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Abstract

The article deals with the means of expressing modality in the English language and
their Georgian equivalents, particularly the modal verbs expressing a sense of obliga-
tion or duty. As the study revealed, certain similarities and differences are found be-
tween the modal systems of the English and Georgian languages. In both cases mo-
dality is associated with mood and parenthetic elements. However, unlike the English
language, parenthetic elements expressing sensual attitude are not discussed in the
Georgian system of modality. The particle «6cos in the Georgian language is the equiva-
lent of the English modal verbs ought, should, have to, must, but not the equivalent of
the modal verbs need/need not, which belong to the group of above-mentioned English
modal verbs. belonging to the same group. The particle ¥bgos has great importance in
Georgian language as it has various meanings and expresses: obligation, duty, advice

and wise decision.
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Introduction

Contrasting analysis of different languages is very import-
ant for modern linguistics. Such an approach offers the best
opportunity to compare of languages based on “common
characteristics” (Qoridze, 2010, p. 431). Comparative anal-
yses reveal the peculiarities and specifics of different lan-
guages more clearly than individual studies.

Our research deals with the modality systems in the
Georgian and English languages; particularly outlining En-
glish modal words expressing obligation-necessity, their
Georgian equivalents and their typological interactions. We
have analyzed materials taken from English and Georgian
fiction. We also present our translation of the sentences
from English literature containing modal words. The study
was based on typological and descriptive research meth-
ods.

In recent years modality, a topic covering a fairly wide
spectrum, has become the object of typological studies of
the languages (Palmer, 2009). Although the study of mo-
dality has a long history, there is no general definition clearly
describing the content of modality. In most cases, due to
different positions and purposes, attention is paid to various
aspects of modality. However, any definition refers to the
speaker’s attitude towards the action, obligation or necessi-
ty expressed by the verb.

Analyzing Modalities of Different Languages

Since modality is the subject matter of logical thinking,
many similarities are found while analyzing modalities of
different, even non-related languages. Regardless of what
languages they speak, people of different nationalities use
language for a common purpose- i.e. they suppose, they
become convinced, they express or perceive something to
be necessary or obligatory.

“Modality implicates the relationship of a statement with
a reality expressed by various means” (Kvachadze, 1988,
p. 31). According to modality three kinds of sentences are
distinguished: declarative, interrogative and imperative. In
addition, each of these can be colored by emotion or ex-
press strong views of the speaker. Accordingly, exclamatory
and interrogative-exclamatory sentences are also distin-
guished.

As a result, a sentence expresses:
a. certainty, authenticity, or confirmation;
b. assumption, possibility, desirability, unreality;

c. speaker’s desire, usually referring to the second per-
son to act according to his/her wish.
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It must be noted that several types can be identified in
each kind of sentence; e.g. imperative sentence can ex-
press not only command, but also request, advice, warning,
invitation... (Kvachadze, 1988).

From the standpoint of attitude towards the action ex-
pressed by the verb three moods are distinguished in the
Georgian language: direct, real — indicative and indirect, un-
real — subjunctive and imperative. The function of express-
ing modality is mostly imposed on indirect mood, especially
on the subjunctive one (Bersenadze-Katsitadze, 2006).

The linguistic means of expressing modality are: the
form of the verb mood, tone, modal words and particles,
sentence structure (Kvachadze, 1988).

Like other languages, the following means of expressing
modality are distinguished in English: lexico-grammatical,
lexico-semantic, and the category of mood (Babukhardia
& Kifiani, 2012). “The category of mood is a morphologi-
cal expression of modality, that is, it marks the modality of
reality or unreality of an action or state as viewed by the
speaker” (Kirvalidze, 2013, p. 54). There are three cate-
gories of mood in modern English, as well as in Georgian:
indicative — unmarked mood, according to it, the speaker
considers the act expressed by the verb as a real fact; Sub-
junctive — conveys the action considered by the speaker to
be unreal, possible, presumable; imperative — in the terms
of order, request, or advice expresses essential action from
the speaker’s point of view.

The lexico-grammatical means for expressing modality
are the modal verbs. According to one of the definitions,
modal words are used to express the speaker’s attitude to-
wards the action or state expressed by the infinitive. They
show that the action expressed by the infinitive is consid-
ered to be possible, impossible, doubtful, obligatory, neces-
sary, reasonable, etc.

It must be mentioned that modal verbs are either invari-
able or close to invariable. “Thus modals might without too
much simplification be regarded as ‘modal particles’ which
have lost their historical connection with the inflectional
paradigm of verbs” (Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech & Startvik,
1985, p.147).

