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Abstract: The present study contains several remarks on the specific circumstances of
development of a controlled mediated interaction [the case of a television debate]. The
study is a case analysis of the televised debate during the show ,,Stirea zilei” [Today’s
News| on TV channel “Antena 3”, representing a controlled mediated interaction which
has GF as moderator. CB, LO and LD are present as participants in the televised political
debate under discussion.
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The televised debate under analysis is excerpted from The Corpus of spoken
contemporary unidiomatic Romanian language (coordinated by Luminita Hoarta Cariusu),
Editura Universitatii ,,Alexandru Ioan Cuza”, lasi, 2013, p. 265-269.

The term and concept of wmuodalization emphasizes the ,,way modality is
represented in the message” [GALR, 2005: 673|, modality being the ,;semantic,
grammaticalized category which denotes the speaker’s attitude towards a propositional
content, his/her cognitive, emotive or volitive attitude towards a state of affairs, real of
potential, described by language.” [GALR, 2005: 673] The modality markers, which are the
“means of achieving modalization” [GALR, 2005: 674], are commonly classified into four
types [grammatical, lexical, lexico-grammatical, and prosodic] [GALR, 2005: 674].

We will focus on three of the four types of the mentioned modality markers,
illustrating with examples from the televised political debate described above the following
markers: 1) the Jexical ones [lexical verbs with a modal meaning [modals|: deontic modal
verbs, volitive modal verbs, epistemic modal verbs: evidentials and phrases with an
appreciative meaning]; 2) the lexico-grammatical ones [modal verbs or modal operators,
adverbs and adverbial phrases|; 3) the prosodic matkers [emphatic pitch accents]. We shall also
add a fourth type of modality markers, namely the pragmatic ones [ovetlaps, language of
offence, discursive irony].

1 The study was previously published in Romanian, under the title Mzlvace de realizare a modalizarii in discursul
mediatic romanesc actual. Studin de caz, in Verba et res. Studia linguistica in honorem Magistri Stelian Dumistracel, ,,Anuar
de lingvistici si istorie literard”, Bucuresti, Editura Academiei Romane, t. LVII/2017, p. 223-230.
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A. The lexical modality markers are lexical verbs with a modal meaning: e
deontic modal verbs, the volitive modal verbs, and the epistemic modal verbs: evidentials and phrases with
an appreciative meaning.

Al. The deontic verbs describe the deontic modality which ,illustrates the degree of
obligation or permission indicated in a sentence” [GALR, 2005: 698]. The Romanian verbs
with a deontic value are a #rebui/ must [GALR, 2005: 689], a obliga/ to oblige, to compel, a permite/to
allow [GALR, 2005: 677], a putea/ can/ conld [GALR, 2005: 689), a forta/ to force, a imspune/ to impose,
the verbal @ avea obligatia/ to have the obligation to/ should/ onght |Gherasim, 1997: 79].

The following example illustrates the way in which the verbs a putea/ can/ could
and a permite/ to allow are used with a deontic value:

,»,GF: domnu’ B 1 vreti si veniti pe scaun mai laingd mine T ++ am o intrebare
pentru dumneavoastra.
CB: perfect. + pot sd vorbesc si eur +” [CLRVAN, 2013: 265];

,»GF: vreau] sd v-adresez o [intrebare T +
CB: stau 1] + [vad zambesc 1 +
GF: dar cum puterr] sa-mi [spuneti asa ceva?” [CLRVAN, 2013: 266];

,»GF: imi raspundeti la o intrebare T + sau [nu?

CB: INCREDIBIL]

GF: nu.

CB: deci INCREDIBIL. +++ v-a# permis si ma jigniti de trei ori la [persoani 1
++” [CLRVAN, 2013: 267];

,,GF: si dumneavoastra-mi spuneti de amant 1 + adica domnul T' e [amantul meu?
CB: pentru ci mi-am permis si-mi spun un punct de vedere In emisiune. ++ de
unde stiti ca vorbeam de dansu’?” [CLRVAN, 2013: 267].

