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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this paper is to compare the Greek and English conceptual categories of direc-
tives and conclusions so as to present the cognitive dimension of cross-linguistic influence in
Foreign Language Learning (FLL). This comparison entails a tertium comparationis, namely, a
taxonomy based on cross-linguistic semantic categories, which share comparable linguistic ex-
pressions. Modality, being a general cross-linguistic semantic category, lends itself to the re-
quirements of a comparative tool. A cross-linguistic discussion of modality, however, is not lim-
ited only to those aspects that comprise the knowledge of these linguistic units and the rules of
joining them together at the level of sentence. It also seeks to anticipate possible difficulties
Greek EFL learners may encounter while using specific English modal verbs in a variety of con-
texts, which situationally constitute representations of different conceptual aspects of the speech
acts of directives and conclusions. Hence the emphasis is on the pragmatic component as well.
The cognitive perspective is borne out by viewing certain English modal verbs and their Greek
counterparts as interconnected members of conceptual categories, i.e. Idealised Cognitive Mod-
els (ICMs; Lakoff 1987), being run through by the unifying element of force (Talmy 1988).

KEYWORDS: modal verbs; cognitive pragmalinguistic comparison; directives; conclusions;
transfer.

1. Introductory remarks

As the main objective of the present article is a linguistic comparison between English
and Greek, it is necessary to clarify which direction this comparative analysis will take
s0 as to avoid the criticism the classical Contrastive Analysis (CA) received in the past.
The negative reaction against it was mainly due to the fact that it claimed it could predict
the learners’ errors by comparing the native language (NL) and the target language (TL).
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Similarities between the two languages were considered facilitative to learning, while
differences were thought to be inhibitory to the learning process. Thus, the role of trans-
fer was rather controversial, since in the case of convergences, the contribution of trans-
fer was taken to be positive, while in the event of divergences, it was conversely judged
to be negative.

Studies of transfer, however, which identify a cognitive dimension in this process
(Kellerman 1979, 1983; Gass 1983; Zobl 1980a, 1980b; Sharwood-Smith 1979), sup-
port the learners’ decisive role in what to transfer. Thus, contrary to CA’s strict claim
about the biodirectionality of transfer, differences and similarities are dependent on the
direction of learning. In other words, learners do have their own share in the decision
making process of what is transferable (Zobl 1980a).

Taking issue with classical CA, this venture is aimed at a cognitive grounding of the
cross-linguistic approach with regard to modality. In particular, the comparison con-
cerns modal verbs used in the English and Greek speech acts of directives and conclu-
sions." As such, the whole idea of comparing and contrasting is revisited within a prag-
matics framework with a psychological underpinning. The implication is that CA will
include a comparison of communicative functions — language in use — and it will be ap-
proached from a psychological perspective, since transfer has a psychological dimen-
sion (Kellerman 1995). Furthermore, the position advanced refers to a broadening of the
field of cross-linguistic inquiry so as to gain insights into the development of L2 prag-
matic competence. This is deemed necessary, as pragmatic competence is not subordi-
nated to knowledge of grammar. Effective communication in the foreign language (FL)
requires acquiring both linguistic and pragmatic competence so that EFL learners can
produce and understand the speech acts dictated by the sociopragmatic constraints of
the situations in which they are involved (Bardovi-Harling 1999: 686). So the aim of
the comparison will be to outline the role of L1 knowledge and the role of L2 knowl-
edge in the creation of the relevant interlanguage, in terms of the cognitive dimensions
this knowledge acquires when packaged inside conceptual wholes —i.e. Idealised Cog-
nitive Models (ICMs; Lakoft 1987) of directives and conclusions. It is convenient at this
point to explain these terms. The former are speech acts concerned with making an at-
tempt to bring about a particular action and include orders, advice, asking for permis-
sion, etc. (Vanderveken 1998: 171). The latter consist in representing an actual state of
affairs (Vanderveken, 1998: 171).

The next section briefly outlines the cognitive theoretical framework along the lines
of which the speech acts of directives and conclusions constitute Idealised Cognitive
Models unified by the element of force.

! Salsbury and Bardovi-Harlig (2000) report that the expression of modality has been shown to have impor-
tant pragmatic functions (Blum-Kulka 1989; Coates 1987; Faerch and Kasper 1989; House 1989; House and
Kasper 1981, 1987; Stephany 1995; von Stutterheim 1993).
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2. The ICMs of directives and conclusions

Following Rosch (1973, 1975), Cognitive Linguistics postulates that all linguistic units
are arranged in semantic sets or categories. Along such lines directives and conclusions
constitute conceptual categories, i.e. they are systems made of concepts. In keeping
with this argument, they can be taken to constitute Idealised Cognitive Models (ICMs;
Lakoff 1987). These models are conceptual categories characterised by the relations of
intension and extension (Seiler 1993: 116).” Centrally located in each of these catego-
ries is its prototype. This is the most typical member linguistically representing each
category’s most characteristic semantic property. In this respect the prototypical exam-
ple of a category is that in which cluster all the prototypical features, i.e. those specify-
ing an item as the best exemplar, and as such it is assigned full membership. Less pro-
totypical or non-prototypical members have a degree of membership, which is propor-
tionate to the amount of prototypical features they possess (Cruse 1990). In other
words, membership in a set does not depend on a series of equally weighted criteria,
which must be met by all instances to the same degree. It is rather a matter of grada-
tion, established by the number of features shared by more or less central members
(Rosch 1973, 1975). Consonantly, the members of the category of directives and con-
clusions, by demonstrating prototype effects, do not all have equal status. Moving
away from the centre towards the periphery of the categories, less prototypical mem-
bers are found, i.e. peripheral or atypical exemplars (Taylor 1993: 208). The schematic
representation of English and Greek directives and conclusions is fully compatible
with all their members. It is indeed a single super-ordinate abstraction, a schematising
force acting as a unifying element of all the semantic properties included in these cate-
gories. However, the fact that these categories are graded themselves entails linguistic
members with gradable semantics. As such, each of the linguistic members is mentally
represented by a sub-schema instantiating by degree the semantic specificities of this
particular exemplar.