Lexico-semantic means for expressing modality are
modal words. They show if speaker is confident about
what he has said, or considers it to be doubtful, possible,
and desirable. Accordingly, modal words are divided into
three groups:

a) Words expressing different kind of confidence: really,
of course, indeed, certainly...

b) Words expressing different level of probability: may-
be, perhaps, probably, possibly...

c) Words expressing different form of desirability (un-
desirability): fortunately, lucky, unfortunately, unluckily.

Interesting parallels can be drawn with the Georgian
language. Parenthetical words perform the function of mod-
al words here. To show it more clearly, classification by a
Georgian linguist (L. Kvachadze) is given below:

“Parenthetic word or word combination is various ac-
cording to its meaning. The main groups are:

1. Parenthetic word or expression conveys modality that
shows the speakers attitude toward something said/men-
tioned: whether she/he perceives it as a fact, or as some-
thing possible. Accordingly, two subgroups of parenthetic
words/expressions are distinguished from this group:

a) Parenthetic word expresses the speakers confidence
about certitude of something said:

b) Expresses the speaker’s supposition, admitting opin-
ion given in the sentence as questionable.

2. Parenthetic word shows the speakers feeling caused
by the content of something said, and gives the fact esti-
mation: fortunately, unfortunately” (Kvachadze, 1988, pp.
295-296).

According to modality, parenthetic words are divided
only into two groups, unlike English, and express speak-
er's certainty/uncertainty. Parenthetic words conveying
the speaker’s feeling are out of modality context, they are
viewed separately, in the group of word expressing the feel-
ings.

Unlike the Georgian, the sentence structure is not the
means of expressing modality in English.

As discussed above, modality is a broad topic and im-
possible to analyze in one paper, especially when discussed
in the context of contrasting analysis. Accordingly, we deal
only with linguistic means of expressing obligation, necessi-
ty in the English language and their Georgian equivalents.

Expressing obligation/advice is one of the major func-
tions of the modal system in English. Ought, should, must,
have to, need are the modal verbs expressing obligation,
advice. Ought, should —mainly express advice, or wise de-
cision; must, have to — obligation, liability, must not — prohi-
bition, need- necessity.

Ought and should are used in present and future, but
also in the past if followed by the verb in the past form. Both
verbs form negative and interrogative forms similarly: ought
I?7 Should 1? You oughtn’t... you shouldn’t. The only differ-
ence is that ought is followed by the full infinitive, and there-
fore it's often called ought to. As already mentioned above,
both of these verbs express obligation, but should is more
common (Thomson, Martinet, 1986, p.137).

“Besides, | want you to tell me why | should not go in
for philantrophy” (Wilde, 1979, p. 97). o6 9oLy, dobs

090bLbsm, M@ ™A 56 Mbs 39797 J39eIMmgdggdL.

Must and have to convey the impression that the oblig-
atory action expressed by the verb is or will be performed.
This mostly refers to the first person, however, can often be
found in other persons, too.

“There was so much in you that charmed me that | felt
| must tell you something about yourself” (Wilde, 1979,
p.105).

00960 dmTHbod3YMds 0gm 0939630, H™A 30aGMdgbo
600 Mbgos 3god3zs Momai 0d39bl Tglsbgd.
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-804 s0M0gm! bs® vy oM 9399965y, sbams
9OM00 439w, v)bgs 580935, Mbs 590835, MbBs d0dgs...”
(Dumbadze, 1983, p. 15).

“Archangel! No matter you exist or not, you must let
me up, you must let me up, you must do it...” (Dumbadze,
1983, p. 15).

Inescapable performance of the action expressed by the
verb is not conveyed by ought/should modal verbs.

900 OO, MJNMO B30Me00 Mbos FOHOsMYdILIL
50545 X MIMbads®g 60dbs MLsBL3M® Lsmbmgdobs,
1039m0Ls s LoYzoMEOLS” .

“A huge, white flag should be waving proudly over
Jomolungma as a sign of virtue, kindness and love”
[Dumbadze; White Flags].

Certain convergences can be found between the men-
tioned verbs: as already mentioned above, ought and
should express the advice, but for more emphasize we use
must.

“l must eat tuna so that | will not have a failure of
strength” (Hemingway, 1952, p. 47).

09997910 Mbcd 3359, dod MMA 5O oMY MU.

In continuous infinitive ought and should hold the idea
that the subject doesn’t perform the duty or is wrong, reck-
less. Perfect infinitive structure implies that the certain act or
the duty imposed on the subject was not performed. Modal
verbs in negative forms express wrong, imprudent action
performed in the past.