The vetb a trebui/must with a deontic connotation conveys, in this instance, the
meaning of obligation [GALR, 2005: 689]:

,,CB: dupa ce dumneavoastrd ma-ntrebati daca [am mancat ceva stricat?

GF: ar trebui sa va-nrositi 1| ++ ar trebui si vi-nrositi sd va ridicati [sd plecati.
CB: sinteti] o doamnd, ? ++ imi [pare rdu T

GF: deci ar trebui] si plecati.” [CLRVAN, 2013: 267].

The bibliography in the field attributes to the deontic verb class a certain
connotation of ,politeness”, which may have the meaning of ,;a ‘soft’ obligation, a
permission, or a lesser prohibition”, with the ,connotations of politeness lexemized
patticularly by the vetb a ruga/to implore’ [Gherasim, 1997: 80]. The following excerpt
shows the deontic value of the Romanian vetb a ruga/to implore:

,»CB:a T ++ deci acuma mi jigniti | ++ cumva amantul dumneavoastri?

GF: 4:7 ++ amantul meu? ++ da’ amanta [dumneavoastri?

CB: deci eu] »d rog frumos 1 ++ eu am fost foarte drigut T ++ si nu am venit
cu chestiuni [ personale.” [CLRVAN, 2013: 266];

»CB: doamni] va dau si-n judecatd. +++ unu. ++ cd nu sint milionar 1
GF: nu. ++ sinteti deja DAT DE MINE. +++
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CB: nu. ++ de dumneavoastri T + pentru ce? ++ deci mintiti cu o [nerusinare 1
GF: domnu’ O 1 ++ vd r9g.” [CLRVAN, 2013: 269].

A2. The volitive verbs

The Romanian vetbs a vrea/fo want, a dori/to desire [GALR, 2005: 677] have a
volitive value. They are verbs that ,,convey the lexical meaning of volition and desire” and
such verbal phrases ,ate constructed using in the subordinate clause a verb in the
conjunctive mood” [GALR, 2005: 693]. In the following excerpt from the debate
moderated by GF, the vetb @ vrea/ to want is used with a volitive value:

,,GF: da. domnule B 1 AM O INTREBARE pentru dumneavoastri.
CB: doamni 1 + NU IVREAU SA RASPUND LA INTREBARILE
DUMNEAVOASTRA. vrean si vi-ntreb [si eu 1”7 [CLRVAN, 2013: 265];

,,CB: dumneavoastra.] l-ati intrebat pd domnul O T ++ cum [ de s-au dublat
cheltuielile publice T + in patru ani de zile 1

GF: domnu’ B |] + eu wrean | sa va pun urmitoarea intrebare 1”7 [CLRVAN,
2013: 260,

»GF: vrean] si v-adresez o [intrebare T +
CB: stau 7] + [vd zambesc T +
GF: dar cum puteti] sa-mi [spuneti asa ceva?” [CLRVAN, 2013: 266];

,CB: deci 1 4] eu va spun urmitorul lucru. +++ extrem de drdgut. +++ cu
am vrut sa vorbesc despre ce-a facut peneleul 1
GF: da’ am o intrebare sd va adresez 17 [CLRVAN, 2013: 267].

A3. The epistensic modal verbs: evidentials

The epistemic modality itself and the evidential modality are the two basic forms of
epistemic modality. If the epistemic modality ifself deals with the “the act of
determining/evaluating the truth of a sentence, indicating the degree of certainty which the
speaker possesses with relation to the reality of the state of things”, #he evidential modality
refers to the ,,way in which the speaker marks in the intended message his/her available
resources for inferring the meaning of a sentence — using specific evidential indicators”
[GALR, 2005: 678]. In other words, the two types of epistemic modalities imply the
“speaker’s knowledge of the world” [Gherasim, 1997: 71].