2.1.The notion of “degree” in the conceptualisation of directives and conclusions

Langacker (1987: 59—60) refers to prototypical items as the ones which are the most
thoroughly entrenched in the cognitive system. Given as well that prototypes are char-
acterised by cross-linguistic spread of use, acquisitional priority by children and gener-
alisation of their use for less or non-prototypical instances (Seiler 1993: 116), the sug-
gestion is that an L2 prototype can also exhibit the aforementioned kinds of behaviour

? It has been said that to know the meaning of any expression that denotes a natural kind is to know its inten-
sion: its defining property (Lyons 1995: 92). The extension of a term or expression is the class of entities
that it defines (Lyons 1995: 82).
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in Foreign Language Learning (FLL). The prototypical member of a semantic category
in a specific language is a linguistic marking of a property featuring in the centre of a
schematic representation of a concept, as this is formed in the minds of the speakers of
the particular language community. As such, prototypes are linguistic instantiations
matching central abstract aspects of scene construal (Langacker 1987: 39), as a result of
the mental operations involved in conceptualising.

The “degree”, therefore, to which certain semantic characteristics are shared by lin-
guistic members of conceptual categories (ICMs) is a key feature in Langacker’s proc-
ess of scene construal (1987) as it is inextricably involved in their conceptualisation.
Let us see how this idea of “degree” defines the rank of each modal verb within the in-
ternal structure of directives and conclusions. In this attempt we draw on Talmy’s
(1988) notion of force-dynamics, whereby the linguistically delimited set of modal
verbs is analysed in terms of a structured whole governed by the element of force.
Metaphor is the cognitive mechanism responsible for the transferring of force from the
physical domain to the language domain (Johnson 1987; Sweetser 1991), wherein deon-
tic and epistemic modal meanings are described in terms of forces. In particular, the no-
tion of force represents the speaker’s intentions in the deontic domain or the force of the
evidence in the epistemic domain. Counteracting this force is another force or combina-
tions of forces.

The rank of each modal verb within the internal structuring of directives and con-
clusions is a function of its force. Thus, central to these categories are the members de-
noting the highest strength of deontic and epistemic force. These are the best exemplars
of the categories in the minds of the native speakers at a given time. Arranged around
these prototypical members are those which extend from them in various directions.
Consequently, the way that the English modal verbs (must, should, may) as well as the
Greek modal verbs (mpénet, umopei(c)) differ among themselves, when seen as parts of
cognitive wholes (ICMs of directives and conlusions), unified by the common element
of force, is in principle the varying degrees of force inherent in the semantics of each
one of them. The point is that the modal verbs representing the conceptual content of
force will also constitute a scalar ordering of options representing the range of graded
linguistic variation (Seiler 1993: 116). As a result, force itself is taken, here, to define
these ICMs as graded categories. Consonantly, Huddleston and Pullum (2002) as well
as Halliday (1994) in their discussion of modal verbs have employed the notion of a
continuum or scale along which the meanings of modal verbs are ranked, according to
the degree of deontic manipulation or of epistemic certainty they denote. Huddleston
and Pullum (2002: 175) call it strength of commitment (i.e. prototypically the speaker’s
commitment) to the factuality or actualisation of the situation. They identify three types
of strength: high, medium and low. By the same token, Halliday (1994: 358) also draws
a parallel distinction (i.e. high, median, and low). Halliday, however, calls the degree of
commitment value. The distribution of modal verbs along the two scales of these lin-
guists is broadly the same.
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The next section explains how the degree of membership in these categories is fur-
ther underpinned by the way the strength of force® interacts with other concept-features.

2.1.1. Force and expected realisation of directives and conclusions

Along with force, another concept-feature defining the categories of directives and con-
clusions is that of expected realisation of the content of the proposition. The suggestion
in this paper is to employ henceforth the terms expectorealisable and non-
expectorealisable to denote expected realisation and non-expected realisation, respec-
tively, of the content of directives and conclusions. Expectorealisability is somehow a
gradable notion. The different grades are a function of the pressure exercised by the
speaker’s authority (manipulative force) in directives or the authority of the evidence
(epistemic force) in conclusions. Different strengths of force entail different kinds of
expectorealisability. In directives, the grade of expectorealisability decreases symmetri-
cally and increases inversely as the pressure reduces (weakening of strength) when
moving from orders to advice and then moving from advice to permission-granting, re-
spectively. In conclusions, it merely decreases proportionately to the lowering of
strength of certainty when moving from strong certainty to medium and then to low cer-
tainty statements.

2.2.Language use and conceptualisation: symmetry and effects

Before pursuing similarities and dissimilarities between the Greek and English ICMs of
directives and conclusions, it is necessary to consider what is involved in a particular
instance of language use, so as to define the prototypical members in each category
both in Greek and in English.

