ZDV D TXHVWLRQ DQG QRW B® HDW QHRWW L R C
NQRZ S DQG ZDQWV WR NQRZ LI'S LQ WKH VLPSOH FDVl
6 LV PDNLQJ DQ DVVHUWLRQ WKLQJV DQ H RWRW RDK/MHW V
LV WKDW E\ PDNLQJ DQ DVVHUWLRQ D SURSRVLWLRQ S
DGGLQJ PHDQV WKDW WKLV SURSRVLWLRQ LV DFFHSWH
%XW WKLV LV WKH EHVW FDVH VFHQDQ@LKBUR SRKH WHPQ I
g, she will not add p to her common ground. So in real grounding, she has to ac

FHSW D SURSRVLWLRQ E\ FRPPHQWLQJ RQ LW RU E\ UHI
PRGLI\ LW EHIRUH LW LV DGGHG WR WKH FRPPRQ JURXQC
%XW ZKDW GRHV WKLV KDYH WR GR ZLWK PRGDO SDUWIL
$V 7TKXUPDLU SXWV LW WKHLU PHD QALQMKOLHV LQ
them indications of how to relate a proposition expressed in an utterance to a given
FRQWH[W 6R QRW D QODQUR &R leWaht RaQoMt ik De&fore
QHFHVVDU\ WR DVVXPH FRQWH[W UHOHYDQW, VXEVHWYV
DQG &RQ@BRY VKRZQ EQ)RUXWKH UROH RI WKHVH VDOLH
PHDQLQJV VHH *LRUD

27KLV LV D ELW RYHUVLPSOL¢{¢HG EHFDXKBIW WRH\S QRSR VY HW ORQ KDY
WKH\Y FRXOG WDON DERXW XQLFRUQV 6R WKHDFBR S RHGNILRRQ W HOHJ H

purpose of the conversation.

ZYou do not have to keep in mind these abbreviations.
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Relevant in the
ongolng conversation

What S ts and k
Ak

What S believes that H expects What S expects

expectational common ground

What S believes that H knows/believes What S knows that H knows/believes
Relevant in the Relevant in the
ongomg conversation ongomg conversation
q’@]
What S believes What S knows
doxastic common ground epistemic common ground

Figure 5: Process of a directive witihig

W LV LPSRUWDQW WR QRWH WKDW WKH FRPPRQ JURX!
UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ ZH FRXOG FDOO LW D PHQWDO FRP/!
KHUH LV MXVW WKLY DQ DEVWUDFWUPWREBHRWR WLR SADKL
PRGHO DQG WR WKH PHQWDO VWDWH RWKRHEFWLR @ RR F
mental common ground. Up to now this model does not distinguish between what

LV EHOLHYHG DQG ZKDW LV NQRZQ )YXUWKHWRBWH LW C
DUH H[SHFWHG RU ZDQWHG JLIXUH VKRZV D PRUH F
mental common ground which not only takes the speaker’s beliefs into account but

also her knowledge and beliefs.

:KDW LV EHOLHYHG E\ WKH VSHDNHU WKH GR[DVWLF F
H[SODLQHG ,Q WKH HSLVWHPLF FRPPRQ JURXQG DUH D!
WR EH WUXH RU UDWKHU DFFHSWV IRU WKHRXUSRVH R
, KDYH VDLG WKDW 6 FDQQRW UHDOO\ NQRZ ZKDW + NQ!
that she knows a proposition p which H knows or believes when H has made an as
VHUWLRQ D SURSRVLWLRQ S RU ZKHQ WHHZKRW B FWHG
FLUFOHVY WKDW DUH WKH PHQWDO FRPPRQ JURXQGV E
called the expectational common ground there are the expectations of S and the
expectations of S of which S knows that H knows that she expects it. This is a part

Rl 6V NQRZOHGJH L H D VXEVHW RI ZKDV& HYRKWVNQR ZV
LV LQ FRQWUDVW WR WKDW SDUW L H , X VX WW R/IRKH
explain what happens in communicative situations when modal particles are used.

