To appear in: Hansen, B., de Haan, F. & van der Auwera, J. eds. Modality in European
language. Berlin: Mouton.

Modality in Romani

Viktor EI'’k (Charles University, Prague
Yaron Matras (University of Manchester)

1. Introduction

Romani* (Indo-Aryan) is an inflectiond languaye with a GhinOlayer of agglutinaing
morphology. Grammatical material is generadly suffixed. Lexical roots tha entered the
languaye in the Byzantine period or later typicaly draw to some extent at least on Greek-
derived morphology, which has remained produdive since Byzantine contact for al
subequent loans from European languages. In its syntactic typology, Romani closely
resembles typical Balkan formations having undegone intense convergence with Greek,
and later with other languayes of the area. Romani is the only New Indo-Aryan language
tha relies excludgvely on prepostions as andytic markers of semantic case roles, and the
only Indo-Aryan languaye that possesses a definite article (pre-poed, as in Greek). Word
order is flexible, generally alternaing between verb-middle and verb-initial. Attributes are
pre-posed. Subodinations are based on conjunctions usudly deriving from interrogatives.
In complement clauses a distindion is made beween factuad and nonfactua complements.
Relative clauses are pod-posd, usudly introducd by an uninflected relativiser, and they
usudly require resumptive pronounsin the main clause.

The impact of diverse contact languages is a magor feature differentiating the
individud Romani dialects, and it is therefore difficult to generalise when discussing the
structures of Romani. In the present contribution we try to exploit this structural diversity
within Romani in order to draw some generaisationsabout the language based on a sample
of dialects.? Our subsequent discussion is therefore devoted to general tendencies in Romani.
Alongsde internd pahways of grammaticalisation, we shdl aso make us of the
oppotunity offered by the Romani sample and pay special attention to grammatical
borrowing and language convegence and ther role in shgping the inventory of moddity-
related structures in the languaye Our daa examples draw on both published sources

! Information on the history of Romani and dialect differentiation within the language, accompanied by maps,
examples, and soaund samples, can be found on the website of the Manchester Romani Project:
http://lwww.llc.manchester.ac.uk/Research/Projectsiromani/. See also Matras (2002), EI' k & Matras (2006).

2 See also Ell'k & Matras (2006), Matras (2002), and the Romani Morpho-Syntax (RMS) database on the
Manchester Romani Project website. The sample contains over 350 recordings and questionnaire elicitation of
different Romani dialects from across Europe, collected between 2000-2007. We acknowledge support for our
work during this period from the Arts and Humanities Research Council, the Economic and Social Research
Council, and the Open Society Institute.



whever indicated; where a source is not identified, daa derive from our own ongoing
survey of European Romani diaects, as part of the RMS (Romani Morpho-Syntax) Database
project (see footote 2, and see Manchester Romani Project). Much of these daa were
collected by questionnare dicitation, which in some cases puts certain limitations on the
discussion and the scopefor interpretation.

Our present work may be understood as a kind of follow-up to Boretzky@ (1996b)
earlier work devoted to modds in Romani. In the present contribution, a vast amount of data
is taken into consderation on dialects tha had not been described and were in fact unknown
in the research context at the time of Boretzky@® pubiication. Our discussion is also anchored
in a wider morphog/ntactic context, onewhich takes into account not jug the etymology of
individud expressions of moddity, but attempts a more typologically informed evaluaion of
modd condructions ingired by models in grammaticalization theory.

2. Modals in Romani

Early Romani, the ancestor of al Romani dialects, can be reconstructed to have possessed
three or four dedicated modds: a volition modd and two or three possibility modds. In &l
likelihood, there were no dedicated necessity modds, athough periphrastic congructions
tha could express necessity mug have been available. Today we find a bewildering variety
of modds and modd condructions within Romani, especialy in the domain of necessity
and, to a lesser extent, possibility. Volition is clearly the mog stable form of moddity.
There are severa sources of dialect divergence with regad to modds. The majority of
necessity modds, numerous possibility modds and a couple of volition modds are dialect-
specific loanwords from Romani® European L2s In addition to lexical borrowing, there are
aso severa ingances of contact-indued or @eplicad grammaticdization (cf. Heine &
Kuteva 2005) of modds based (modly) on indigenous lexica material. Findly, severa
modds may result from autononous contact-indgpendent, grammaticalization within
Romani. In order to abbreviate the subsequent discussion we first provide a morphog/ntactic
classification of Romani modd congructions (Section 2.1), which will then bereferred to in
the actud daa subsections on volition, possibility and necessity modds (Sections 2.2B4).
The last part of Section 2 is devoted to the interaction beween modality and negation
(Section 2.5).

2.1. Modal constructions

Romani modd constructionsconsst of two major pats. the modd and the main verb of the
clause tha encodes the modalized propostion. Since the clause need not be a complement of

Elsik & Matras Modals in Romani 2 of 47



the modd in syntactic terms (thoughit frequently is) and since the main verb in this clause
need not be lexical, we use the term @noddized verbO Romani modd congructions vary on
several parameters, both across and within dialects. Mog importantly, there are differences
with regard to the location of subject marking. The modd subject (the subject of the
moddized propostion) is expressed through an NP, which is mogly optiond if the subject
is pronomind. In addition, person, numbe and, rarely, gende of the modd subject are, in
mog congructions also cross-referenced on the modd and/or on the moddized verb. We
distinguish between peasona vs impersond constructions according to whether the modd
inflects for the subject categories or not and beween finite vs nonfinite congrudions
according to whether the moddized verb inflects for the subject categories or not The
criterion of subject cross-referenang thus rende's four types of modal constructions

The following examples from Hameln Sinti illudrate three of these types: the
impersondEfinite condrudion in (18 may express different kinds of possibility, while the
pesondtfinite (1b) and the persondEnonfinite (1c) condructions are speciaized for
paticipant-internd possibility.

(1) Hameln Sinti (Northwestern, Germany; Holzinge 1993)
a Me givau ndte

[.NOM singPFUT.1SG can

@ can sing Q(p. 94)

b. Me hgevau te givap.
[.NOM undestand PFUT.1SG COMPsing.SUBJ.1SG
c. Me hgevau te give.

IINOM undestand PFUT.1SG COMPsing.SUBJ.3SG[= INF]
@ am able to sing Q(p. 94)

The structural difference between the two synonymouspersona condructionsis noteworthy.
In (1b) both the modd and the (subjundive) modalized verb cross-reference the first-person
singular subject, whereas in (1¢) only the modd does so. The moddized verb indead
assumes a default, third-person singular, subjundive form. While the finite congruction has
been inhaited from Early Romani, the nonfinite subjundive, or the @ew infinitiveO
(Boretzky 1996b,cf. also Matras 2002:161P162), is an imperfect copy of the infinitive used
in corresponding constructions in German, the current L2 of Hameln Sinti. Numerous
further Romani dialects outside of the Balkans have developal the Gew infinitivebin same-
subject nonfactua complement clauses (and some othe tightly-integrated subordinate
clauses), dueto patern borrowing from L2s tha, like German, possess an infinitive verb
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form.2 Nonfinite modd congructions are restricted to those Romani dialects tha have
developal the @ew infinitived PersonalEfinite modd condrudions on the other hand, are
restricted to those dialects that retain finite non-factud complements. Impersondfinite
modd condructionscan occur in dialects of both types.

The one type of modd condruction tha has not been illudrated so far is the
impersondEnonfinite condrudion. In this type there is no crossreferendng of the modd
subject, and so it mug be ovetly encodel through an NP even if it is pronomnd. No
subject marking at all may only occur if generic modd subject is intended. In the example
from modean Finnish Romani (2) the impersona modd takes a nonfinite (default third-
person singular subjunctive) moddized verb and the first-person singular modd subject is
marked solely through an accusative pronown. In the example from Selice Romani (3) the
impersond modd takes nonfinite (default third-person plural subjunctive) moddized verbs
and the generic subject remains unexpressed.

(2) Finnish Romani (Northwestern, Finland)

M"n mote g tauva tram.
[LACC mug take.SUBJ.3SG[= INF] this  medicineNOM
@ have to take this medicine®

(3) Sedlice Rumungro (South Central, Slovakia)

Te te diven kampena  $ak te
adso  COMPlive. SUBJ.3P.[= INF] need NEG only COMP
dswgomen.

work.SUBJ.3PL[= INF]
@ne also needsto live, not only to work.O

Romani modd condrucionsalso differ with regard to the location of TAM marking.
While persona modds always do, impersond modds may but need not inflect for TAM
categories. In mos Romani dialects moddized verbsin persond constructions and in TAM-
inflected impersond constructions assume a (finite or nonfinite) subjundive form tha does
not encode tense or aspect. If however impesond modds do not inflect for TAM, then
TAM categories must be marked on the modalized verb. In other words, while the location
of TAM marking is usudly predictable from the location of subject marking in mog
condructions the second criterion does differentiate between two types of impersonalEfinite

3 Dialects differ in what the default form of the nonfinite subjunctive is: it may be, like in Hameln Sinti, the
third-person singular, but aso the third-person plural or the second-person singular. Some varieties of
Ukrainian Romani have reduced the second-person singular nonfinite subjunctive into a form that is now
distinct from any subjunctive form, e.g. 2SG subjunctive t@r-ex Qthat] you doQvs infinitive t@r-e Go dod
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condructions thos where TAM categories are marked on the modd and those where they
are marked on the moddized verb. In the dialect of Sliven Muzkanta, for indance, past
reference can be marked on the impersonal modal trjabvizela in which case the moddized
verb assumes the tenseless subjunctive (4a), or it can be marked on the modalized verb, in
which case trjabvizela assumes the default present form (4b). For the fundiond difference
between the two examples see Section 2.4.

(4) Sliven Muzkanta (Balkan, Bulgaria)

a  Trjabvizelas te uraras.
mug.IMPF.3SG COMP wait.SUBJ.1PL
QVe had to wait.0

b. Trjabvizela te dighan les
mug.PRES.3SG COMP see PRET.2SG heACC

& ou mug have seen him.®

All of the above pdterns show TAM inflection either on the modd, or on the
modalized verb. Neverthdess, ingances of doubke TAM marking are also attested, though
restricted to a few dialects. In the dialect of Parakalamos as elsewhere in Romani,
moddized verbs are in the subjunctive when the modd is in the present form (5&Eb).
However, unlike most dialects, Parakalamos Romani shows imperfect (rather than tenseless
subjundive) marking on the moddized verb when the modd is in the imperfect form. This
kind of tense @greementOoccurs irrespective of whether the modd is persond (5¢) or
impersond (5d).

(5) Parakalamos Romani (Balkan, Greece; Matras 2004)

a  Kamama te avav demosé&rifos
want.PRES.1SG COMPcome.SUBJ.1SG joumdist
@ want to become a joumdist.(p. 89)

b. Prepi te d#as othe

mug.PRES COMPgo.SUBJ.1RL thee
QVve have to go to town,Q(p. 72)

C. Kamamas te d#avas t poll.
want.IMPF.1SG COMPgo.IMPF.1SG to town
@ wanted to go to town.Q(p. 75)

d. Eprepe te d#akerasas.

mug.IMPF COMPwait.IMPF.1PL
QVe had to wait.O(p. 88)
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The NP that expresses the modd subject may be in the nominaive case or in an
oblique case (the daive, the locative, or the markerless oblique whose main fundion is to
mark animate direct objects and which is usually labdled the Gcecusatived). The two types of
case marking of the modd subject are close to complementary. Nominative (canonical)
marking aways occurs in persond condructions (cf. 1bBr) and in those impersonalEfinite
condructions where TAM categories are marked on the moddized verb (cf. 1. Oblique
(nona@nonical) marking, on the othe hand, is obligaory in impersondfnonfinite
condructions (cf. 2). Neverthdess, we find variation beween nomnaive and oblique
marking in those impersond&finite congructions where the moddized verb does not inflect
for TAM categories. Typically the differentiation is lexically determined, thoughingances
of (appaently) free variation are also attested. For example, in the diaect of Servy
Ghympeny there are severa impersond modds, all of which take finite but tenseless
complements. while na'ty always has a nominaive subject (68 and javel-pe always has a
daive subject (6b), the subjects of treb® aternae between nominaive (6¢) and dative
marking (6d).