Langacker (1987: 65) refers to the process of matching a linguistic expression with
a conceptualisation as “coding”. This comes to fruition with the selection of a target
structure, which is deemed by the speaker appropriate for the specific purpose, under
the specific circumstances. There are, however, a number of constraints involved in the
process of selecting a particular instance of language use. These include:

— the amount of information considered relevant by the speaker;

— the aspects of the conceptualisation the speaker chooses to focus on;

— the speaker’s social relationship to the hearer;

— the speaker’s assessment of the amount of the hearer’s knowledge of the context
and the notion to be imparted;

? The term strength is considerd more relevant for the discussion of the various degrees of force represented
by the modal verbs, as it bears a conceptual kinship to this idea. It is, therefore, adopted in the presentation
of the various degrees of force henceforth.
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— the expression’s integrativeness with the context;
— the speaker’s desired effect on the hearer.

When there is a perfect match between the conventional unit in the grammar of a lan-
guage and the specific choice of language use, then we can speak of “legitimisation” of
the usage. Langacker (1987: 66) calls this proportionate matching “sanctioning”, and he
adds that since there are degrees of conventionality (i.e. how grammatical a choice is),
this coincidence of usage and conventional unit is not always symmetrical, in that there
can be instances of language use that deviate from conventional units.

It can also be claimed that there are degrees of “transparency” of a linguistic unit,
that is how clear, with regard to understanding the degree of expectations concerning
the actualisation of a proposition, a choice is. Again the implication is that the matching
ofusage and “transparent” unit is not always perfect since there can be instances of con-
ceptualisations requiring semantically less “transparent” linguistic choices.

In a nutshell, the range of prototypicality, as this is exhibited by the linguistic in-
stantiations of the semantic properties of a graded category, is characterised by the
qualities of “conventionality” and “transparency”. These are also graded proportion-
ately to the degree of strength coded by each modal verb. This implies a gradient transi-
tion from a more preferred (conventionalised) to a less preferred (unconvetionalised)
and from a more transparent to a less transparent, with symmetrically graded options in
between. A more detailed presentation of this idea is undertaken below.

3. Expectorealisability and prototypicality in the Greek and English ICMs of direc-
tives and conclusions

This section investigates the inner structuring of the Greek and English conceptual
categories of directives and conclusions in order to identify how their core and periph-
ery overlap or differ. The vehicle for this purpose is a comparison of the way Greek and
English come to linguistically realise various aspects of their cognitive make-up. Lin-
guistic similarities and differences will possibly reveal overlapping and digressions with
regard to their conceptual constitution. The aim is to show how a theory of transfer can
be applied to a cognitive comparison of the modal verbs used by Greek and English in
the speech acts of directives and conclusions whereby the notions of categories, image-
schemata and prototypes are intertwined.

Central to this venture is the way Greek and English handle the previously men-
tioned parameter of Langacker’s scene construal when it comes to high and medium
strength of force. The way the two languages realise linguistically these concepts differs
in certain respects.* Such asymmetries may mask conceptual differences. According to

* Conversely, the low strength of force concept being similarly realised in both languages (by the modal verb
may in English and by the modal verb umopei(¢) [bori(s)] in Greek) is not of particular interest in the present
paper. Therefore, no mention will be made to it.
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this parameter, the speaker’s sense of force and of the ensuing expectorealisability or
reduced expectorealisability, being dependent on his/her perceived estimate of certain
situational factors, triggers the use of a particular modal verb.

In this light, the issue of pragmatic competence becomes topical and underpins the
need to investigate how particular and well-defined interlanguage development relates
to pragmatics. As a consequence, it is necessary to discuss first the relation of transfer
to “conventionality”, and secondly, the relation of transfer to semantic “transparency”
by drawing on Cognitive Linguistics theory again. The argument goes that transfer in-
tersects L1 and L2 prototypical relationships of linguistic members within the ICMs
(Clark and Clark 1977). The next section discusses membership and prototypical rela-
tionships first within the Greek and then within the English ICMs so as to identify
“conventional” and “transparent” members in them. The underlying assumption is that
transfer is a gradable concept (Kellerman 1995: 134) whose extent can be measured in
terms of the degree of “conventionality” and of the degree of semantic “transparency”
(Gass 1983) of the modal exponents.

3.1.Greek ICMs of directives and conclusions

Within the Greek ICMs of directives and conclusions the high strength zone appears to
be conflated with that of the medium strength, forming a complex semantic sub-whole
served linguistically by the prototype mpénet (prepi). The implication is that this modal
verb, because of its pragmatically-regulated variability of strength, occupies a semanti-
cally wide area. This extends from the centre to the pre-periphery — before the periph-
ery, which is covered by umopei(c) (bori(s)) — of the ICMs (see Figure 1).

More specifically, the Greek modal verb mpémer is used to express strong or medium
strength of deontic manipulation (examples 1, 2) or of epistemic certainty (examples 3,
4). As aresult, the notions of expectorealisability and reduced expectorealisability tied
with the idea of force are semantically built in zpéner.

(1) [pénel va mag o Borta. Eicat kovpaopévog Kot ypetalecot SIGAELLLOL.
“You must go for a walk. You are tired and you need a break.’

) [Ipémet vo mac o oAt OTaY TEAEIMGELS T LoBNUATE GOV.
“You should go for a walk when you finish your homework.’

3) O Movopdyoc» mpémel va. givor koA towvia. Kotta 6lovg avtodg mov
OTEKOVTOL GTNV 0VPE Yo Vo TNV doDV.
‘Gladiator must be a good film. Look at all those people queuing up to see it.’

4 O «Movopdyoc» mpémel va givor ko touvia. Ocot v ldav gimav 0Tt TOVg
ApeCE.
‘Gladiator should be a good film. People who saw it said they liked it.’
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npémel / (subjucntive)

umopet

Figure 1. The interior of the Greek ICM of directives.