$V HIDPSOHV , ZL O @ochVuhigWwakaHdabD UWLFOHV



Figure6 &RPPRQ JURXQG SURFH&V LQ VHQWHQFHV ZLWK

Doch:
Let us assume that two friends, S and H, are having a conversation:

+ 6FKDX 'LU PDO GLHVHQ OXVWLJHQ +XQG DQ
H+ /RRN DW WKLV IXQQ\ GRJ |

S: Dasisdoch HLQH .DW]H
p6 7KDW LV D FDW ¢

KDW LV KDSSHQLQJ LV WKDW + LV XWWHGBLIWBPSURSRYV
LF FRPPRQ JURXQG DV VKRZQ LQ ¢JXUH 7KLV GRHV QI
true but that S knows that H believes p to be true. The model on the left show what

would happen if S utters the sentence without using dddte model on the right

shows that S knows that q and therefb8p should be evident for H but that he is

not considering this in the actual situation. So with uttering the sentenceogtih

S indicates that H should know that q &r@p.

Something likeThis is a cat (and no dog).



Figure 7: Process of a assertion whhlt

Ruhig:

,PDIJLQH D VLWXDWLRQ ZKHUH D VWXGHQW DERXWLQ WK
WKH WKHVLV WKDW + ZDQWV WR ZEHWIHQ G KVVVGE WWN QD
H is standing in front of it. Due to our culture it is normal to take a seat in such a

situation. So S assumes that H believes that there is some reason p for her not take

a seat so he says:

6 6HW]JHQ 6LH VLFK UXKLJ KLQ
S: ‘Take a seat.’

:LWK W K HuhlgvHindrcates that she believes that there is no such reason
* (). Sentences wituhig DUH DOzZD\V GLUHFWLYHV VR WKH VHQV
ruhigg VD\V VRPHWKLQJ OLNH GR T EHFDXVH WKHUH LV

Ja:
,Q D FRQYHUVDWLRQ EHWZHHQ WZR IULHQGV 6 DQG +

6 /HQD KDW MD HLQ 6WLSHQGLXP EHNRPPHQ
‘S: Lena got a scholarship.’



Figure8 2SHUDWLRQV LQ WKH H[SHFWDWLRQDO FRPPRQ JURXQG LQ -D

because she is not sure whether H has already heard this and wants to use the prop

osition made in the utterance to continue the conversation. So the model should

ORRN OLNH WKH WRS RQH LQ ¢JXUH ,Q VRWHH FDVHV L
bottom of the picture, but this is not relevant for the hearer to understand what was

meant.

Halt:
Halt DQG WKH SDUWdheéO LM\ XROIPRWKR DQVZHU D SUHFHGI
OLNH WKH GLDORJ LQ

+ DUXP DUEHLWHVW GX QLFKW"
p+ K\ GRQIW \RX ZRUN"T

6 , F KaK kelbe Lust.
u6 TP QRW LQ WKH PRRG 1

S’s answer withhalt signals H that S does not want to talk about his reasons fur

ther. But the proposition expressed in his utterance is an answer to themuesti

Questions can be modeled as a set of possible answers, i.e. a set of propositions
+DPEOLQ ZKLFK ZH ZLOO UHIHU WR DV -.2VKRZQ LQ

cle. By uttering the answer the proposition p is added to the common ground but is
PDUNHG DV QRW UHOHYDQW IRU WKH IXWXUH FRQYHUV

VWRS RI WKH DUURZ LQ ¢JXUH

,Q WKH SUHVHQWHG YLHZ PRGDO SDUW L H@QHWHOQHBED OL]
QDO SDUWLFOHV23UHODWLRQV EHWZHHA QVBERBRWXSWHDNH
WKH KHDUHUYV PLQG UHJDUGLQJ WKH SURSRVLWLRQ X
-DSDQHVH VHQWHQFH ¢QDO SDUWLFOHV 6FKDQ]

tasks to describe their function:

Matching of minds: This is information about whether the speaker expects the
hearer’s mind to agree with the proposition



Interaction between proposition and hearer’s mind This represents the speak
er’s expectation of how the hearer should deal with the proposition in regard to his
own knowledge and experience

Intensity of expectation & RPELQHG ZLWK WKH H[SHFWDWLRQ FU
is a certain degree of relevance pressure which is laid on the hearer regarding its
LQWHQGHG IXO;OO0OPHQW

Weight of relevance This expresses how important it is to the actual topic that the
proposition is presented by the speaker

$V ZH FDQ VHH WKH IXQFWLRQV RI WIKHDVHWB SHUIRPDK SI

PRGDO SDUWLFOHVY 7KH ¢UVW WKUHH VXEMDWNY DUH

pectational common ground. The fourth is an operation in the epistemic common

JURXQG )LIXUH VKRZV WKH ¢UVW WZR VXENVDVNV ZLYV

er wants to indicate that her proposition is expected to be accepted by H too and

with the interaction subtask she wants to indicate that H should dealheitnx

pressed proposition, like the German modal partickeg VHH WKH DUURZ LQ ¢J.
7KH LQWHQVLW\ DQG ZHLJKW VXEWDVNVVFRR EH PRG

relevant propositions contain a subset with propositions that are more relevant to

the context.

Conclusion and requirements for further models

The model presented above showed that the function of German modal particles

lies in the guidance of speaker-hearer relevant information based on the speaker’s

DVVXPSWLRQV DERXW WKHLU PXWXDO NQRZOHGJH 2U

it: “The speaker appraises what the hearer knows and what he is aware of, lets her

NQRZ RI WKLV DFW RI DSSUDLVDO DQG LQYMWRHV KHU W

DI¢UP WR FRUUH Mydal periicl®sRvGrk ayairist the general tendency

RI VSHDNHUV WR :LQ JHQHUDO XQGHUHVWHRVOVMH WKH D
+HQO\ E\D WDUJHWHG SURFHVV RI HYDOXDWLGQ

7KH ELJJHVW SUREOHP RI WKLV PRGHO LWWKIRW LW FD

example the modal particlaal narrows the time a proposition is valid so a-sen

tence likeHast du mirmal ne Zigarette. pf'R \RX KDYH D FLJDUHWWH | F

the speaker wants a cigarette now and will not ask for another one haseis Mot

WR EH PRGHOHG E\ WKH SUHVHQWHG DSSWXRDRKHEHFD X'

PRGHOV RI WKH PHQWDO FRPPRQ JURXQG VKRXOG LQF

WLRQDO VLWXDWLRQV FRQVLVWLQJ RI SDLUV VHQWHQI

I VXFK D FRPPXQLFDWLYH VLWXDWLRQ FRQVLV\

WKH WLPH RI WKH XWWHUDQFH SODFH -ZKDW LV S

0O\ WUDQVODWLRQ 7KH RULJLQDO TXRWH VH\WHUZHWYVBQMEKHEXNWRKI
VHLQV DE OIVVW GHQ +|UHU YRQ GLHVHP @ QWF®& LW MHID WHN W HAL V& H
6SUHFKHUV (LQVFKIW]XQJ YRQ S 6WHOOXQJ |]X QHKIFHHUHQX EHVWIWL



nological-syntactic properties of the utterance, 6. cognitive content of the utter

DQFH VHYHUDO DVVXPSWLRQVY D VSHDNHUfV DVVXF
hearer’s assumptions, knowledge, and skills; c. assumptions about whatrtdre hea

perceives; d. social relationship between speaker and hearer; e. what the speaker
WKLQNV DERXW ZKDW WKH SUHFHGLQJ XWWHUDQFHV P
speaker with her utterance, and 9. the interrelation between speaker and hearer

caused by the utteranée.

ZIXUWKHU UHTXLUHPHQWY WR D FRPPRQ JURXQG PRGHO FRXOG EF
common ground and an integration of theories of theories of mind.
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