(6) Servy Ghympeny (Northeastern, Ukraine)

a Me ndty isys te  ot$hakGraw udaa
[.NOM cannot COP.3.PRET COMPunmve.1SG.SUBJ door.PL
@ could not open the door.O

b. Mange javja -pe te uzakiraw.
[.DAT come.PRET.3SG REFL COMPwait.SUBJ.1SG
@ had to wait.O
c. Tu treb® vark@dysO te  javes ke  me

thouNOM need sometimes COMPcome.SUBJ.2SG at/to 1.NOM
& ou mug come to me sometimes.O

d. Tuke freb® dordk te  d#as.
thouDAT need theae COMPQo.SUBJ.2SG
& oumug go there.O

Therole of finiteness in the case marking of the modd subject can beilludrated from
a didect tha shows a different type of variation. In Kubanskie Servy the subject of
impersond modds nas$ and trebun®is nominaive when the moddized verb is finite (7aEb)
but dative when the verb is nonfinite (7cExd).

(7) Kubanskie Servy (Ukrainian, Ukraine and Russia)

a Me na$ slrav e urd @
[.NOM cannotrepar.SUBJ.1SG DEF car
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@ can®repair the car.O

b. Tu trebun® varGkala mandete  avex.
thouNOM mug sometimes  [.LOC COMPcome.SUBJ.2SG
& ou should visit me sometimes.O

c. Mand® na$ te - makhe o) cer.
[.DAT cannotCOMPsmear.INF  DEF hous
@ can®pant thehouse.O

d.  Tut® trebun® korde te  dta
thouDAT mugt thee COMPgo.INF
& ou have to go there.O

Next, there are differences with regard to the internd constituency and structural
complexity of modd expressons. While modals tha inflect nathe for TAM nor for
subject categories are the least complex, one can further distinguish between syntheic vs
andytic inflected modds. In syntheic modds TAM and/or subject categories are marked
within the same word as moddity. In andytic modds, on the other hand, the actud moddity
word is uninflected and inflectiond categories are marked separately, on an inflectiond
auxiliary, which is structurally identica to the copula (and the verb of existence). The
following examples from Podhradie Romani illudrate the three types of modds. an
uninflected modd (8a), a synthetic inflected modd (8b) and an andytic inflected modd (8¢).
In mog indances of andytic modals the inflectiond auxiliary assumes the default, third-
person singular, subject category, thusonly inflecting for TAM categories, and it is omitted
in the present. The persond and obligatory auxiliary in (8c) is thus rather untypical in both
respects. Nomina expressions of moddity tend to require the copula, and so they resemble
the andytic inflected modds. Adjectival modds, which are rather infrequent in Romani,
show distributed marking of subject categories. the adjectival cross-references the nunber
and (sometimes) gende of the modd subject, while the copula encodes the TAM categories
and mogly cross-references the subject@ person and nunber, as in Crimean Romani (9).

(8) Podhradie Romani (North Central, Slovakia)
a 'g axav kh(re.

can goPRES.1SG home

@ can go home.0

b. Kamav kh(re te azan.
want.PRES.1SG home COMPgo.SUBJ.3PL[= INF]
@ want to go home.O

c. Musg som kh(re te dzan.

mus COP.PRES1SG  home COMPgoSUBJ3PL[= INF]
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@ have to go home.O

(9) Crimean Romani (Balkan; Ukraine and Russia)
Tume sanusas doin@ te  raskedd@en les.
you COP.IMPF.2RL obligedPL  COMPmeet.SUBJ.2PL heACC
& ou guysmust have met him.O

Although moddized verbs are typicaly introdued by the nonfactud
complementizer te* there are several kinds of exceptions Some modds simply do not
alow a complementizer. These indude, but are not restricted to, expressions whee an
origind complementizer has become an integral part of the modd. In " ry Romani, for
indance, some modals require the complementizer (109, whereas others do not allow it
(109). Despite an etymological presence of * fein the modd moge, the condruction (10b) is
of the latter type: while the complementizer feis separable from the modd and inseparable
from the moddized verb (cf. 103, the opposte hddsfor * fein (10b). In many dialects some
modds tha usudly take the complementizer may alow its occasond dropping.
Importantly, the obligatory lack of a complementizer is restricted to uninflected modds, i.e.
to condrudionswhere TAM categories are marked solely on the moddized verb. Thee is
no such limitation with the optiond dropping of te

(20) " Fry Romani (North Central, Slovekia)

a  Kamlom ole $havenca te vakerd.
want.PRET.1SG tha.OBL.PL boyINSTR.PL COMP
spesk. SUBJ.3SG[= INF]

@ wanted to talk to those boys.O

b. Moge prekal od” prelezin) om.
mug over tha crowl.ove.PRET.1SG
@ had to climb over it.0
c. 'g tut vareso d’s
can youACC something  giveIMPF.1SG
@ could give you something O

Even if licenced by the modd, the complementizer is modly omitted when the
moddized verb is borrowed and retains its L2 inflection. For example, the modd mo#e in
Kaspi#an Xoraxane requires te with indigenous moddized verbs (119 but the

4 Apart from introducing non-factual complements, this polysemous connector may also introduce optative
predications, conditional clauses, purpose clauses and further types of adverbial subordinations.

Elsik & Matras Modals in Romani 8 of 47



complementizer mug be omitted with Turkish-inflected verbs (11b). Similarly, some
Russan Romani modds require te with indigenous moddized verbs but there is no
complementizer when the verb is borowed from Russan, in which case it retains its
Russian infinitive form. There is one dialect, Dolenjski Romani, where the complementizer
te has been log atogeher, in modd condructions and elsewhere (see Matras 2002: 210 for
details), having been replaced by the Slovene complementizer da (12&b) or droppel
altogeher, especially in nonfinite condructions(12c¢).

(11) Kaspi#an Xoraxane (Bakan, Bulgaria)

a Mo te d#as kg gav.
can COMPgo.SUBJ.1R to village
QVe can go to town.O

b. Mo# inaash@ leske.
can bdieve. SUBJ2PL  heDAT
& ou can bdieve him.O

(12) Dolenjski Romani (Slovend/lstrian, Slovenia; Cech & Heinschink 2001)

a Triba da Ileske dav love
need COMPheDAT give.SUBJ.1SG money.PL
@ need to give him money.Q(p. 357)

b. Ho$emo da lam duj phabga
[want.PRES.1PL]3°** COM Ptake.SUBJ.1PL two  apple.PL
QVe want to take two apples.O(p. 357)

c. Morinave lake dd love
mug.IMPF.1SGsheDAT give.SUBJ.3SG[= INF] money.PL
@ had to give her money.Q(p. 356)

Severa genegdlizationsregarding thelinear order within modd constructions can be
made The inflectiond auxiliary, if there is ong immediately follows the moddity word
prope, thusconforming to the postion of synthetic verb inflections This order, however, is
not required in nomnd modd condructionswith a copula (cf. 9). The complementizer, if
any, precedes the moddized verb, usudly immediately, thoughit may be separated from the
verb by negators or pronomind clitics in some dialects. In pragmetically neutral contexts
modads precede moddized verbs they may be separated by other condituents, induding the
subject NP. However, mog dialects probably alow pragmatically motivated fronting of
moddized verbs which results in pogposed modals, cf. focus fronting in (3). German Sinti
standsoutin alowing pogposition of uninflected modds even in neutral contexts, cf. (13).
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Table 1 summarizes the structure of five magor types of modd condrudions in
Romani (COMP+ means tha the complementizer is at least optiondly present with
Romani-inflected moddized verbs):®

Table 1: Mgor types of modd condructionsin Romani

condr. SUBJECT INFL. TAM INFL. NOM AUX COMP
NP
modd verb modd verb
PF + + + + + + +
PnF + b + b + + +
nPF1 b + + + + + +
nPF2 b + b + + b +
nPnF b 1) + b b ® +

Persondfinite (PF) condrucions mark TAM categories on the modd, use the
complementizer and have a nominative subject; they vary with respect to the marking of
TAM categories on the moddized verb and with respect to the presence of an inflectiond
auxiliary. PersondEnonfinite (PnF) condructions mark TAM categories solely on the modal,
use the complementizer, and have a nominative subject; there may but need not be an
auxiliary. There are two major types of impersondgfinite condrucions. Those tha mark
TAM categories on the modd (nPFl) always allow the complementizer but vary on a
numbe of paameters: TAM marking on the moddized verb, case marking of the subject
NP and the presence of an inflectiond auxiliary. Thos impersonaEfinite condructionsthat
do not mark TAM categories on the modd (nPF2) are rather uniform: they mark TAM on
the moddized verb, have a nomnaive subject, and cannot have an inflectiond auxiliary
since the modd is uninflected; the complementizer may be obligaorily lacking. Findly,
impersondEnonfinite (nPnF) condructionsmark TAM categories solely on the modal, have
an obliquesubject, and allow the complementizer.®

2.2. Volition

There are two widespread expressions of volition in Romani. The verb kam- is the exclusve
expression of volition in most Romani diaects, and can hence be reconstructed as the Early

® As it is not restricted to modal constructions, the obligatory lack of a complementizer in Dolenjski Romani
nonfinite constructions is disregarded in Table 1.

® Inflectional auxiliaries are unattested in Romani impersonafnonfinite modal constructions. This does not
appear to be due to any structural reason, however.

Elsik & Matras Modals in Romani 10 of 47



Romani form. This verb can till be used with nomind objects, and in most dialects it
retains its lexica meanings Qo love, to likeOand Go desired The lexical kam- @o lovedis
certainly pre-European, thoughit might be a loanword from West Iranian or Armenian (cf.
Boretzky 1995b:141) rather than continuing an Old Indo-Aryan etymon (as suggested by
Sampson 1926, 11: 131). In the Romani dialects of the Balkans kam- competes with a more
recent volition expression, the verb mang-. The latter has its origin in the common Romani
verb mang- Qo ask for, to demandQ also used for @Go begO(and from the latter meaning
sometimes generalised for Go make a living by hawking, fortunetelling or begging® The
two volition verbs appear alongsde each other in several Romani dialects of the Balkans
(see also Section 2.5), whereas in other dialects of this area mang- has replaced kam-, taking
ove al of its fundions both lexical and modd. While the grammaticalization of kam- into
avolition modd mug pre-date the split of Romani dialects, the grammaticalisation of mang-
appears to be a fairly recent phenomenon tha emerged after the outwards migration from
the Balkans of some of the groups, and onetha is still spreading within the area. Its origin
can betraced in al likelihoodto replica grammaticalisation of the South Slavic condrudtion,
e.g. Bulgaian iskam @ wantOas well as @ demandOLexical borowings of volition modds
are infrequent: we only find the verb w@t-(a)s- from English in Welsh Romani (Sampson
1926, I1: 401) and the verb ho$% from Slovene in Dolenjski Romani of Slovenia, both of
which aternae with indigenousvolition verbs

All volition verbs are pesona (Type PF or PnF) and mostly take the complementizer
te (cf. 8b, 103 13a 53), with the usud exceptions (see Section 2.1, ex. 12¢. Occasiond
dropping of the complementizer is attested, for example, in Piemontese Sinti (Franzese
1985: 126). In some Romani dialects of Slovakia, induding Klenovec Rumungmo, the
persond construction (133 aternaes with a less agentive volitiond condruction, which is
impesond (Type nPnF). The impersona volition verb contains middle marking: either
synthetic (13b), or andytic, reflexive-like (cf. 370, as in Slova, the source of this
condruction. In several dialects of northeastern Europe and the Bakans the verb kam-
preserves an archaic first-person singular non-pefective suffix -am, rather than the regular
-(g@)v. In the past tense, the modd verb may, in some diaects, take the smple preterite (14),
but the imperfect (a nonperfective remote tense) is often preferred (15), which is typical of
the portrayal of mental states. The Dolenjski volition loanword from Slovene retains its L2
inflection (cf. 12b).