In the following example, the Romanian verb a pdrea/to seem has an evidential
value, representing a “symbol of the subjective information processing” [GALR, 2005:
687] and is used in the impersonal-reflexive construction » se pare/ it seems to me that:

,,CB: deci eu| vi rog frumos T ++ eu am fost foarte drigut T ++ si nu am
venit cu chestiuni | personale.
GF: mi se pare] INCREDIBIL. ++ [INCREDIBIL.” [CLRVAN, 2013: 260].

A4, Phrases with an appreciative meaning
The phrases with an appreciative meaning are used to express “appreciation for
objects, or isolated, nonpropositional entities” [GALR, 2005: 694].
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In the debate proposed for analysis, the phrase with an appreciative meaning is
the appreciative adverbial szrigator la cer/ out of bounds, preceded by a copulative verb, within
an impersonal verbal expression:

,»CB: doamna scumpa 1 ++ e strigator la [cer

GF: deci| este strigator la cer T cd-i a doua oard cand faceti aga ceva T ++ la
realitatea 1 ++ v-ati ficut de ras [la realitatea 7

CB: dupi ce] m-ati jignit de trei ori 1 ++ distinsd doamna.” [CLRVAN, 2013:
267].

B. The lexico-grammatical modality markers [modal verbs or modal
operators, adverbs and adverbial phrases].

B1. The modal verbs have the grammatical value of “grammatical operators [semi-
auxiliary verbs]”, and the predicate structure comprised of a modal verb operator and a
supportive verb “represents a semantico-syntactic unit [a complex predicate]” [GALR, 2005: 675].

In the study case proposed for analysis, the Romanian semi-auxiliary modal verb
a putea/ can, and the supportive verb at the infinitive mood, form complex predicates:

,»GF: domnu’ B |] + eu vreau [ sd vd pun urmdtoarea intrebare 1

CB: desi productivitatea muncii a scizut T +]

GF: daci vreti sa m-ascultati T + bine 1 ++ dacd nu 1 ++ [ pateti vorbi la bec.”
[CLRVAN, 2013: 266].

Sometimes, the Romanian modal a putea/ can that forms the complex predicate is
used to express possibility as in “to be possible”, and falling under the so-called “dynamic
pseudo-modality” category [GALR, 2005: 694], it “depicts both the internal abilities and
the exterior circumstances alike” [GALR, 2005: 694]:

,»GF: vreau] sd v-adresez o [intrebare T +
CB: stau 1] + [vad zambesc T +
GF: dar cum putetd] sa-mi [spuneti asa ceva?” [CLRVAN, 2013: 266].

The Romanian modal vetb a putea/can, may have, in another context from our
example, an epistemic value, meaning “possibility [as in speculative judgment, hypothesis|”
[GALR, 2005: 679]:

,»GF: oricum 1 ++ la cat de tare tipati T + vd auzeati pe ambiantd. +++
domnu’ O | ++ vi rog.

LO: ati fost un reprezentant al partidului democrat 1

GF: ati fost invitat sa nu jigniti. ++ ati fost invitat si dati rdspunsul
intrebarilor. +++ ati fost jignit 7 + dupi ce-ati jignit de patru oti. + putem lua caseta. ++
deci cu mine nu mai aveti oricum ce discuta.” [CLRVAN, 2013: 268].

B2. In the case of modality, the adverbs and the modal adverbials function as
,modifiers of another predication, thus of an entire sentence with a declarative predicate”
[GALR, 2005: 674.

In the chosen example, we have identified modal adverbs such as chiar/ really,
cumval perhaps/ maybe, doar/ just:
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,»CB: nu stiu.] am mancat ceva la dumneavoastrd aicea. ++ ceva T ++ am
gdsit T + am gisit aici T pd masd T ce mancati dumneavoastrd in fiecare [ seard aicea.