Within a cognitive framework, the fact that the same form is used to denote different
strengths of force and, by entailment, different degrees of expectorealisability in a vari-
ety of circumstances, has a significant bearing on the image-schema evoked to describe
this semantic characteristic. When pragmatic constraints dictate the use of zpénet in its
“strong” version then it is a full instantiation of the image-schema of compulsion,’ i.c.
the most characteristic type of the force image-schema. Coding high strength of ma-
nipulative force and epistemic certainty, it entails high expectations of compliance with
the directive or verification of the belief stated in the conclusion. In this sense, zpénet is
the most representative modal verb for expressing the idea of expectorealisability. This
relation of full compatibility between the specifications of the image-schema and zpéne:
entails full “sanctioning”. Figure 2 presents schematically the structured whole of the
force of compulsion whereby a dark arrow depicts an actual force vector and a broken
arrow symbolises a potential force vector or trajectory (see examples 1 and 3).

F1 - >

Figure 2. Compulsion.

When used to express medium strength of force, mpéner carries with it implicit tones of
reduced expectorealisability. This hint of reduced expectorealisability can underpin the

* This sense matches the image-schema of compulsion described by Johnson (1987: 45-47). In particular,
compulsion is presented as one of the seven force structures whose operation is ever-present in our socio-
physical functioning. Johnson supports the view that everyday experiences in our socio-physical world are
constantly subject to the exertion of different degrees of power originating in various sources (physical —
wind, water; or social — family, professional relations).
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claim for regarding the relatively “weak’ sense of mpéner as relatively “less transparent”
than the “strong” sense. The idea is that the implicit tones of non-actualisation of either
a directive or of a conclusion add some sort of “opacity” to the sense here. By entail-
ment, when used in its “weak” sense, zpérer is not the most conventional unit of ex-
pressing either strong obligation or strong commitment to the truth of a proposition, i.e.
the most characteristic type of directives and conclusions, respectively.

On this view, choosing this particular instance of language use for ordering or
strongly asserting the truth of a conviction does not fully correspond to the specifica-
tions of the image-schema of compulsion. Consequently, there is not full “sanctioning”
either, since the speaker’s judgement is not fully compatible with all the “varied con-
straints inherent in the situation” (Langacker 1987: 66). The sanctioning as such is said
to be partial and, by entailment, it can be synonymous with inaccuracy (Langacker
1987: 69). In this vein, the sense of zpémer matches the image-schema of counterforce.
Here, F1 stands for the force exercised by the speaker (i.e., moral, social/legal expecta-
tions — directives) or the force of the evidence (conclusions), and F2 stands for the in-
ternal force exercised by the hearer (i.e., hearer’s resistance to meet the expectations in
directives possibly counter-acting the speaker’s imposition of authority) or for the force
of evidence in conclusions originating in different sources from those of the existing
evidence (possibly neutralising its effect; examples 2, 4; see also Figure 3).

Fl > ———— F2

Figure 3. Counterforce.

3.1.1. Distinguishing between different forms expressing the same meaning in L1
(mpémer vs. the subjunctive)

The existence in Greek of the subjunctive mood, used alongside with the modal verb
wpémei to express directives, further necessitates looking at the concepts of expectore-
alisability and reduced expectorealisability from the L1 point of view. This mood ex-
presses the speaker’s attitude towards the prepositional content of the utterance (Ve-
loudis and Philippaki-Warburton 1983; Philippaki-Warburton and Veloudis 1984; Ve-
loudis 1987). The utterance va pdyeig! “you must/should go’ expresses the speaker’s
evaluative judgement (obligation, manipulation, desire, intent, etc.) with respect to the
content of the proposition eov pedyeig ‘you go’ (Givon 1993). The subjunctive, as well
as the imperative, is future-projecting and as such it is associated with irrealis® (Givén

¢ Semantically, irrealis refers to “non-actualised” events or states (Mithun 1995: 382). Bybee (1995) sug-
gests that irrealis is a simple, uni-dimensional semantic feature, essentially dependent on the logician’s
binary distinction of “real” (realis) vs. “unreal” (irrealis). The failure of irrealis to abide by this simple
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1993). It also indicates less immediacy than the imperative’, which has been described
as the grammaticalisation of this notion (Veloudis and Philippaki-Warburton 1983:
153). Consider the examples:

) Na 7ég o Borta. Eicat kovpacpuévog kot ypetalecot StGAELLLOL.
‘Go for a walk. You are tired and you need a break.’

2" No 7dg po BOATa OTav TEAEIDOELS TAL Lo UATE GOV.
‘Go for a walk when you finish your homework.’

In (1") and (2’), the subjunctive mood is used, broadly, to express advice. It could be
claimed, however, that the subjunctive in (1') is not the same pragmatically as the sub-
junctive in (2'). In Greek, the degree of immediacy expressed by the subjunctive is a
function of situational constraints, namely of the power relations between the partici-
pants. Comparatively speaking, the subjunctive can either approximate the use of the
imperative or of Zpérei, thus bearing out the reversibility of Slobin’s contention, i.e. the
distribution of (the same) concepts across (different) forms. In this connection, it can be
possibly assumed that the subjunctive mood is the result of an elliptical form from
which the modal verb zpérer is missing. Thus, if attempted to be intralinguistically
translated as zpérer, (1') and (2) would read as (1) and (2) in which npémer naturally
reads as the missing (elliptical) information.