(13) Klenovec Rumungro (South Central, Slovakia)

a Na kames te azan ano gaw.
NEG wantPRES.2SG COMPgo.SUBJ.3PL[= INF]in.DEFtown
& ou don®want to go to town.O

b. Musg odoj te d#as
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mug thee COMPQo.SUBJ.2SG

te i! tuke na kamisa*ol te
if too thouDAT NEG wantMIDDLE.PRES.3SG COMP
a#an.

go.SUBJ.3PL[= INF]
& ou have to go there, even if you don®want to go.O

(14) Kohila Romani (Northeastern, Estonia)

Me kamjom khee te a#l.
[.NOM want.PRET.1SG home COMPQo0.SUBJ.3SG[= INF]
@ wanted to go home.O

(15) Kaspi#an Xoraxane (Bakan, Bulgaria)

Mangavas te d#av mangekhee.
want.IMPF.1SGCOMPgo.SUBJ.1SG |.DAT home
@ wanted to go home.O

2.3. Possibility

Two or three possibility modds can be reconstructed for Early Romani: certainly the
affirmative /g and the negaive na'ti, and probably also the affirmative a’ti. Though /g is
clearly of pre-European origin in Romani, its precise etymology remains open: it may either
continuesome form of the Old Indo-Aryan possibility verb +akno- (Boretzky 1996a 3), or it
may be a borrowing of the Persian possibility modd /"je into Proto-Romani (Matras 2002:
1626163, also mentioned in Boretzky & lIgla 1994: 268). The origin of a'ti is likewise
disputed. Matras (2002: 162P163, following Sampson 1926: 216) hints at the Old Indo
Aryan third-person singular present copua form asti as its source,” thus suggesting tha
Early Romani possessed both the origind &'t/ and the pre-European borrowing /g. Boretzky
(1996a 5E6), on the other hand, consders a'ti to result from andogical decomposition of
the negaive na'ti, whereby n- of nati was identified with the indicative negaor na He also
clams that this decompostion took place in individud dialects rather than before the dialect
split of Romani, thus implying that /g was the only possibility modd in Early Romani.?

" As Boretzky (1995a 5) points out correctly, the OIA copula form asti is usually considered to be the saurce
of the Romani third person present copula form /si. Nonetheless, a sgit development might also be considered,
accounting for parallel forms.

8 The current dialect distribution of a't/ suggests inheritance from Early Romani rather than independent
dialect-specific innovations. While /g has been retained in a geographically contiguous area (stretching from
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Boretzky & Igla (1994: 196) derive na'ti from a condruction congsting of the indicative
negaor, the affirmative modd /g and the nonfactud complementizer te i.e. from *nal/g
te However, ndti may also continue a regularly negated form of the possibility modd a’t/
(Matras 2002: 1620163). The disputed modd a’ti has two etymologically undear variants:
lalty or sa/ty in Lithuanian and Latvian Romani and dd'ti- in Kalderal and related North
Vlax varieties (also diffused into some Ursari varieties). Assuming that both /g and a’ti
were present in Early Romani, the question arises of wha the fundiond difference between
them was. This issue will be taken upin Section 3.1.

In mog Romani dialects the inhaited possibility modds are uninflected and occur in
impersondEfinite condructions with TAM marking on the moddized verb (Type nPF2).
They do not allow a complementizer in some diadects (those spoken in central-eastern
Europe and occasondly in the Balkans and elsawhere), whereas in other diaects the
complementizer is required or at least allowed. Several diaects spoken in, or originaing
from, Romania show synthetic persond inflection (Type PF) of the inhaited possibility
modds, at least variantly, e.g. Pikule!tiEKurturare /gi(-in)- and nasfi(-n)-, Kalderal -type
da'ti(-sar)- and na'ti(-sar)-, and Ursari (d)a'ti(-z)-. In fact, uninflected da'ti is attested in a
single dialect (Boretzky & Igla 2004: 183) Though indigenous these subject-inflected
modads display morphological adgptation typical of loanverbs Impersond inflection (Type
nPFl) of the inheited possbility modds is rare: we find syntheic marking of TAM
categories in Piedmontese Sinti, e.q. stik-o-/-a [-middle-3SG-PFUT], dternaing with
uninflected stik < *alti; and andytical marking of TAM categories in some diaects of
Ukraine (cf. 6a). Theinflected possibility modds, as arule, require the complementizer.

In addition to the possibility modds inheited from Early Romani, many dialects
employ possibility expressions tha result from dialect-specific grammaticalizations of pre-
modd condrudions or lexica verbs. An impesond copula condruction, which has been
grammaticalized into a dedicated necessity modal in several dialects (see Section 2.4), is
reported to have developed into a possibility expression in Crimean Romani (cf. Boretzky
1999a 113). A negaive impearsond copula congruction probably aso undelies the negative
possibility modds nahi or ng < *nahi [NEG COP.PRES.3] in afew diaects of the Balkans
and in Core Sinti (Boretzky & Igla 2004: 184). Note tha if we are to assume that a/ti
developad from an Old Indo-Aryan copula, then the dialect-specific development of
possibility modds from the Romani copula represents a Gecond round(f the same type of
grammaticalization.

Quite commonly, paticipant-interna possibility (ability or capability) is expressed by
pearsond verbs meaning @o know® @o undestandOor Go managed) which as a rule retain

Czechia to northwestern Bulgaria plus recent out-migrant dialects), reflexes of a'ti are attested within most
dialect groups of Romani.
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thar preemodd meanings as well. The ability fundion of the indigenousverb (a)xaljov- @o
undestandQis only attested in some dialects of Ukraing Germany, and Finland, e.g. in
Kotka Romani (16). On the other hand, the (cap)ability fundion of the indigenous verb
d#an- Go knowQis widespread within Romani, to the extent that Boretzky (1999b: 178)
congders it to be recongructable for Early Romani. At least in some Romani dialects the
extenson of these lexical verbs to (cap)ability fundions is likely to have resulted from
contact-indued grammaticalization, as this kind of polyfundiondity is common Romani@
L2s In severa dialects spoken in and around Hungay, possibly dueto patern borowing
from Hungaian (cf. Boretzky & Igla 2004: 184), the (cap)ability verbs (178 have been
extended to express participant-externd possibility fundionsas well (17b).

(16) Kotka Romani (Nortwestern, Finland)
Hguveha -ko  tu c(re butti touveia?
undestand PFUT.2SG -Q  thou do.SUBJ.3SG[= INF]work ax.INSTR
@\re you able to work with an ax?0

(17) Gabor Romani (North Vlax, Romania)

a , okaosa #ane te kere bu$?
hammer.INSTR know.PRES.2SG COMPdo.SUBJ.2SG work
@\re you able to work with a hanmer?0

b. i #and te zal -tar  ph* na
NEG  know.PRES.3SG COMPgo.SUBJ.3SG away untl NEG
arak'| e de

find SUBJ.3SG DEF  key
(e can®leave untl hefindsthekey.O

In some Romani didects of central Europethe Early Romani verb troma- Qo dareQof
Greek origin has developed deontic possibility (permission) fundions (cf. Boretzky & Igla
2004:187). An identical semantic development is attested in Slavic languages (cf. Hansen
2003:11) and German, and so contact-induced grammeaticalization may be the source of this
extenson (Boretzky & Igla 1994:183) While the pamission modd retains its persond verb
inflection in the Central diadects, it has fused with the origind complementizer in Sinti,
logng al inflection on the way, e.g. *froma te> Hungaian Sinti frunt (18; Type nPF2).
In some Rumungro dialects the verb troma- is now a dedicated permission modd (193 Type
PnF), while the lexical meaning @o daeQis expressed by a construction involving a
seconday nomind back-formation from the verb (19b).
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(18) Hungaian Sinti (Northwestern, Hungay; MZsz1ros 1980:10)
Trunt axal dren.
be allowed go.SUBJ.3G in
&/heis allowed to come in.O

(19) Klenovec Rumungro (South Central, Slovakia)
a Me tromaw od" te keren.
[.NOM be allowed . PRES.1SG tha COMPdo.SUBJ.3PL[= INF]
@ am alowed to doit.0
b. Man hi troma od" te keren.
I.LACC COP.PRES.3 couragetha COMPdo.SUBJ.3PL[= INF]
@ dare[lit. | have couragd to doit.0

Severa possibility modds have quite interesting lexical sources. For example, the verb
vyd#a @o go outd(condsting of a Slavic aktionsart prefix and the indigenous verb d#a Go
goQis used impersonally, with locative or daive marking of the subject NP, as the basic
possibility modd in the Xand$ary dialect of Ukraine The congruction is probably based on
a Ukrainian idiomatic expression (Gt goes out to someoned meaning Gt works out for
someond), thoughthe extenson to possibility (Gt is possible [can work ouf] for someoned)
Is an autononous innovaion of the Romani dialect. The modd is attested in a wide range of
possibility uses: ability (20a; Type nPnF), paticipant-externd possibility (20b; Type nPF1)
and permisson (20 Type nPnF). Further curious examples of lexical resources for
possibility indude the persond verbs do- Go ge, become; to get, receive; to get
[somewhere] O (218 Type PnF), which consists of a Slavic aktionsart prefix and the
indigenous verb /- @aked and p(r- Qo fal; to get [somewhere]O(21b) in Kohila Romani.
Both expressions share the meaning Go get [somewhere]® which might be the immediate
pre-modd meaning.®

(20) Xand%ary (Ukrainian, Ukraine)

a Mande na  vyd#l te  thre ura@®
[.LOC NEG gooutPRES.3SG COMPdolNFcar
@ am not able to repair the car.O

b. Lest® na vyd#l te  udiEl
heDAT NEG ¢gooutPRES.3SG COMPleave.SUBJ.3SG
poka  vov na  rakhd 0]

® The grammaticalization of motion verbs meaning Go arrive at, to reachQinto ability modals is well attested
(cf. Heine & Kuteva 2002: 45646).
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untl he NOM NEG findPRES.3SG key
(e can®leave untl hefindsthe key.O

c. Tute vyd#ala te ad#a mansa
thouLOC go outfut.3SG COMPgo.INFI.INSTR
& oumay come with me.O

(21) Kohila Romani (Northeastern, Estonia)

a Me dol” tuke 1%ve talla te
[.NOM g&.PFUT.1SG thouDAT money.PL  tomorrow COMP
plgiskyrd.

pay.SUBJ.3SG[= INF]
@ can pay you [back] tomorrow.O

b. Jov kind#a peske neve idza
heNOM buy PRET.3SG REFL.DAT new.PL clothes.PL
sob te p(re axal ande foros
so tha COMPfall.SUBJ.3SG go.SUBJ.3G in town

(e boughthimself new clothes so that he could go into town.O

Lexica borrowing of possbility modds into Romani is well attested, though many
dialects do without a possibility loanword. Loans of the following possibility modds are
attested within Romani: Greek boro, Macedonian and Bulgarian mo#e, Slovene /ahko, Polish
m—c East Slavic mo$0and mozho, German dYifen, Itaian potere, and Finnish voida
Possibility loanwords tend to be borowed from the current L2s of the relevant Romani
didects, athough Slovene-derived /ako and /ax are also attested in some Italian Romani
varieties, e.g. Vendtian Sinti (cf. Boretzky & Igla 2004:183). Mog loanwords have a wide
range of possibility fundions with the exception of the loan of German dYrfen into German
Sinti, which is, like the source form, speciaized for deontic possibility (permission).