GF: da’ chiar nu vi e jend] domnu’ [B?

CB: pa da 11 +] ma-ntrebati asa de urat T + sd stiti c¢d nu plec din [emisiune
17 [CLRVAN, 2013: 2606].

CB, the guest with whom GF, the TV host, gets into a conflict, uses the word
cumval perhaps/ maybe as an “‘epistemic symbol of uncertainty” [GALR, 2005: 685]:

,»GF: si 1] + cine v-a spus T + ca sinteti baiatul cu muci in frezd a avut
dreptate. ++ nu sinteti altceva decat [un baiat 1

CB: a 1 ++ deci acuma ma jigniti | ++ cwwa amantul dumneavoastra?”
[CLRVAN, 2013: 266].

In this case, the modal advetb doar/just has a restrictive value:

,»CB: n-am vorbit] DELOC. +++

GF: a:f +++ ati ticut din [gura.

CB: nu m-ati ldsat] dumneavoastra.

GF: deci noi ne-am imaginat doar. +++ domnu’ D 1 +++ sunteti neutru.
+++ a vorbit domnu’ B [sau nu?” [CLRVAN, 2013: 267].

C. The prosodic modality markers

We will patticularly focus on the emphatic pitch accents of the word/ syllable of all the
prosodic modality markers. In the example taken from the Corpus de limba romaind vorbitd actuali
nedialectald [= CLRVAN], the emphatic pitch accent of the word/syllable is marked by the
words/syllables written in uppetcase characters:

,,CB: perfect. + pot sd vorbesc si eu? +

GF: da. domnule B 1 AM O INTREBARE pentru dumneavoastri.

CB: doamni 1t + NU VREAU SA RASPUND LA INTREBARILE
DUMNEAVOASTRA. vreau si vi-ntreb [si eu 1 [CLRVAN, 2013: 265];

,,CB: deci eu| vi rog frumos T ++ eu am fost foarte drigut T ++ si nu am
venit cu chestiuni | personale.

GF: mi se pare] INCREDIBIL. ++ [INCREDIBIL.

CB: eu n-am venit cu chestiuni personale 1 in emisiune. ++ ma atacati [la
persoand 1

GF: intrebare.] ++ o [intrebare.” [CLRVAN, 2013: 266-267].

D. The pragmatic modality markers®

D1. Overlaps

The speakers’ discourse, regarding the way both the comventions for access to the
spoken word, and the conversational code-switching conventions function, contains numerous
interruptions of the ongoing conversation, followed by overlaps of the other two speakers’
discourse. The pertinent characteristic of this conflictual exchange is the frequency of the

2 For a detailed account of the televised debate analyzed here, please refer to Luminita Hoarti-Caraugu,
Dezbaterea politicd televizatd. Studin de caz, in Limbaj 5i context, Anul V, volum 1, 2013, p. 88-97.
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different speakers’ constant overlaps. In the transcript, this particular type of overlapping
speech is marked by brackets:

,CB: doamni 7 + NU VREAU SA RASPUND LA INTREBARILE

DUMNEAVOASTRA. vreau si vi-ntreb [/ ex |

GF: da’ de] ce-ati venit? ++ [vd rog sd vd ridicati sd plecatr.

CB: dommnn’ O v-a rdspuns| la vreo intrebare?

GFT': mi-a raspuns T + la [foate intrebarile.

CB: /a ¢e] intrebare [v-a rdspuns?

GF: Ja absoluf] toate intrebirile. +

CB: eu am vizut c-a tinut un discurs [politic.

GF: am o] Intrebare 1 + si mi chinui sd v-o [adresez 1

CB: dumneavoastrd)] l-ati intrebat pi domnul O T ++ cum [de s-au dublat

cheltuielile publice T + in patrn ani de zile |

265-260].