€)) (ITpémer) va mag o forta. Eicot kovpaopévog kot ypetalecat StdAepLo.
“You must go out for a walk. You are tired and you need a break.’

) (ITpémer) vo mac o foATa OTav TEAEIMGELS T LoBNUATE GOV.
“You should go out for a walk when you finish your homework.’

The fact that the use of the subjunctive mood (va + verb forms) in Greek is pragmati-
cally regulated, and can thus code either high or medium manipulative force, lends cre-
dence to the claim for considering it, in its situationally strong version, as an alternative
to the prototype mpémer in the Greek ICMs of directives and conclusions. As for its
situationally “weaker” version (when contextual factors dictate a medium strength us-
age), this can be seen as an extension from the sanctioning unit, whether this is zpéme:
or the subjunctive.

nary distinction of “real” (realis) vs. “unreal” (irrealis). The failure of irrealis to abide by this simple logical
definition is taken as a ground for rejecting its unified category status.

7 The imperative signals a sense of “temporal closeness/proximity” with regard to the realisation of the di-
rective issued and as such it is prototypically used to express orders (Clairis and Babiniotis 1999: 39). How-
ever, depending on pragmatic factors, this mood is characterisable by some latitude in its strength reflected
in the functionality it has, either as an order or piece of advice (Figure 5a).
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In this vein, in (1’) and (1) the necessity of going for a walk is stronger than in (2")
and (2), since the interlocutor is tired and consequently he/she needs a break. In a con-
text, however, of a parent talking to his/her child, these directives could very well be
situationally softened and sound lees commanding (Huddleston and Pullum 2002: 177);
see also Figure 5a), without disregarding immediacy of the need.

In (2"), on the other hand, the necessity of going out is less strong since the speaker
believes it is better for the interlocutor to go for a walk after he/she has finished study-
ing. Thus here, there is no pragmatic weakening and the subjunctive is indeed used to
convey advice (see Figure 5b).

The framework in which these concepts have been formulated so far needs a slight
modification in order to be able to accommodate cases where the strength of certain
modal exponents is not constant, but varies and depends on the pragmatics of the utter-
ance, i.e. the way in which we use language in context. The assumption is that whether
the Greek modal verb zpérer in directives and conclusions or the subjunctive is used
with a high or a medium strength in coding directives, or whether these modal devices
entail expectorealisability or reduced expectorealisability, is a matter of situational read-
ing. Similarly, with mpéner, the image-schema matching the “strong” and the “weak”
version of the subjunctive is that of compulsion and counterforce, respectively.

The issue of differentiating between high and medium strength of deontic and epis-
temic certainty will also be pursued in English in order to establish whether and in what
form these strengths exist in this language. Establishing whether this conceptual con-
trast is linguistically distinctively expressed or remains “oblique” in L2 as well aims to
delimit the scope of similarity between the two languages. Cases of divergences can be
possibly held responsible for the difficulties facing Greek EFL learners, when using
must and should in the speech acts of directives and conclusions.

3.2.English ICMs of directives and conclusions: distinguishing between forms ex-
pressing similar meaning in L2 (must vs should)

Within the English ICMs of directives and conclusions, the sub-area of high deontic
manipulation and of high epistemic certainty, respectively, contains features of maxi-
mum necessity and sufficiency, i.e. strong pressure exercised by the authority of the
speaker in directives, or strong pressure exercised by the evidence in conclusions. This
pressure results in the maximasation of expectorealisability. The modal verb, which is
mapped onto this sub-concept both in directives and conclusions is must. Consequently,
this is the most conventional modal verb for expressing high strength of force. The im-
age-schema matching this sense is compulsion (the same as that matching zpézer in its
“strong” version). There is full compatibility between the specifications of the image-
schema and must and by entailment full “sanctioning”. It is also noteworthy that in must
the idea of non-compliance with the directive or of non-verification of the conclusion is
rather not debatable. As such, the position advanced is that the sense of must can be re-
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garded as “transparent”. The high strength of force in orders and the high strength of
force in strong certainty statements results in “clearly” understanding the high degree of
expectations with regard to the realisation (expectorealisability) of the proposition. It
consequently leaves no room for “opacity” concerning the meaning of must (1a, 3a).

(1a)  You must go out for a walk. You are tired and you need a break.
(3a)  Gladiator must be a good film. Look at all those people queuing up to see it.

The English modal verb should, on the other hand, being weaker® than must, as it is
used for advising (2a) and expressing medium strength of certainty (4a), carries with it
implicit tones of reduced expectorealisability. This hint of reduced expectorealisability
can underpin the claim for regarding should as “less transparent” than must. The idea is
that the implicit tones of non-actualisation of either a directive or of a conclusion add
some sort of “opacity” to the sense of should. Here, expectorealisability is reduced.
Given the “weaker” strength of force, it is not the most “conventional” unit of express-
ing either strong obligation or strong commitment to the truth of a proposition, i.e. the
most characteristic type of directives and conclusions, respectively.

(2a)  You should go out for a walk when you finish your homework.
(4a)  Gladiator should be a good film. People who saw it said they liked it.

On this view, choosing this particular instance of language use for ordering or strongly
asserting the truth of a conviction does not fully correspond to the specifications of the
image-schema of compulsion. Consequently, there is not full “sanctioning” either, since
the speaker’s judgement is not fully compatible with all the “varied constraints inherent
in the situation” (Langacker 1987: 66). The sanctioning as such is said to be partial and,
by entailment, it can be synonymous with inaccuracy (Langacker 1987: 69). In this
vein, the sense of should (2a, 4a) matches the image-schema of counterforce (the same
as that matching mpéner in its relatively “weak’ version).