The Greek, Polish and Finnish possibility modds plus East Slavic mo$Dare personal
verbs and they are aways borrowed as such into Romani. Mog commonly the loans are
morphologically integrated into Romani verb inflection in the same way as other borrowed
verbs are, through adaptation of a frequent inflectiond stem of the L2 modd by means of a
dialect-specific loanverb suffix, e.q. bor-in- or bor-iz- (< Greek) in some varieties of Greek
Romani; mog-in-, mo&in- or mo#in- (< Slavic) in numerous Northeastern dialects of
Poland, Lithuania and Ukraine and voj-uv- or vojp-uv- (< Finnish) in Finnish Romani.
Neverthdess, in some dialects in current contact with Greek and East Slavic, the possibility
loanverbs are borrowed togdaher with thar L2 inflection, e.g. Parakalamos Romani (22),
Russian Romani, some Servy diaects of Ukraing and Crimean Romani (23). In all of these
latter dialects this borrowing strategy is a'so common with lexical verbs.
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(22) Parakalamos Romani (Bakan, Greece; Matras 2004)

a Boro te d#av.
can.PRES.1SG COMPgo.SUBJ.1SG
@ can go.Q(p. 87)

b. Na borusa te phiravavas ] vuaa.
NEG can.PRET.1SG COMPopaen.IMPF.1SG DEF door

@ could not open the door.Q(p. 94)

(23) Crimean Romani (Bakan, Ukraine and Russia)
Tu mo#e! te  pak@Gs leske.
thouNOM can.PRES.2SG COMPbdieve.SUBJ.2SG heDAT
& ou can bdieve him.0

Althoughthe East South Slavic possibility verb mo#e may also be subject-inflected, it
is frequently used as an impersonal modd, assuming the default, third-person singular,
subject category. While some Romani diaects tha borow this modd allow both
condructions others have generdized the impersond construction. Persond loanwords of
mo#e are always morphologically adagpted through dialect-specific loanverb suffixes, e.g.
mo#in-, Mo#ij-, Mo#iz-, mo#is, mo#i(sar)-, i.e. there is no retention of L2 subject
inflection. Impersond loanwords of the verb, on the other hand, may but need not be
adapted. Mog diaects borrow the third-person singular present L2 form mo#e athough
they may also allow its adgptation and indigenousthird-person singular inflection, especially
in more complex TAM categories. Obligaory adaptation of the impersond verb even in the
present is exceptiond, attested for example in Rakitovo Yerli, cf. mo#ij--1-a/as [-LOAN-
3SG-PRES/REM] (24).

(24) Rakitovo Yerli (Bakan, Bulgaria)

a  Mo#j-lali t- k-r-s bui  $ukosa?
can.PRES.3SG Q COMPdo.SUBJ.2SG work hammer.INSTR
@an you work with a hammer?0

b. Of na  daalas e mo#j-las t-
heNOM NEG fear.IMPF.3SG COMPcan.IMPF.3G COMP
p-r-1.
fal.SUBJ.3SG

(e was not afraid tha he could fall.®
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The East Slavic condruction of mo#ho is retained in Romani: though the modality
word itself is uninflected, it takes an impersond inflectiond auxiliary tha mug be omitted
in the present indicative (Type nPF). Theauxiliary is either borrowed in its East Slavic form
or rendaed by the Romani copula. The uninflected possibility modd /ako in Dolenjski
Romani is, like its Slovene source, used in impersondEfinite condructions with TAM
marking on the modalized verb (Type nPF2) and without a complementizer (25). The
German Sinti pemisson modd dafte occurs in the same type of condrudion, as the
complementizer fe has become an integra pat of the modd; daf- is a perified singular
present stem of the German modd dYren.

(25) Dolenjski Romani (Slovend/lstrian; Slovenia)

a |/ brzo lende lako #vinamo.
and without they.LOC can live.PRES.1PL
@\nd we can live withoutthem.Q(p. 357)

b. Pe domidind# da ruv  lako hga porana
REFL.ACC realize PRET.3SG COMPwolf can eat.PRET.3SGold. ACC
dga
mother. ACC

(e redlized that the wolf may have eaten the grandmother.Q(p. 359)

2.4. Necessity

In al likelihood, there were no dedicated necessity modds in Early Romani. The necessity
modds we find in present-day Romani are loanwords or result from recent, dial ect-specific,
grammaticalizations Neverthdess, we aso find in various Romani diaects several weakly
grammaticalized modd congructions that indicate how necessity could have been expressed
in Early Romani. These constructionsdo not contain a dedicated modd word (or affix) and
quite often they are not even specialized for expressing a certain kind of moddity. For
example, in Sepefides the independent subjunctive, introdued by the nonfactud
connector i < *te can be used to express not only necessity (269, but also pemission
(26Db), volition (260 and other modd meanings (Cech & Heinschink 1999b:1199120). And
in Welsh Romani a persond construction involving the copula and a finite (subjundive or
present indicative) complement, also introduced by te can be used to express not only
necessity (279, but also possibility (27b) or genera engagement’® in an event (27¢). A
similar range of modd fundionsis aso attested for impersond condructionsinvolving the

10 As Sampson@ (1926, 11: 119) lexicographic definition goes: Go be in the act of, to be occupied or engaged
in, to be the fact that®
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copula in some dialects of the Bakans (cf. Boretzky 1999a 113) Necessity is not
explicitely encoded in examples such as (263 and (273, and so ther necessity reading (and
trandation) mug involve some sort of pragmatic inference.

(26) Sepetides (Bakan, Turkey; Cech & Heinschink 1999b:120)
a  Okulestar t daas!
tha.ABL COMPfear.SUBJ.1PL
QVe mug be afraid of that!O
b. Ti be av akate?
COMP s€t.SUBJ.1SG hee
May | sit here?d
b. Akana me tuke ti vakeravE
now [.NOMthouDAT COMPspeak.SUBJ.1SG
Mow | want to tell youE O

(27) Welsh Romani (British, Wales, Sampson 1926,11: 119)

a 'oma te 1" phab" kjathakja
COP.PRET.1SG COMPtake.SUBJ.1SG apple.PL such and such
thaneste.
place. ABL
@ had to fetch apples from such and such a place.O

b. Na lom m( te repgava kek.

NEG COP.PRES.1SG [.NOMCOMPremembe .PRES.1SGNEG
@ cannotremember.O

c. 'om m( te a#vava lesa

COP.PRES.1SG I.NOM COMPIlive.PRES.1SG heINSTR

@ am living with him.O

Neverthdess, the above modd condructions may become specialized for necessity,
especially deontic necessity (but also for possibility, see Section 2.3). In Hameln Sinti, for
indance, the indgpendent subjundive without te aways conveys obligaion (28; Holzinge
1993: 92), as does the impersond copula congruction in Welsh Romani (29&b). In the
latter condruction the modd subject is not only cross-referenced on the subjundive verb but
also encodeal through an obligaory accusative-marked NP. Necessity here is moddled on
predicative possession, whereby the modal subject is construed as the possessor of the
moddized event: in mog Romani dialects, induding Welsh Romani, the predicative
possessive construction congsts of a nominaive-marked posessee NP, the copula agreeing
with it in numbe (and person, if the possessee is pronomind, which israre) and an oblique
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marked possessor NP (290). The possession model for necessity is exactly what we find in
English, one of the L2@ of Welsh Romani. Boretzky & Igla (2004: 185) suggest that
Romani possessive-like necessity condrudions, which are well attested in several dialects,
may result from contact-indued grammaticalization on the modd of possessive-like
necessity modds in various European languayes. In some North Central dialects of Slovékia,
including " Fry Romani, a persond (rather than impersondBpaossessive) copula condrudion
is specialized to express weak necessity, especially weak obligaion (30). Even though
Slovak, the current L2 of the dialect, expresses weak necessity by the verb of possession,
here too we might be dedling with an ingance of patern borowing, though a less
straightforward one.

(28) Hameln Sinti (Northwestern, Germany; Holzinge 1993:325)

"trap I grges krap leske
brush.SUBJ.1SG DEF.OBL  horse ACC do.SUBJ1SG heDAT
futera

animal_food

@ mug brush the horse, | mug prepare foodfor him.O

(29) Welsh Romani (British, Wales;, Sampson 1926)

a . man te d" les b/t  1%v%.
COP.PRES.3 |.ACC COMPgive.SUBJ.1SG heACC many money
@ have to give him alot of money. (11, p. 119)

b. Sas . D#akes te dd les vav(r st"d.
COP.PRET.3 DEF.OBL Jack. ACC COMPgive.SUBJ.3SG othe ha
sunakg.
gold
Qack had to give him another hatful of gold.(XI, p. 213)

c. Sas . phur” trin  gumn.”.

COP.PRET.3 DEF.OBL oldF. ACC three cow.PL
(he old woman had three cows.((1, p. 213)

(30) " fry Romani (North Central, Slovakia)

Sal tuke te pametind S0
COP.PRES.2SG thouDAT  COMPremembe.SUBJ.3SG[= INF] wha
tuke pha”.

thouDAT say.fut.1SG
& ou oughtto remember what |®n goingto tell you O
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In several diaects the weakly grammaticalized copula constructions have undegone
congderable grammaticalization. In mog South Central the impersond copula condruction
developdl into a strongly grammaticalized necessity modd site or iste, which continues the
third-person present indicative copula form (i)s plusthe complementizer te And in the Core
Sinti diaects the persond copula condruction developed into the strongly grammaticalized
necessity modd honte, hune, unt etc.,'* which continues the generalized first-person
singular’? present indicative copula form hom < *(i)som plus the complementizer (cf.
aready Pott 1844) In eithe case the two etymological components have fused togeher and
theresulting univerbd modd is separable from the moddized verb. In Selice Rumungro site
may conditute a separate utterance (31b) and in Hameln Sinti Aunie may be pogposd to the
verb (32b). Althoughboth modds are historically based on a present indicative copula form,
nether inflects for TAM categories. ther marking has shifted from the copula to the
moddized verb (31b, 32¢ Type nPF2). The Rumungro modd takes a regular negator rather
than involve the irregular negative third-person present copula form, i.e. na site rather than
*nane te (31b). Both modd condructions now show nominaive marking of the modd
subject (313 32&b), athoughin older Rumungro oblique marking was still available in the
impersond § te congtruction (cf. MYller 1869: 161). Unlike their less grammaticalized
source condructions site and honte serve as the basic necessity modds in the respective
dialects and have awiderangeof necessity fundions

(31) Sdlice Rumungro (South Central, Slovakia)

a Amen Ste  d#as on)a
we.NOM mus go.SUBJ.1FL thee
QVe haveto gothere.O

b. Na Ste  mangepgpdeg pdiker) al. De  sStel
NEG mug |.DAT agan thank.PRET.2SG but  mug

dA:] You nead not have thanked me agan. [B:] | did have to!O

(32) Hameln Sinti (Northwestern, Germany; Holzinge 1993:92E93)

a Tu hune kres kova
thouNOM mugs do.SUBJ.2SG tha
b. Tu kres kova hune

" The modal humte has aso diffused from Sinti into Bohemian (North Central) Romani. It appears to have
been present alsoin some Para-Romani varieties (cf. Boretzky & Igla 2004: 184B185).

12 Boretzky & Igla (2004: 185) find the generalization of this personBnumber category suprising. It should be
noted, however, that the first person singular is, crosslinguistically, the second most frequent personBEnumber
category in verbal paradigms (Bybee 1985).
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thouNOM doSUBJ2SG tha mug
& ou haveto dotha.O
C. Hunte d#gom khere
mug  go.PRET.1SGhome
@ had to go home.O

Like the South Centra dialects, the Lovari-type dialects spoken in and around
Hungay, induding Audrian Lovai, possess the necessity modd site or iste which is used
in condructions with TAM marking on the moddized verb (33g Type nPF2). Unlike its
South Central counerpat, however, the Lovari modd is not separable from the moddized
verb. In addition, the dialect has also retained a less grammaticalized copula construction in
the past, where tense is marked on the copula rather than on the moddized verb and where
the complementizer clearly remains a separate syntactic unit (33b; Type nPF1). The latter
condruction is only attested as an expression of paticipant-externd necessity, while site
appears to have a wider range of necessity fundions

(33) Audrian Lovai (North Vlax, Audria)

a Ste al asas khere.
mus  stay.IMPF.1PL home
QVe had to stay at home.Q(Cech et a. 1999:28)
b. Me sas te dikhay ped grast.
[.NOM COP.PRET.3 COMPsee.SUBJ.1SG onDEF.PL horse
Sas te pijavav, te xaxavav
COP.PRET.3 COMPmake drink.SUBJ.1SG COMPmake eat.SUBJ.1SG
le
they. ACC

@ had to take care of the horses. | had to give them to drink, to feed them.Q(Fennesz-
Juhasz & Heinschink 1999:66)

There are severa further sources of dialect-specific grammaticalization of necessity
modds in Romani. A few Balkan and Appenine dialects of Romani have grammaticalized
the verb the- Go holdQinto a persond verb of possession (@ haved) and in one of these
didects, Rumelian Romani, this verb may aso express necessity (34; Type PF). Both
developments are contact-induced (cf. Boretzky & Igla 2004:185), the latter once agan, as
with the impersonal copula condruction, exemplifying the possessive modd for necessity.
Another common source of necessity expressions in Romani are volition verbs (cf.
Boretzky 1996a 14bB17). Persond volition verbs may occasondly be used to express
necessity in some Romani dialects of Greece, Slovekia, Ukraine (35; Type PF) and perhaps
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elsewhere. Pattern borrowing from Greek can be invoked to explain these uses at least in
Greek Romani (cf. Boretzky 1996a 16). In quite a few dialects the polysemous verb kam-
(see Section 2.2) may aso mean Go oweOand this meaning, rather than the verb® volition
meaning, might be the immediate source of its necessity uses (cf. English ought the
historical past of owe).