GF: domnn’ B || + eu vreau [sd vd pun urmatoarea intrebare 1

CB: degi productivitatea muncii a scazut T +|

GF: dacid vreti si m-ascultati T + bine 1 ++ dacd nu T ++ [puteti vorbi la bec.
CB: nu vd plac chestinnile sensibile.] + [nu vi plac sensurile?”. [CLRVAN, 2013:

D2. Language of offence

In addition to the frequent znterruptions followed by the speakers’ overlapping speech
[particularly the overlapping interferences of GF over CB’s discourse|, we have to point
out the pragmatic wmpoliteness between the two interlocutors, impoliteness explained by the
obvious aversion against each other: one as a moderator, and the other as a guest.
According to its definition, impoliteness is a “deliberate attack against the intetlocutor’s
individual self, generating negative effects on a social level” [lonescu-Ruxindoiu, 2003:
100]. In other words, impoliteness consists of threatening phrases directed towards the
ongoing speaker. GF’s ostentatiously contemptuous remarks arouse the manifestations of
impoliteness between the two “public figures”. Thus, we witness the starting point for the
further discontent marked by insults which imply that CB might bhave eaten something rotten or
that the guest must have a high fever. The latter remark seems to mark the beginning of the
conflictual interaction between the two actants:

,»GF: domnu’ B 1 sunteti de acord 1] +++ domnw’ B | ++ da’ ce-ati mancat ?

+++ ati mancat 1 iV ++ ceva stricat T + inainte de [emisinne?

CB: nu stiu.] am mancat ceva la dumneavoastri aicea. ++ ceva T ++ am gisit

T + am gisit aici T pd masd T ce mancati dumneavoastrd In fiecare | seard aicea.

GF: da’ chiar nu vi e jend] domnu’ [B?
CB: pd da 11 +] mi-ntrebati aga de urat T + si stiti cd nu plec din [emisiune

1”7 [CLRVAN, 2013: 260].

The following are a series of insulting remarks the two protagonists throw at
each other. The two speakers successively articulate denigrating comments:

,»CB: mi uit 1] + si va pun niste intrebdri 1 si vid cum [vd deranjeazi.
GF:da’ 1 + dumneavoastrd § | ++ imi puneti mie intrebdri? ++ in ce [calitate?
CB: ci telespectatorii] [vad T

GF: domnu’] BT +

CB: ci dumneavoastrd sinteti [pdrtinitoare.
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GF: domnu’] B 1 + asta credeti [dumneavoastrd.” [CLRVAN, 2013: 266].

D3. Discursive irony
The show host’s aversion for CB is not only expressed explicitly, but also
implicitly, using zrony, a type of implicature:

»GF: da 1| ++ n-ati facut niciodatd afaceri cu statn’ Y +++ ati ajuns milionar T ++
muncind din [gren.
CB: doamni] via dau si-n judecati. +++ wunu. ++ ci nu sint milionar 7
GF: nu. ++ sinteti deja DAT DE MINE. +++

CB: nu. ++ de dumneavoastrd 1 + pentru ce? ++ deci mintiti cu o
[nerusinare 17 [CLRVAN, 2013: 269].

GPF’s ironic remark, ,,da 1 | ++ n-afi facut niciodata afaceri cu statw’ Y +++ ati ajuns
milionar T ++ muncind din [gren.”’, entails precisely the opposite of what it actually expresses.

Conclusions

In the present study, we have emphasized and highlighted several types of
modality markers, using examples from the televised debate ,,Stirea zilei”™: 1) the lexical
ones [lexical verbs with a modal meaning [modals]: deontic modal verbs, volitive modal
verbs, epistemic modal verbs: evidentials and phrases with an appreciative meaning]; 2) the
lexico-grammatical ones [modal verbs or modal operators, adverbs and adverbial phrases];
3) the prosodic markers [emphatic pitch accents|. We shall also add a fourth type of modality
markers, namely the pragmatic ones |overlaps, language of offence, discursive irony].
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