Moreover, since a category is defined in terms of prototypicality, the class member-
ship of should is measured in relation to the perceived similarities that enable the
speaker to view this linguistic unit as “an extension” from the prototype must, in the
ICMs of directives and conclusions. Therefore, the medium strength coding English

8 Various researchers have commented on the relationship between must and should. Wierzbicka (1987:35)
describes it as one of “degree”: “both are said to express obligation, but this obligation is said to be weaker
in the case of should than in the case of must”. Halliday (1970) explains should in terms of obligation and
must in terms of compulsion, whereas Leech (1987) explains must in terms of both obligation and compul-
sion, seeing in should rather a weakened obligation. In Huddleston and Pullum’s (2002: 175, 186) as well as
in Halliday’s scales (1994: 357), must ranks first, showing maximal deontic manipulation and epistemic cer-
tainty. Compared to should, it codes stronger manipulation and certainty while should less strong (weaker).
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modal verb should is placed between the central must and the peripheral may, in the
English ICMs of directives and conclusions (see Figure 4).

should

may

Figure 4. The interior of the English ICM of directives and conclusions.

It is of interest that when it comes to may, the representative modal verb of low strength
modality, the amount expectations concerning the realisation increases inversely to the
weakening of strength in directives while it decreases proportionately to the lowering of
strength in conclusions.

The next section discusses the nature of the distance perceived between L1 and L2,
so as to specify how predictive this distance can be in relation to transfer from L1 to L2.
This venture will further help us gain insights into how Greek learners’ EFL learning
can be affected.

3.3. Typological distance between L1 and L2

This comparative discussion is motivated by the fact that, unlike English, in Greek
the semantics of the modal verbs must and should are morphologically packaged in
one modal verb, i.e. zZpéner, in which both the idea of expectorealisability, as well as
that of reduced expectorealisability are built. Pertinent to the must—should relative
contrast is also the translatability of the Greek modal verb zpémer. Whether it is trans-
lated in English as must or should is a matter of situational reading of the utterance,
i.e. pragmatics.

As mentioned already, the Greek speaker also has at his/her disposal the subjunctive
mood to express directives. Similarly to zpérei, this mood tends to behave neutrally. So,
in order to distinguish whether their strength is high or medium, it is important to direct
the cross-linguistic examination to the semanticopragmatic aspects of the similarities
and differences. In this connection, two questions arise. One concerns the intra-
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typological, and the other — the inter-typological, cognitively-grounded comparison.
Both of them branch out as follows:

@) In the intra-typologically comparative framework, the question is about the
context of situations that influences the construing of directives and conclu-
sions as either denoting high or medium strength of force. For instance, in pro-
ducing English directives and conclusions, what are the situational factors that
lead Greek EFL learners to conceive npémer as carrying expectorealisability un-
dertones — “high degree of expectations concerning the realisation” of the
proposition; or alternatively as carrying reduced expectorealisability undertones
— “medium degree of expectations concerning the realisation” of the proposi-
tion, and thus render it as must or should, respectively? (See Table 1.)

Table 1. Cross-linguistic (intra-typological) examination of the same form
Medium strength High strength
- English  should must
g You should put on your sun-tan lotion. You must put on your suntan lotion.
3 It’s sunny today. Your skin is very sensitive.
‘é Greek Tpémel Tpémel
é" [pémetl va popécelg to avinilakd cov. TIpénel va popécelg To aviniakd cov.
Eyxe1 o onuepa. To déppa cov givor ToAD gvaichnto.
English  should must
'§ Gladiator should be a good film. Gladiator must be a good film. Look at
S People who saw it said they liked it. all those people queuing up to see it.
é Greek Subjunctive Subjunctive
_‘% O «Movopdyog» mpémet va eivorn KaAn O «Movopdyog» Tpémet va eivar KaAn
sy tawio. Ocot v gidav eimav 1t T0Vg towvia. Kotta dhovg avtodg mov
ApECE. OTEKOVTOL GTNV 0VPA Y10 VoL T dODV.
2) In the inter-typologically comparative framework, the question is about the

context of situation that influences the construing of directives as signaling ei-
ther high or medium strength of force. This case is similar to the one above,
that is, interpreting the underlying expectorealisability assumptions carried by
the pragmatic factors. Their decoding accordingly will lead to a “safe” render-
ing of the subjunctive, as either must or should. (See Table 2.)
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Table 2. Cross-linguistic (inter-typological) examination of different forms

Medium deontic strength High deontic strength

English  should must
You should put on your suntan lotion. You must put on your suntan lotion.
It’s sunny today. Your skin is very sensitive

Greek Subjunctive Subjunctive
No popécelg To avtnitokd cov. No popécelg To avtnitokd cov.
Eyxe1 o onuepa. To 8éppa cov givar ToAD gvaicnto.

At this point, it should be mentioned that the term “context” refers to the set of assump-
tions available to and employed by an addressee to interpret an utterance. Context, in
this sense, is utterance-specific (Klinge 1996: 37). In other words, the meaning we
choose to assign to a given utterance is a function of pragmatic constraints, whose de-
gree of accessibility determines which direction the interpretation of the utterance will
take.