(34) Rumelian Romani (Balkan, Turkey; Paspati 1973[1870] Boretzky 1999a 113)
Theava te phaehav tuke.
have.PRES.1SGCOMPsay.SUBJ.1SG thouDAT
@ haveto tell youO

(35) Servy Ghympeny (Northeastern, Ukraine)

Me na kamam dda draba

[.NOM NEG like.PRES.1SG this.PL drug PL

save me  kamam te prelaw.
which.PL I .NOMwant.PRES.1SG COMP take.SUBJ.1SG

@ do notlike these pills that | have to take.O

Impersond de-volitiond condruction show a greater degree of grammaticalization. In
these condrudions the volition verb takes the default, third-person singular form and is
accompanied by a reflexive pronounin the accusative case, which is a way of decreasing the
congruction® vaency; the modd subject NP is in an obliquecase. In Prizren Arli the verb
mang- encodes volition in a persond condruction, but necessity in an impersondfreflexive
condruction; this may have been moddled on Albanian (Boretzky 199%: 114). In
Kumanovo Kova#ki and Crimean Romani, on the other hand, the two verbs are now distindt:
the origind volition verb kam- had acquired a wide range of necessity fundionswithin the
impersondEreflexive construction, but its volition meaning was later taken over by the verb
mang- (see Section 2.2). Though the reflexive necessity condrucion (Type nPF1) is still
attested in Crimean Romani (369, the dialect now prefers dropping of the reflexive pronoun
(36b), appaently withoutany semantic effect.

(36) Crimean Romani (Balkan, Ukraine and Russia)

a  Tumenge kamela pes te  d#ln othe
youDAT necessary.3SG.PRES REFL COMPgo2PL.SUBJ there
& ou have to go there.O
b. Amengekamelas te  ud#aras e brel destar.

we.DAT necessary.3SG.IMPF COMPwait.1PL.SUBJ DEF.OBL ran.ABL
QVe had to wait because of therain.®
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The Central dialects of Romani exhibit further developments of the impersonal®
reflexive de-volitiond congrudion (cf. Boretzky 1996a 14B15). The accusative form of the
singular reflexive pronoun pg’s) has been agglutinaed to the volition verb kam-. In the
Vendic subgoup of the Central dialects the reflexive was prefixed and some of the forms
then undewent furthe phonobgical eroson, e.g. present * pe+ kam-el [REFL+ want-3SG]
> pekal. In the Rumungmo and North Central subgmoups on the othe hand, the reflexive
was suffixed to the volition verb and the forms undewent not only phonobgical erosion but
also externdization of verb inflections e.g. present * kam-&/+ pg’s) [want-3SG+ REFL] >
kalm)p-¢(l). Typicdly, these impesond necessity modds are used as expressions of
paticipant-internd necessity, thoughin severa Central dialects they have been extendeal to
other necessity fundions as well. Some of these latter dialects (viz. the outliers Gurvari,
Cerhai and Plal#uny) retain the impersond construction in all necessity fundions while
others reserve the impersond construction (Types nPnF or nPF1) for expressing participant-
internd necessity (37g 389 but develop a fundiondly distinct persond condruction (Type
PnF) for other types of necessity. For example, in numerous Central dialects of Slovekia,
e.g. Lu#ivni Romani, subject-inflected kamp- expresses weak obligaion (37b) and in the
dialect of Doblint it expresses participant-externa necessity in general (38b).*® Note tha the
strongly grammaticalized devolitiond necessity modd (e.g. 379 is fundiondly distina
from the less grammaticalized impersondbreflexive condruction involving the verb kam-
(37¢ TypenPnF), which still expresses volition (see Section 2.2).

(37) Lu#ivniRomani (North Central, Slovakia)

a Kampd mangete axal andre sk*epa
be needed PRES.3SG |.DAT COMPgo.SUBJ.3SG[= INF]in.DEF shop
@ need to go to the shopO

b. Funt kampes avka te kerd.
aways beneeded.PRES.2SGs0 COMP do.SUBJ.2SG
& ou should always act like this.O

c. Kam*as pes mangeodoj te axal.
want.PRET.3SG REFL.ACC |.DAT thee COMP go.SUBJ.3SG[= INF]
@ wanted to go there.O

(38) Doblint Romani (North Central, Slovekia)
a Kampd mangete zav andro foro.
be needed.PRES.3SG |.DAT COMPgo.SUBJ.1SG in.DEFtown

13 See Section 2.5, ex. (53) for a more complex example from Burgenland Roman.
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@ need to go to town.O

b. Kampa te zal andro foro.
mug.PRES.1SG COMPg0.SUBJ.3SG[= INFJin.DEFtown
@ have to go to town.O

The majority of Romani necessity modals are diaect-specific lexical borrowings.
Only few Romani dialects do without a necessity loanword, namely some of those tha
possess strongly grammaticalized de-copular and/or de-volitiond necessity modds. Loans of
the following necessity expressionsare attested within Romani: Turkish /%s0n, Greek prepi,
South Slavic trjabva trebdti), mora(ti) and valjati, Romanian trebui and musai, Hungaian
muszyj, Slovek museQ maland potrebova) Polish musel, trzebaand pownien, East Slavic
trebg dolten, nado and prixoditga, German mYsen and brauchen, English ought Swedish
m@e and m@ and Finnish pitSS* The didectal distributon of these loanwords is too
complex to be discussed here (see Boretzky & Igla 2004:184b187 for a patial overview).
Some loanwords are restricted to dialects whose speakers are currently bilingud in the
source languaye, while others have been retained even after the Romani speakers shifted to a
different L2. For example, the loan of Romanian frebui is found not only in mos Romani
dialects of Romanian bilinguds but also in most nonRomanian Vlax dialects, some of
which log contact with Romanian centuries ago; it has aso diffused from Vlax into some
nonVlax dialects of Macedonia and Bulgaria.

Many, perhgps mog, borowed necessity modds retain the range of functions they
have in thar source language, especialy when the Romani speakers are currently bilingud
in it. For example, the loan of English oughtin Welsh Romani expresses weak obligation or
probability and the loan of Slovak potrebovalin some varieties of Slovak Romani expresses
paticipant-internd need. However, the fundion of Romani necessity loanwords may also
differ from that of the source modd, especialy if the source language is not the diaect@
current L2 and/or if the loan acquires a different morphoyntactic status than it has in the
source languaye. For example, the loan of the Polish uninflected and generic modd trzeba
®@ne mug, one shouldd(cf. Hansen, in press) need not have a generic subject in Kohila
Romani (399 and may even show persond inflection (39b). On the other hand, loanwords
from an older L2 may aso show fundiond speciaization, often due to compdition with
loanwords from the current L2. For example, Ub Gurbet trubu appears to be specialized for
weak obligaion (409, althoughits source modd, Romanian trebui, is much more geneal;

1 Several of these necessty modals are themselves borrowings into the languages that seve as the immediate
saurce for Romani: Turkish /%sGn from Arabic, Romanian trebui from Slavic, West Slavic musie0 musiel,
Hungarian musz#j and Romanian musa from German (the latter two cases from muss sen Gnust bed).
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the current Serbian loan mora has taken over mod necessity fundions, induding strong
obligation (40Db).

(39) KohilaRomani (Northeastern, Estonia)

a K Febi 1%ve te jand.
she mug money.PL  COMPbring.SUBJ.3SG
&he mug bring the monegy.O

b. Tu Febisos te J(s an golti.
thou mud.PRES.2SG COMPcome.SUBJ.2SG in guest.PL
& oumug come for avisit.O

(40) Ub Gurbet (South Vlax, Serbia)

a Tu trubus te poEtis ma  jekar.
thou  oughtPRES.2SG COMPVvisit.SUBJ.2SG [.LACC once
& ou should visit me once.O

b. Uvek  mora t- aes padjivo.

aways mug.PRES.2SG COMPcome.SUBJ.2SG careful
& ou mug aways be careful.O

Necessity loanwords inflecting for subject categories are mosly morphologically
adapted through loanverb suffixes, e.g. Dolenjski Romani mor-in- < Slovene mor-, and
show Romani verb inflection. Retention of L2 subject inflection is rare, being only attested
in some of those Romani diaects tha bomrow the Serbian or Macedonian persond verb
mora-. For example, in Kosovo Bugurd$ (Boretzky 1993:74) singular present forms of the
modd retain ther Serbian inflection, i.e. 1SG moram, 2SG mora!, and 3SG mora
However, the third-person singular form mora is aso used with plura subjects of any
person, like in colloquial Serbian. In further dialects of Serbian and Macedonian Romani the
gengdization of the third-person singular form has been completed and morais now used
irrespective of person or number of the modd subject (Type nPF1). The impersond mora
mogly encodes TAM categories, either andytically, through the inflectiond auxiliary, eg.
Serbian Kaldeal past mora sas [mug COP.PRET.3], or synthetically, through indigenous
TAM morphology, e.g. Yutka Arli impefect mora-ine [mug-REM]. On the othe hand,
impersond modds may aso acquire subject inflection in Romani. For example, the loan of
trebui, which only inflects for TAM categories in Romanian, has developal subject
inflection in severa Vlax didects.” In some of them the borrowed modd shows defective

> However, trebui has persanal inflections in some non-standard varieties of Romanian, and so same instances
of the loanword@ personal inflection in Romani may in fact simply retain this property.
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subject inflection and persond constructions alternae with impersond ones. For example,
the Audrian Lovai loan trubu only has third-person and secondperson forms (Cech &
Heinschink 1999a 63), which are used persondly (41eb; Type PF). First-person subjects,
on the othe hand, require an impersond construction (41dd; Type nPF1). Thoughthere are
distinct second-peson forms, the impersond condruction may aso be employed with
second-person subjects (419).

(41) Audrian Lovai (North Vlax, Audria)

a  Trubun te den e love
need.PRES.3PL COMPgive.SUBJ.3PL DEF.PL money.PL
(rhey need to give money.O(Cech & Heinschink 1999a 73)

b. Trubundaas sama te les tu.
need.PL PF.2SG attention COMPtake.SUBJ.2SG thou
& ou should have pad attention O(Cech et . 199: 64)

c. Me trubujas lao lavo t- avav.

[.NOM need.IMPF.3SG good son COMPcome.SUBJ.1SG
@ should be a goodson O(Cech et a. 1999:48)

d. Trobunds ] hea opre te las.
need .PRET.3SG DEF clove up COMPtake.SUBJ.1PL
QVe neaded to lift the clover.O(Cech et al. 1999:82)

e.  Trubugas tu t- aves o krg ande gado
need.IMPF.3SGthou COMPcome.SUBJ.2SG DEF king in this
them.
county

& ou should become the king of this county.&(Cech et a. 1999:50)

Those loans of impersona necessity verbs tha remain impersond in Romani are often
morphologically integrated as Romani-inflected verb forms of the default, third-person
singular, subject category, e.g. Kumanovo Arli present treb-e [-3SG], treb-e-aine [-3SG-
REM], preterite treb-in-g@a[-LOAN-PFV-3SG.PFV] < Macedonian treba Only rarely do
we find interndly derived TAM forms tha do not contain the default subject morphology.
For example, the Sliven Muzkanta imperfect trjabv-as is derived directly from the
Bulgarian present form frjabvaby means of a Romani tense/mood suffix. Quite commonly,
on the other hand, impersond necessity verbs are borrowed without any morphological
integration and retain ther L2 inflection for TAM categories, e.g. present prepi and
impefect eprepe from Greek, present frjabva and past frjabva e from Bulgarian, present
trebuje < trebuie and imperfect trebuja < trebuea from Romanian, or present pittSS and
conditiond pitS < pittds from (colloquid) Finnish. Severa Romani modds inflect for
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TAM categories even though ther source forms do not For example, the uninflected
Swedish modd m@&e has been borrowed as an impearsond verb (Type nPnF) into Finnish
Romani, showing synthetic TAM marking, e.g. presentEfuture mog-u-I-a [-LOAN-3SG-
PFUT] and preterite mog-u-d./-o [-LOAN-PFV-3SG.PFV.M].