I shouldn’t have gone out so far, fish’ he said” (Hem-
ingway, 1952 p. 95).

2l FmOL o6 MBS Fodmzglbmeoyszo, mgzHm, mggs 3sb.

09 olgg 999MEb3s, - SEdsm sby 56 Mbs dgogdgs, o
0056 goofy30d0 yzgwexg®o ...” (Dumbadze, 1983, p.
311).

“l was so embarrassed, - maybe | shouldn’t have told
so. It determined everything

»=0bE M3s EOML0S, XIO oBMOS MBES YOS
5 0Ly bes 393993500 dobosb“ (Chiladze, 1981, p. 204).

“- It's too late. You should have first waited for her to
grow up and let her leave afterwards”

Accordingly, modal verb must express obligation or em-
phatic advice. Obligation is also expressed by the modal
verb have to, but there is a slight difference between them.
Must expresses the obligation imposed by the speaker him-
self.

“Yes, | feel | must come with you. Do let me” (Wilde,
1979, p. 130)

©05b, 33M36Md, Mma Wb 3sdmayg39m, bgds Imdgsom.

“306M0dom, 0J39656 Mbs golffsgerm yzgwongho”
(Dumbadze, 1983, p. 13).

 In the contrary, | must learn everything from you”

It's the matter of internal factor. Have to expresses the

obligation imposed by the external factor. Must is used in
present and future tenses. In past tense it is replaced by
had to.

“P9bgdol  dobggom, 3mdzby mbs sIb3Y,
00obbgbm  3005Mgds o IMMOYMds olg hsdsdoMM, -
9gobligbs Logrdol BopogMs dbgarsdgd (Dumbadze, 1983,

p. 9).

“According to regulations, you have to meet me on the
tower, report the situation and pass the roster, - reminded
Dzneladze instead of greeting.

A wise decision is also expressed by had better in
English, Georgian equivalents of which can be %mdos,
oxmdJRL (it would be better).

“Perhaps, you had better write to him. | don’t want to
see him alone” (Wilde, 1979, p.143)

3ambo, sxmd7ds doygfigMsc dobm3zol. s6 Jobs dolo
35O GM Bobgo.

To be also expresses obligation and duty.
“Am | to go, Mr. Dorian? “ he asked (Wilde, 1979, p. 97).

@O 39660038 2200085 ©s MOHOBL dgbgos. “mMbeos
§930009, 35¢Mbm MM056?” 3300bs 3s6.

As it's shown in the examples above, particle «bs is
the equivalent of the English modal words must/have to/
should/had better/to be to. But it's not the only means of
expressing obligation and duty. Necessity is also expressed
by the imperative mood, without any modal verbs or parti-
cles. Except this we will distinguish the samples from the fic-
tion expressing obligation/duty/compulsion using the certain
words emphasizing the situation more clearly:

85060,

Bodz0mo
35063, 1obsd  3500MH0Logeb  bogsmo

dbocombgwo. ¢
“If not obliged, major was at least constrained to de-

fend them till the end, at least till the danger wasn'’t feasible
from Tatar.”

39WEIPIWO Y 9Ms,  007YEIOTEO
0ym, dmEmIdEg ©933> oLobo, 0dsdoy
006 0g69dms

However, particle «bgs is not the only means of ex-
pressing obligation, duty. It also expresses advice, wise
decision, and necessity. Though, this particle is often scat-
tered within the text so insignificantly that its various func-
tions seem to be left unnoticed. In quantitative terms, this
particle is used more frequently than any other means of ex-
pressing modality. For example, in a small part of the “White
Flags” by Nodar Dumbadze, it is used for 14 times.
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Conclusion

In conclusion, we can say that there are certain similarities
and differences between the modal systems of the English
and Georgian languages. In both cases modality is associ-
ated with:

* Mood — mainly with subjunctive one;

» Parenthetic elements — modal words: 1. Those ex-
pressing possibility... maybe, perhaps, possibly...; 2. Those
expressing certainty.... really, of course, certainty, indeed.

However, unlike the English language, parenthetic el-
ements expressing sensual attitude - LsdgebogMmeo/for-
tunately, LsvdgomGmo/unfortunately and etc. - are not
discussed in the system of modality.

The particle ¢bos in the Georgian language func-
tions as the equivalent of the English modal verbs ought,
should, have to, must.

But it is not the equivalent of the modal verbs need/need
not, belonging to the group presented above. Equivalent of
this verb in Georgian language is 1530MM5/56 560l bsFoMm.

As shown by this study, the particle «bgs has a great
importance in Georgian language as it has various mean-
ings and expresses: obligation, duty, advice and wise de-
cision.
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