Figure 5 represents schematically how the English modal verbs (must and should)
and the Greek modal exponents (zpérer and the subjunctive) rank along the cline of de-
ontic strength. Each modal device is presented in a different shading. The position of
each one of them on the cline depends on its strength. As a result, certain modal mark-
ers can appear in two positions along the cline by virtue of their pragmatics. Slobin
(1997: 291) has talked about this phenomenon as the distribution of (the same) form in
(different) contexts. The dashed line on the perimeters in the circles of the imperative
and of the subjunctive moods, in Figures 5a and 5b, indicates how the same form can
also have the corresponding strength (indicated on the figures), depending on the prag-
matics of the situation. The claim is, however, that the basic strength of each modal
form is the one represented by the circle with the continuous line in the perimeter.

Figure 6 shows schematically how cross-pragmalinguistic correspondences can
vary as a function of situational constraints (pragmatics).

3.4.Intra-typological comparison between L1 and L2

Must and wpérer are the conventional units in the English and Greek ICMs of directives
and conclusions, respectively. Drawing on Langacker (1987: 68), who claims that con-
ventional units “define categories”, it can be argued, in turn, that must and zpéner are
the modal verbs connected to the prototypical concepts of the English and Greek cate-
gories of directives and conclusions. By entailment, they can be claimed to be proto-
types themselves in the corresponding linguistic categories. Their being prototypical
members in the specific categories can be demonstrated by the relation they sustain
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Modal Modal Modal Modal
strength strength strength strength
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(a) (b) © (d

M Greek forms English forms
Imperative [ 1 (Fig. 5a) Must B (Fig. 5d)
Subjunctive [T (Fig. 5b) Should E5S  (Fig. 5d)
Tpéner == (Fig 5¢)

Figure 5. Pragmalinguistic ranking of Greek and English forms.

with their schematic representations. Both of them are full instantiations of the image-
schema of compulsion, i.e. the most characteristic type of the force image-schema. Cod-
ing high strength of manipulative force and epistemic certainty, they entail high expec-
tations of compliance with the directive and verification of the belief stated in the con-
clusion. In this sense, they are both the most representative linguistic markings of the
idea of expectorealisability, in the two languages.

This relation of full compatibility between the specifications of the image-schema
and the structures entails full “sanctioning”. More specifically, the structures must and
mpémer in its “strong” version coincide with the conventional units in the two languages
respectively, and thus they are considered to define the categories of directives and con-
clusions. Being, therefore, the prototypes, they occupy the central region of semantic
space in the interior of the ICMs of directives and conclusions (see Figures 4 and 1).

As for the medium strength of the force sub-area which in the English ICMs is cov-
ered by should, there is not a single member to distinctively occupy the same position in
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Modal Modal Modal Modal
strength strength strength strength
i o, —
( High = High = = Hien =
' = ==
—
Medium E Medium Medium
W = =
Low Low Low Low

(2) (b) © (d)

Inter-typological comparisons Intra-typological comparisons

Subjunctive—must (Fig. 6a) Tpémei—must (Fig. 6¢)

Subjunctive—should (Fig. 6b) npénei—should (Fig. 6d)

Figure 6. Pragmalinguistic comparison of Greek and English.

the corresponding Greek ICMs, since Greek, when it comes to modal verbs, does not
linguistically distinguish medium strength. The medium strength zone appears to be
conflated with that of high strength, instead, thus forming a complex semantic sub-
whole served linguistically by the prototype zpérer. The implication is that, unlike the
core member must of the English ICMs of directives and conclusions, the correspond-
ing mpémer of the Greek ones, because of its pragmatically-regulated variability of
strength, occupies a semantically wider area. This extends from the centre to the pre-
periphery — before the periphery, which is covered by uzopei (bori) — of the ICMs (Fig-
ure 1).

3.5. Inter-typological comparison between L1 and L2

English and Greek have a somehow different overall conceptual organisation of what is
important to mark linguistically in the deontic domain. Whereas English uses only mo-
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dal verbs must and should and the imperative mood to code high and medium strength
of manipulative force, Greek uses the subjunctive mood along with zpérer and the im-
perative.

Depending on pragmatic constraints again, the subjunctive can range from high to
medium strength, and allows as a translation option either must or should (Figures 6a
and 6b), respectively. Consider the following English versions (1a, 2a) of (1") and (2")
above, in which the principle of pragmatic weakening is also in use:

(1a)  You must go out for a walk. You are tired and you need a break.
(2a)  You should go out for a walk when you finish your homework.

The remarks made for (1") and (2') are also applicable for (1a) and (2a), respectively.
Though (1) is interlinguistically rendered with must and (2') with should, to indicate
this difference in strength, the former is not used as an instruction. In a context of a par-
ent seeing his/her child tired from studying, the modality would be considerably less
imperative and would be taken to sound more as advice, despite the emergency of the
situation (Huddleston and Pullum 2002: 177).

Thus, with regard to interlinguistic equivalences, the Greek subjunctive is translat-
able into either must or should, insofar as its strength is not a constant but a specified
dimension varying across contexts. In this spirit, the subjunctive circle overlaps with ei-
ther the must or should circle, indicating the latitude this mood exhibits in Greek (Fig-
ures 6a and 6b, respectively). This happens as English shows a higher degree of gram-
maticalisation when it comes to modal verbs and moods, as opposed to Greek, which
leaves more conceptual leeway. What this difference means is that although Greek does
possess an additional modal device, i.e. the subjunctive mood, it does not include varia-
tions, which linguistically distinguish between different pragmatic conditions. Thus, the
semanticopragmatic dimension of either high or medium strength remains linguistically
oblique across types. Furthermore, it forces the EFL learner/translator to make choices.
What his/her task consists in is extracting from the original depiction of the scene that
which best fits the scene as construed by the speaker in English, by relativising the gen-
eralities of the abstract image-schema to the specificities of the scene situation (Lan-
gacker 1987: 39).