A common development is a complete loss of inflection of borrowed modd verbs For
example, in Srem Gurbe the loan of the Serbian persond verb mora lost not only subject
inflection but also TAM inflection: the origina third-person singular present form morais
now used in all TAM categories, which are thus marked solely on the moddized verb (Type
nPF2). Similarly, Welsh Romani and some varieties of Slovek and Lithuanian Romani have
generdlized forms such as mus mu! mos musg, which go back to inflectiond stems or the
third-person singular present forms of the German persond modd mYsen and its loans into
Western Slavic, eg. mus < Slovak 3SG mus’. These geneaalized forms may then fuse
with the complementizer fe resulting in uninflected univerbd modds such as moste in
" Fry Romani (see Section 2.1, 10b), which parallel the strongly grammaticalized indigenous
modds hunte and s-te in thar morphog/ntax (Type nPF2). A similar development also
gave rise to the uninflected modd braux-tein German Sinti < German brauchen.

Sometimes we find, within a single Romani variety, competition or complementary
distribution between different condrucions involving necessity loanwords. Severa dialects
reveal a TAM asymmetry here: the present indicative is more susceptible to bomrowing,
more likely to remain unintegrated, and less likely to show subject inflection than other
TAM categories. In Vidin Kalgjddi, for indance, the integrated impersond loanverb truburz-
(from Romanian, an old L2) isused in al TAM categories but in the present indicative it is
currently being replaced by the unintegrated trebva (from Bulgaian, the current L2). In
Slavo!ovee Romani the Hungaian-origin modd mu/g mug show andytical subject and
TAM inflection (Type PnF) in mos TAM categories (429, while in the present the persond
condruction (42b) is rare and the modd is usudly uninflected (42 Type nPF2). Similar
paterns are also attested in Finnish Romani, where the uninflected mote (probably from
Swedish m@plus the complementizer e is restricted to the present, while the impersond
mog-u- (from Swedish m@&e is used in al TAM categories, in some varieties of
Macedonian Arli, where the loan of Macedonian mora- inflects for subject categories in the
past, eg. moran-dil-jum [mus-LOAN-PFV-1SG.PFV] @ had to® even though the
genegaized impersona morais used in the present; and elsewhere.

(42) Slavo!ovece Romani (North Central, Slovekia)

a Mulg !$amal te uzare!.
mug COP.PRET.1PL COMPwait.SUBJ.3SG[= INF]
QVe had to wait.0

b. Mulg !$om odoj te dzal.
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mus COPPRES1SG  thee COMPgo.SUBJ3SG[= INF]

@ have to go there.0
c. Adid#ve mu!g megin te dzav odoj.
today mug agan COMPgo.SUBJ.1SG there

Goday | have to go there again.O

Severa diaects of Bulgarian and Greek Romani, induding the dialect of V&# Dol,
show competition in the past beween impersond condructionswith TAM marking on the
modd (43b; Type nPF1) and impersonal constructionswith TAM marking on the moddized
verb (43¢ Type nPF2).** In some of these diadects, e.g. Cerovo Cocomanja, Sliven
Muzkanta (cf. Section 2.1, ex. 4) or Kalamata Romani, the former condruction expresses
dgtudiond necessity (449, while the latter condruction appears to be specialized for
epistemic necessity (44b).

(43) V&8# Dol Romani (South Vlax, Bulgaria)
a Lazni te d#as ote
necessary COMPgo.SUBJ.2SG
& ou have to go there.O
b. Lazoni sadé te naav laar.
necessary COP.PRET.3 COMPwak.SUBJ.1SG sheABL
@ had to go aroundher.O
c. Lazoni te afasas sodar ddas brdind.
necessary COMPstay.IMPF.1PL wha.ABL  givelMPF.3SG ran
QVe had to stay because it was raining.O

(44) Kaamata Romani (Balkan, Greece)

a  Eprepe te Cikarasjati  ddas brism.
mug.IMPF COMPwait.SUBJ.1PL because givelMPF.3SG rain
QVe had to wait because it was raining.O

b. Sd&ura prepi te bidzardan -es  1a goo  prin.
surely mud.PRES COMPget to know.PRET.2SG OBJ3SG.M dso of
before
Gurely you mug have got to know him before.O

® Note that the Turkish modal /%Gn must be morphologically adapted by the nominal suffix -/ in those
dialects that allow its analytic inflection through the inflectional auxiliary, including in V&8# Dol Romani. The
loan remains unadapted in those diaects that do not allow its analytic inflection, i.e. in those where TAM
categories are marked sdely on the modalized verb (Type nPF2).
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In addition to borowed necessity modds we aso find thar loan trandations While
Russian and Ukrainian dialects of Romani usudly bomrow the East Slavic impersonal verb
prixoditga (lit. reflexive @omeQ in its L2 form, also retaining its L2 inflection, some
varieties prefer to use its GemicaquedOor @aquedOequivalent, e.g. present pri-d#a-I-pe
[AKTIONSART-go-3SG-REFL] or jav-&-pe[come-3SG-REFL]. Similarly, the East Slavic
adjectival modd do#en @bliged® which till aso retains its lexica meaning GndebtedOin
the source languaes, is mogly borrowed (and, in some varieties, morphologically integrated
in the way borowed adjectives are) but can also be trandated by the adjective bango
@rooked; indebted® Interestingly, since the Russian copula does not encode person in the
past (459, the default, third-person, form of the Romani copula is selected in the @alquedd
condruction (45b; Type nPF1) in Russan Romani. However, persond copula occurs in
Crimean Romani (cf. 9).

(45) Russian Romani (Northeastern, Russia)
a Tu dol#en byl te dykxesles.
thou [obliged.SG.M COP.PTC.SG.M]Rusian COMPsee.SUBJ.2SG
heACC
b. Tu bango sys  te dykxesles.
thou obliged.SG.M COP.PRET.3 COMPsee.SUBJ.2SGhe ACC
& ou mug have seen him.O

2.5. Modality and negation

Negdion in modd condructionsmay have scope over the moddized propasition or over the
modadity itself (cf. Pamer 2001:90EB8). In Romani the differences in the scope of negaion
are reflected especialy in the linear order of the negaor, as exemplified for the Rumungro
(South Central) variety of Selice, Slovakia. In (46b) and (47b) the negaor immediately
precedes the main verb, having scope over the moddized propostion: the condrudions
express, respectively, possibility and necessity of a negdive propasition. In (46¢) and (470,
on the other hand, the negator immediately precedes the modd, being cumulated with it in
(460, and has scope over the moddity: the condructions express, respectively, negdive
possibility and negative necessity of an affirmative propostion. Findly, in (46d) and (47d)
both negaors are used: the condrudions express, respectively, negdive possbility and
negative necessity of a negative propostion.!’

(46) Possibility (47) Necessity

¥ The example (47d) has been elicited but might not occur in natural discourse
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a !glekeas a Stelekeras

can he ACC do.SUBJ.1PL mug heACC do.SUBJ.1PL
Qve can/may do it Qve mug do itd

b. !g lenakeras b. stelenakeras
can he ACC NEG do.SUBJ.1PL mug heACC NEG do.SUBJ.1PL
(x is possible tha we don®do itO ( is necessary that we don®do itO
i.e. Qve need nat do itO i.e. Qve mug notdo itO

c. ndtiglekeras C. nastelekeras
cannothe ACC do.SUBJ.1PL NEG mug heACC do.SUBJ.1PL
 isn®posible tha we do it x isn®necessary tha we doitO
i.e. Qve cannotfmay notdo itO i.e. Qve need notdo itO

d. ndtigle nakeras d. nastelenakeras
cannothe ACC NEG do.1PL.SUBJ NEG mug heACC NEG do.SUBJ.1PL
& isn®possible tha we don®do itO @ isn® necessary tha we don®do itd
i.e. Qve mug doit® i.e. Qve can/may do itO

In mos Romani dialects, asin Selice Rumungro, negaors preceding (or cumulated with) the
modd have scope over moddity. A single exception is attested: in Welsh Romani the
negator preceding the necessity modal mus (483 has scope ove the propasition, so that na
mus (48b) encodes necessity of a negative propostion (@nugt notd) rather than negive
necessity (eed notd). This is clearly dueto patern borowing from English, athough mus
itself is more likely to be of German origin (Sampson 1926:1, 216). In theremainde of this
section we will be concerned solely with negaive moddity, focusng on the formal
relationship between affirmative and negative moddity.

(48) Welsh Romani (British, Wales, Sampson 1926,11: 236)
a Mus te ves mansa
mus  COMPcome.SUBJ.2SG [.INSTR
& ou mug come with me.O
b. Na mus te $as odoj $3"
NEG mug COMPstay.SUBJ.1PL there long
QVe mug not stop there long O

Although negdive volition is expressed by regular negaion of the affirmative
volition modd in mos Romani dialects, a few dialects of Bulgaria employ a different modd
for negdive volition than for affirmative volition. For example, in Pazardik Maokonae the
origind volition modd kam- is retained in negaive contexts (49b) while the newly
grammaticalized volition modd mang (see Section 2.2) is used in affirmative contexts
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(499. The Relitare diaect of Velingrad represents a further stage in the replacement of
kam- by mang-: while the former is restricted to negdive contexts, the latter may now be
used in both polarities. Another rare type of irregularity conaerns the shape of the negator:
in Cerovo Cocomanja mog verbs take the indicative negator ng while the volition verb
kam- takes nan, which probably derives from the third-person present negative copula form
nang.

(49) Pazard$ik Malokonae (Balkan, Bulgaria)

a Mangaa te rav andi Z.
want/demand PRES.1SG COMPgo0.SUBJ.1SG in.DEFtown
@ want to go to town.O

b. Na kamamte rav andi  z.
NEG want/love PRES.1SG COMPgo.SUBJ.1SG in.DEFtown
@ don®want to go to town.O

Negdive possibility isfrequently irregular in tha it is often not expressed by regular
negaion of the affirmative posibility modd. Although the Early Romani negdive
possibility modd na'ti may continue a regularly negaed form of the affirmative possibility
modd a’ti or derive from a condruction involving the negaor and the affirmative possibility
modd /g (see Section 2.3), in ndthe case is ndti completely regular in synchronic terms.
Indeed, pars such as /g vs nati can be even consdered to be suppletive. Neverthdess,
many Romani diaects have discontinued this Early Romani heritage as a result of
hypeandyss (cf. Croft 2000: 121P126), andogical regularization, grammaticalization and
borrowing.