The next section foreshadows the implications such theoretical issues have for
Greek EFL learners’ language with respect to the English modal verbs used in the
speech acts of directives and conclusions.

4. The psychological reality of transfer: Implications for Greek EFL learners

Comparatively speaking, the speech acts of directives and conclusions are common in
both English and Greek. Both of them also employ modal verbs to linguistically express
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them. Such cross-language similarity can be said to invoke Andersen’s (1983) idea of
“transfer to somewhere”, whereby FL learners can capitalise on resemblances to pro-
mote learning, while differences can restrain it. Relevant to Andersen’s notion of “trans-
fer to somewhere”, but in a complementary fashion, is Kellerman’s notion of “transfer
to nowhere”. This refers to transfer not of cross-language similarities but of inter-
conceptual dissimilarities, whose existence can be taken to account for the way speak-
ers of particular languages are conditioned to conceptualise experience (Kellerman
1995: 137). Let us see how this theory can be applicable here.

The diffusion of the notion of force into a gradient range of linguistic options (mo-
dal verbs) representing the conceptual content of the English ICMs is semantically more
noticeable than that which characterises the linguistic options (modal verbs) marking
the corresponding Greek ICMs. This typological asymmetry means that Greek, when it
comes to modal verbs, has no distinct way of linguistically referring to certain prag-
matic differences, i.e. situationally-dictated different strength of force in the deontic and
epistemic domain. According to some linguists, such linguistic differences can be paral-
leled by cognitive differences (Brown 1976) and can possibly result in difficulties in
both conceptualisation and expression for a speaker (Schwanenflugel et al. 1991: 75).
For instance, a linguistic item in L2 which does not have a symmetrical match in L1 can
make the learning burden heavier for a FL learner (Snow 1976). What this issue re-
solves into is a conflict between L1 and L2 perspectives. This conflict can affect the
way Greek EFL learners seek to find in the English language “the particular perspec-
tives on events permitted by their own language” (Kellerman 1995: 140—141). In prac-
tice, this means that their L1 perspective, as a long-established habit, is stronger than
their L2 one. As such, it will tend to conceptually prevail, thus driving the learners to
search for those linguistic tools which will permit them to maintain their L1 perspec-
tives. Kellerman (1995: 141) has referred to such cases as instances of “transfer to no-
where” (or “blind transfer” — Kean 1986), meaning that the way we verbalise experi-
ence cannot be interlinguistically tampered, that is, it cannot be conditioned by lan-
guage specific variations. Driven by his mild Whorfian relativist view, Slobin (Berman
and Slobin 1994; Slobin 1991, 1993, 1996) considers such inter-conceptual differences
not as resulting from linguistic differences, but as “being filtered by the way we use
language to talk about them”. He believes (Slobin 1996) that language is instrumental in
selecting which aspects of experiences to talk about. Children come to acquire their na-
tive language through a filter-building process in which they train to be equipped with
the necessary conceptual material for filtering their experiences and organising them
into linguistic output relevant to their communicative goals and to the range of linguis-
tic realisations offered in their L1 (Berman and Slobin 1994: 12). By entailment, FLL
can be said to involve learning the nature of such filters.

Hence, Slobin (1993: 245-247), in his work on “thinking for speaking”, that is us-
ing language to talk about perspectives of experience, supports the view that those L1
perspectives which are not shared by L2 will be hard to restructure and to acquire. At
the same time, we realise that those linguistic options expressing finer semantic distinc-
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tions in L2 (i.e. must and should) also represent perspectives peculiar to this language.
The implication is that Greek EFL learners will seek those linguistic expressions, which
will permit them to maintain their L1 perspectives (i.e. the non-graded concept of
strong manipulation and strong certainty linguistically marked by zpézer). In line with
this argumentation, the best candidate for serving their L1 perspectives seems to be the
English modal verb must. This claim can be briefly explained as follows.

Schmidt (1990, 1993) maintains that L2 filtering processes are inaccessible to
learners, in the same way as the language-specific character of their own choices is.
What this means is that zpérer, by being the prototypical modal verb, as it expresses
higher strength than uzopei(c) (bori(s)) in the Greek ICMs of directives and conclu-
sions, subconsciously drives Greek EFL learners to render it as must, even when it
codes medium manipulative force or medium epistemic certainty. This is a case call-
ing for the activation of the principle of “transfer to nowhere”, since the learners, be-
ing unaware of the way the L2 does its filtering, as well as of the idiosyncratic char-
acter of their own choices, can be mistakenly led by the cross-linguistic similarity of
must with zpémer to equate them in the case of medium modal strength. The implica-
tion is that they are not sensitised by the inter-conceptual divergence towards adopt-
ing the L2 disposition so as to view things from a different perspective from the L1.
Such a sensitisation amounts to using the “transfer to nowhere” theory that is, discov-
ering those means in L2 which are appropriate for the linguistic marking of the differ-
ent perspective (Kellerman 1995: 142). In this spirit, learning an FL involves gaining
control of new modes of “thinking for speaking”, being achievable by the retrieval of
those language specific means of dealing with experience (Schmidt 1993: 34). This
includes moving from drawing attention to the semantic system as a whole to learning
the conceptual distinctions, so as to end up mastering the linguistic exponents of these
distinctions (Rivers 1983:162). Consequently, even dissimilarities can facilitate learn-
ing as they trigger transfer, which provides sensitisation towards the existence of in-
ter-conceptual divergences. Thus, they can further prompt learners towards the dis-
covery of the means for their expression.
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