The first source of regular negaion of possibility is the semantic shift of negdive
possibility modds into modds of affirmative possibility. This development, which has
occurred in most modean Sinti dialects, consists in an addition of a more transparent negaor
(the German-origin nit/nix or ga) to a former negative possibility modd (na'ti or ng) and a
subsquent hyperandysis of the inhaent negdive value of the modd as a propeaty of the
negaor alone (cf. Boretzky & Igla 2004: 183184, El'’k & Matras 2006: 159). Examples
from Audrian Sinti, a dialect in a transitiond stage of the development, are illudrative: the
modd ng may still express the negaive possibility fundion by itself (509, thoughit is
more likely to be negated by a borowed negaor in this fundion (50b), the prevailing
fundion of plain ng is afirmative posibility (50¢. Thos Sinti varieties tha have
undegone the complete shift now possess regularly negaed possibility modds, e.qg.
Auvergne Manu! na'ti @anOvs nati ga @anno® Although the addition of a more
trangparent negator to the negaive possibility modd has also occurred in severa Bakan
dialects of Romani, giving rise to forms such as nandti, thee is no hypegandyss of
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negation and so plain na'ti, if there is one continues to fundion as a negaive possbility
modd in these dialects.’®

(50) Audrian Sinti (Northwestern, Audria)

a Ng be ( im-r khei.
cannot Sit.PRES.2SG alwayshome
& ou can@sit at home all thetime.O

b. Ng f'rena butr nit  khel.
can[nof] drive.PRES.3PL more NEG honme
Ghey can®drive home anymore.O

C. Kola nic-rens man vri kg ng  nic-rens /- man  vri.
tha.PL useIMPF.3PLI.ACCout whee can usIMPF.3PLthey |.NOMout
('hey used me as much as they were able to use me.O

Next, the negdive possibility modd na'ti may be re-andyzed as containing the regular verb
negaor and a novd affirmative possibility modal may be created by andogy. Boretzky®
(1996a 5E6) clam tha this kind of andogical decompostion gave rise to the affirmative
ati in geneaal (see Section 2.3) is somewhat problematic in tha it does not accountwell for
the form@ initiadl vowel. Neverthdess, andogical decompostion is likely to be the source of
ti'  nal!tiin Moravian and Abbruzian Romani and of si(k) ' nasti(k) in Lombardian
and Piedmontese Sinti (these dialects retain the Early Romani negaor ng.** Regular
negation of inheited possibility modds may also result from an andogy in the oppcasite
direction. Thusseveral Romani diaects of, or originaing, in Romania have supplemented or
even replaced the origind negative possibility modd na'ti by a condruction conssting of a
regular verb negaor and affirmative possibility modd, e.g. Kurturare & !/g-, Y%anxgcy &
dasfi(-sar)-, Lajel aEKi!injevcyERakarenge ni da'ti(-sar)-, Ursari ni (d)alti(-z)-, and probably
aso K(r(midaja naa'tik.

Findly, regular negaion is also found with thos possibility modds tha have been
grammaticalized from lexical verbs (see Section 2.3), e.g. d#an- @o be ableQvs. na d#an-
ot to be able® and in those didects tha borrow a possibility modd and negate it by a
regular negator. The negator may be indigenous in which case Romani GemicaquesOthe
regular negative possibility expression of the source languaye of the possibility modd, e.g.

18 In Taikon Kalderal of Sweden inflected na'ti- Got to be capableOrequires an additional analytical negator,
while uninflected na'ti @annotOdoes not allow one (cf. Section 2.3). Again, there is no hyperanalysis of
negation in the former case

1% Diffusion from another Italian Romani dialect is likely to be the source of /t/ in Italian Xoraxane, unlessone
wants to assume that the analogical decomposition of na’ti took place before the development of the innovative
(South Vlax) indicative negator n.
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Parakalamos Romani na bor-, Finnish Romani na vojuv-, Lithuanian Romani na mo#/n-. Or,
less commonly, the possibility modd may be borrowed togeher with its L2 negaor, as in
Russian Romani and in some Ukrainian diaects, e.g. in Kiev Servy (51).

(51) Kiev Servy (Ukrainian, Ukraine)
Ame n@@v n@ madld kada te  aakhe
we.NOM nowhere [NEG can.PRET.PL]®s® this COMPfindINF
QVe couldn®find this anywhere.O

However, semicalquing and matter borowing of negdive possibility modds only
represents a minor patern within Romani: mos dialects tha borrow an affirmative
possibility modd retain the indigenous negaive nati, and so they re-iterate or introduce
suppletion between ther affirmative and negdive possibility modds. Also, the use of a
borowed possibility modd in negdive possibility does not automatically result in a
regularly negaed negdive possbility expresson. Both points may be illudrated by
examples from Karditsa Romani. This dialect borrows its possibility modd from Greek
(529 but retains the indigenous negaive possibility modd (52b) There is neverthdess
another way to express negaive possibility: the borrowed affirmative possibility modd may
combine with the indigenous negative possibility modd, which in effect fundions as an
irregular negator in the domain of possibility (520).

(52) Karditsa Romani (Balkan, Greece)

a  Borinea te keres but  me  sfiri?
can.PRES.2SG COMPdo.SUBJ.2SG work with hammer
@an you work with a hammer?0

b. Ame nasti  d#zéa pda
we.NOM cannotgoPRES.1PL back
Ve can®go back.O
c. Nasti bonnava t dav boa o khe.
cannot can.PRES.1SG COMPgive.SUBJ.1SG dye DEF hous
@ can®pant thehhouse.O

Negdive necessity is mostly expressed by regular negaion of affirmative necessity
modds. Exceptionsto this general patern are contact indued. For example, in Hameln Sinti
the negdive counerpart of the necessity particle hunk is a regular negaion of the modal
brauxte, which cannot occur without a negaor (Holzinge 1993: 92).%° This restriction

% The saurce (Holzinger 1993) is not explicit about whether hunte can be regularly negated, or not.
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derives from an identical restriction on the source element, the German verb brauchen Go
need® when used with a clausal complement. A similar, though somewha more complex,
patern applies to the necessity verb peka(m)- (see Section 2.4) in Burgenland Roman. When
used impersondly (Type nPnF) the verb expresses paticipant-internd necessity (539 and
can be regularly negated (53b). However, when the verb is inflected for subject categories
within a persond construction (Type PnF) it mug be accompanied by a negaor and the
condruction expresses negdive participant-external necessity (53¢). Regular negaion of the
paticipan-externd necessity modd iste appears to be extremely rare (53d)* Halwachs
(1998:158) explains this asymmetry as a result of patern borrowing from German.

(53) Burgenland Roman (South Central, Austria; Halwachs et a. 1999)

a Le fafunge eklik te hd
DEF.OBL child.PL.DAT alittle COMPeat.SUBJ.3SG[= INF]
pekalahi.

be needed .IMPF.3SG
(rhe children would need to eat a bit.O(p. 48)

b. Ni te hd, ni'ta lake na
not even COMPeat.SUBJ.3SG[= INF] nothing sheDAT NEG
pekal.
be needed .PRES.3SG
(he does not even need to eat or anything ese.Q(p. 66)
c. Na pekgs manda te daal.
NEG mug.PRES.2SG I.ABL COMP fear.SUBJ.3SG[= INF]

¥ ou need not be afraid of me.Q(p. 96)

d Na iste us skgipe azan.
NEG mug to.DEFteaching g0.PRES.3PL
(rhey need not go to the course.(Romani Patrin 1999:8)

3. Grammaticalization and borrowing asymmetries

3.1. Functional aspects of grammaticalization

Mog of thoee Romani modd expressions tha are not material borrowings derive from
Romani lexical verbs or other pre-modal constructions The sources for modds were
discussed in the daa sections (2.2B4) and are summarized in (54E66). Mog of the

2L |t is unattested in a large collection of authentic Burgenland Roman narratives (Halwachs et al. 1999) and
not discussel in the grammar of the dialect (Halwachs 1998).
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developments are dialect-specific, with the exception of the pre-split extenson of the verb
Go lovelto volition fundions (see Section 2.1). Modd uses of copula condructionsare also
likely to have existed in Early Romani, though grammaticalization of these constructions
into dedicated modds is certainly dialect-specific (see Section 2.4). The mgjority of the
developments in (54Eb6) involved contact-induced grammaticalization on the modd of
Romani@ L 2s and some grammaticaized modds even result from straightforward calquing
or semicalquing (e.g. those based on Russian prixoditga, see Section 2.3).

(54) volition < Qove likeQ Gsk for, demandO
less agentive volition < QvantOreflexive/middle

(55) possibility < Gehaved Qvork out, go outd) @et [somewhere] O
capability < Gnowd) GindestandQ@nanaged
pemission < @aed
(56) necessity < Gehaved have, hold) Gvant, owed) @omelrefl., ndebtedO

need, weak obligation < QvantCreflexive

Some modds are less grammaticalized than othersin tha they ill retain thar lexica
meanings as well, thus possessing greater semantic weight or integrity (cf. Lehmann 2002:
112) This holds especidly for the volition modds, induding the verb kam- (e.g. Selice
Romani Go love, to like; to wish, to desire; to owe; to wantQ, whose modd fundion must
have existed since Early Romani and which thus shows remarkable semantic stability.
Lexica meanings are aso retained in several more recently grammaticalized modds, such
as those expressing capability (e.g. Crimean Romani hd@v- @o undestand; to fedl; to
guess, to manage to be abled and those tha calque polysemous source expressions (e.g.
Russian Romani bango @rooked; indebted; obliged® see Section 2.4). Modds expressing
paticipant-interna necessity mogly also possess the lexical meaning @o need [sth.]Q though
several diaects differentiate between expressions of event-oriented/modd need and object-
oriented/lexical need, e.g. devolitiond kamp- vs. borowed potrebin- in some dialects of
Slovakia

Semantic developments between different kinds of modality indudethe extension
of modds specialized for participant-internd possibility and necessity (capability and need)
into other possibility and necessity fundions as well (cf. the discussion of d#an- and kamp-,
respectively, in Sections 2.3 and 2.4). This is in line with van der Auwera & Plungian®@
(1998) moddity@ semantic map. We have suggested in Section 2.3 that Early Romani
possessed two paossibility modds, /g and &ti. The evidence from Kalderal, a dialect cluster
tha preserves both /g and da’ti- (mog likely a variant of a'tr), shows that the latter tends to
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be less grammaticalized semantically (according to van der Auwera & Plungian® map).? In
Pite)ti Kaldeaa ’g is only atested as an expression of epistemic possibility, the mog
grammaticalized semantic fundion, whereas da’ti- dominates all possbility fundions In
Taikon Kalderal of Sweden, on the other hand, the modd /g expresses participant-externd,
deontic or epistemic possbility (57&x; Type nPF2), while dati- is specialised for
paticipant-internad possibility (cf. the glossary item (e able, be capable, can, manageQin
Gjerdman & Ljungbeg 1963:222; Type PF). This distinction is paalelled by a smilar, if
not identical, fundiond distinction in the negaive domain, probably due to morphological
andogy: uninflected na'ti can express most impossibility fundions(57dbg; Type nPF2), but
inflected nati- is specialized for participant-internd impossibility (57f; Type PF). The
Kadeaa daa suggest tha the Early Romani &ti was specialized for paticipant-internd
possibility (perhaps dueto a relatively late grammaticalization from a copula condruction)
and tha its semantic extenson to participant-externd possibility is a recent, dialect-specific,
development.®

(57) TaikkonKalderal (North Vlax, Sweden; Gjerdman & Ljungbeg 1963:127)
a 'g dav tu de  kronujS
can give.PRES.1SG thouACC ten  crown.PL
@ can give you ten crownsO
b. 'g keres sar  kames.
can do.PRES.2SG how want.PRES.2SG
& oumay do asyoulike.O
c. 'g avel voj tehaa
can come.PRES.3SG she tomorrow
&he may/might come tomorrow.O

d. Nat ank3dine lako trgo.
cannot hold.PRET.3PL she GEN life
(hey couldn®save her life.O

e Nati vazdd o gono korkoro.

cannot |ift. PRES3SGDEF bag doneM
(e can@ lift the bag himself.0

2 |n same Kalderal varieties both possbility modals appear to have identical functions (e.g. in a %anxajcy
variety of Ukraine and in the Bunkule! and Markule! varieties of Banat and northern Serbia, cf. Boretzky
1994. 137). Unfortunately, the sources on other dialects that possess reflexes of both modals, Moravian
Romani and Italian Xoraxane with /aj and /t/, contain no detailed information on modal functions.

2 The evidence from a variety of %anxajcy Kitajake is puzzling: in this Kalderal -type dialect da'ti- only has
the lexical meaning Go dareQ) while al possbility functions are expressed by /aj. This either assumes de-
grammaticalization of da'ti- or questions the etymological connection between & ti and da’ ti-.
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f. natin te keren amenge khand.
NEG unalePRES.3PL COMPdo.SUBJ.3FPL weDAT nothing
(hey aren® able to cause any harm to usO

Of al moddities, volition is mog prone to further grammaticalisation processes in
Romani. The development of volition modds into necessity modds has been discussed in
Section 2.4. In addition, in some North Vlax dialects we find the epistemic possibility
adverb kam @erhgpd) which might derive from the verb kam-, although a Romanian
etymology is aso possible (Boretzky 2003:67, Boretzky & Igla 2004:173) Volition modds
can also grammaticalize into post-modal meanings Some varieties of Slovak Romani have
developda the de-volitiond free-choice postfix -kam in de-interrogdive indefinites, e.g. so-
kam Gnything whasoeverO (< *@vha one wants(). More importantly, in al Romani
dialects of the Balkans the volition verbs have given rise to the future proclitics kam kan ka
< *kam- or ma m3< *mang-, which are modelled on the future markers deriving from
volitiond verbsin other Balkan languages (Greek 4aand so on; Boretzky 1999b:1700172).

Future meanings may also be encoded by the impersond copula construction, which
othewise tends to grammaticalize into possibility and, more often, necessity modds (see
Sections2.3£4). In several Romani dialects of Macedonia and Bulgaria this development has
occurred especially in negative polarity due to patern borowing from East South Slavic
(Boretzky 1999b:1720173) For example, in Montana Kalgjd$ affirmative future is marked
by the de-volitiond proditic kaim) (578, while the negative future is encoded through a
condruction containing the negative third-person present copula form and the nonfactud
complementizer (57b), calquing Bulgaian /te and njama dg respectively. In severa diaects
of Romania and Kosovo impersond copula congructions encode future in both polarities,
due to an impeafect replication of the persona possessive-like future construcion in
Romanian and Albanian. For example, we find future condrudions with present copula
forms in Ursari (cf. Boretzky 1999a 113) and condructions with future copula forms in
K(r(midaja (58&b). Althoughthe development of future from necessity is well attested
cross-linguigtically, it is not obvious tha this is wha hgppened in the above Romani
didects. It is quite possible tha, at least in some of the dialects, the semantically vague
copula condruction acquired the future fundion directly, dueto patern borrowing from an
L2, withoutever passing throughthe necessity stage In any case, pos-modd developments
of strongly grammaticalized possibility and necessity modds are unatested in Romani.

(57) MontanaKalgjd$ (Balkan, Bulgaria)

a Tase kam- ovav amende
tomorrow FUT become.SUBJ1SG welOC
Gomorrow | will be at home [at our place].O
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b. Tase nang te ove tumende
tomorrow COP.NEG.PRES.3 COMPbecome.SUBJ2SG youlLOC
Gomorrow you won®be at home [at your place].O

(58) K(r(midarja (North Central, Romania)®

a Tese aa te avaw khee
tomorrow come.FUT.3G COMPcome.SUBJ.1SG home
Gomorrow | will be at home.O

b. Tese na aa te aves khere.
tomorrow NEG come.FUT.3SG COMPcome.SUBJ.2SG home
Gomorrow you won®be at home.O

3.2. Formal aspects of grammaticalization

The least grammatical Romani modds are fully fledged morphological verbstha, like mogs
lexical verbs inflect for TAM and subject categories. Syntactically, these modd verbs have
scope ove the whole clause that expresses the moddized propostion: the moddized verb
occurs in a subodinae form and is, disregarding some exceptions tha are not specific to
modd condrudions (see Section 2.1), introduced by the nonfactud complementizer. Also,
the nomnative marking of the modal subject NP, which is the only option with persond
modads, can be interpreted as marking of the grammatical subject of the modd verb. There
are three mgor diachronic classes of pesond modd verbs in Romani. First, many are
lexical borrowingsof L2 persona modd verbs thus smply retaining the morphosyntactic
propeties of ther source forms. Second, several modd verbs such as volition kam- and
mang-, (cap)ability d#an- and axaljov-, pemission froma or necessity the- derive from
lexical verbs Significantly, this class of modds overlaps amost pefectly with the class of
modds tha dill retain their preemodd meanings as well, and so the low degree of
morphog/ntactic grammaticalization of these modd verbs paallels ther low degree of
semantic grammaticalization.

Findly, and perhgps mog interestingly, dedicated modds, too, may be persond verbs
This is the case of the possibility modds /g(-in)-, (d)a'ti(-z/sar)- and ndti(-n/sar)- in a few
(formerly contiguous dialects (see Section 2.2). These possibility verbs do not represent an
earlier, less grammaticalized, stage of the uninflected /g, a/ti and na'ti, which are foundin
the rest of Romani. Rather, they mugd have acquired ther persond inflection secondaily,

% Note that the K(r(midarja future construction is not an instance of (directly) de-allative future (cf. Heine &
Kuteva 2005: 103). Although a@ais a form of the verb Go comeQ this verb generally provides some TAM (viz.
non-indicative and future) forms of the copula and the verb of existence (Go be, to becomeQ in this dialect.
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through andogy, one kind of evidence beng ther morphology othewise typica of
loanverbs Similarly, the persond inflection of kamp- and pekam- in some dialects must be
an andogical innovdion based on the impersond kamp- and pekam- (see Section 2.3), since
the forms contain a reflex of the reflexive pronoun,which is only used in the third person.
Despite ther andogical rather than grammaticalization origin, the above possibility verbs
tend to have less grammatical fundions than thar uninflected counerparts, provided they
co-exist within a variety (cf. 57). On the other hand, if both persond and impersond kamp-
or pekam- co-exist within a variety, the persond (participant-externd) modd is more
grammatical semantically than the impersonal (participant-interna) modd, which appears to
contradict the degree of thar morphog/ntactic grammaticality. The fact that the impersonal
(paticipant-internd) necessity modds kamp- or pekam- also fundion as lexical verbs of
need seems to berelevant here.

Impersond modd verbs i.e. modds inflecting for TAM but not subject categories, are
obvioudy less differentiated morphologically than persond modd verbs. The lack of subject
inflection may result from obligatorification of an impersond modd condrudtiion (as in the
case of the loans of Bulgarian mo#ein some dialects, see Section 2.2) or from fossilisation
of afrequent personEnunber form of a persond modd (as in the case of the borrowed mora
in some dialects, see Section 2.3), and so, given tha obligaorification and fossilization are
recognized paradigmatic aspects of grammaticalization (cf. Croft 2000: 157), impersond
modds can be consdered to be more grammatical than pesonal modds. If there is
aternaion between persond and impersonal modd forms, the latter tend to occur in the
more frequent TAM categories. Like pesonal modd verbs impersona modd verbs have
scope ove the whole clause that expresses the moddized propostion: the moddized verb
occurs in a subodinae form and is introducd by the complementizer. However, some
impersond modd verbs with finite complements (Type nPF1) have nominaive marking of
themodd subject NP, which isto beinterpreted as the grammatical subject of the moddized
verb rather than of the modd. This indicates a certain degree of syntactic degradation of the
modd. Impesond verb inflection is common especially with possibility and necessity
modds, often dueto theimpersondity of the source or model expressionsin Romani@ L 2s

Clearly the mog grammatical are those modds tha do not inflect either for TAM or
subject categories (Type nPF2), thus fundioning as invariant markers of moddity tha
modify a fully inflected verb. Syntacticaly, such modds do not influence the argument
structure of the moddized verb, and so the modd subject is invariably marked as the
grammatical subject of the moddized verb (i.e. nominaive-marked with mog verbs). Also,
they are the only type of modds tha alow an obligaory absence of the nonfactud
complementizer, which is the last remnant of the embedded status of the moddized verb.
The development of uninflected modals thus involves both paradigmatic and syntagmatic
morphog/ntactic processes of grammaticalization: fosslization and/or morphological 1oss of
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verbd inflection on the one hand and structural condensation, scope decrease and loss of
indgpendent syntactic status on the other (cf. Croft 2000: 157). In addition to modds tha
were inheited as uninflected from Early Romani (/g, &ti and na'ti) and borrowed modds
tha are uninflected in the source language as well, there are quite a few instances of
recently grammaticalized uninflected modds in the domain of possibility (ng, trunt, dafte)
and especidly necessity (hunk, site, mus mose, brauxte, mote and more). A complete loss
of inflection and indgpendent syntactic statusin expressions of volition, on the other hand, is
assodated with pog-modd fundions If thee is aterndion beween condrudions with
inflected vs uninflected modds, the latter tend to occur in the more frequent TAM
categories. More importantly, they also tend to occur in the more grammaticalized fundions
within a certain moddity, as the distindion beween the the tensed modds expressing
studiond necessity and the default-tense (and so in a sense uninflected) modds expressing
epistemic necessity in (4) and (44) illudrates.

All Romani modds are free forms, i.e. noneis boundto the moddized verb as a clitic
or even as an affix. This aso holds for those Romani dialects that have been in contact with
languages that possess bound modds (cf. possibility suffixes in Turkish and Hungaian):
unlike free modds, boundmodds are never borrowed in thar material form; and if there is
patern replication it does not concern the degree of codescence. Codescence with the
moddized verb has only affected the post-volition future markers (see Section 3.1), which
are proditics. Ingances of codescence of a modd with the nonfactud complementizer fe
are restricted to uninflected modds, and so to possibility and necessity. Codescence with
thereflexive pronounis typical of de-volitond necessity.

3.3. Borrowing asymmetries

Moddity is a domain tha is congicuoudy susceptible to structural borrowing in Romani.
However, the borrowing behaviour is asymmetrical: Some moddity categories are more
likely to be borrowed than othe's. The oveal likelihood moddity categories to be affected
by structural borrowing is expressed by the following hierarchy:

(59) necessity > possibility > volition

Necessity appears at the top of the borrowability scale, meaning that it is both the mos
frequently borrowed modadity category in the cross-dialect sample, and that lower positions
on the hierarchy Bvolition and possibility Dare not likely to be borrowed unless necessity is
borrowed too. The hierarchy seems compatible to some degree with the hierarchy of
grammaticalization: Both possibility and necessity are targes in the grammaticalization
process, rather than points of departure; in other words, they occupy higher postions on the
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grammaticalization hierarchy. This appears to suggest that the absence of a highly
grammaticalized, semantically dedicated expression for moddity attracts borowing as an
enrichment to the system. Such an argument follows a traditiond Qyap-hypothesisO
approach to borowing: items that are OmissingOin the recipient system are more likely to
be borowed from a donor system. It does not however, explain the relative low
susceptibility of volition to borowing B which in Romani is the least grammaticalized
modadity category. It appears, rather, tha the trigge for borowing is to be found in the
semantic-pragmatic fundions involved. Prone to borowing are those moddity categories
tha are paticipant-externd, rather than participant-internd. Arguably, necessity involves
greater intendty of externa pressure than possibility, allowing usto podulate the following
hierarchy:

(60) externd pressure (necessity) > external facilitation (possibility) > internd (volition)

Borrowing, in effect the spesker accommodaing GntrusongDfrom a (dominant) externd
language is thusin a sense a metaphorica reflection of the actor succumbing to externd
pressure. In relation to language processing in communicative interaction, it is yet another
expression of the susceptibility to borowing (in an oral, minority language) of structures
expressing contrast, discontinuity, uncertainty, or exemption. As discussed aready in El!’k
& Matras (2006: 385-386) and in Matras (1998) we may condude tha borowing targets
firstly those grammatical devices tha are employed to process instances of potential tension
between the message conveyed by the spesker, and the hearer@ expectations It is, therefore,
the Gtress-effectOin processing discourse tha |eads the bilingud speaker to lose control over
the @orrectOsel ection of languaye form, a production error which, unéfected by nomative
attitudes may lead to convergence or QusonCof the structural representation of the category
in both languayes Di.e. to structural dorowingO

A rather different picture emerges from the distribuion of bomrowed inflection
accompanying borrowed moddity structures. While such borrowed inflection is common
with modds expressing possibility, it is rather rare with necessity B in a way reversing the
hierarchy observed in (59). (Borrowed inflection with volition is attested in only one
diaects, Dolenjski). The explanation is likely to be related to the availability of impersond
moddity markers in the contact languayes, as well as the oveal semantic-pragmatic
tendency to express necessity as an externd, impesond force (cf. even the language
internd grammaticalisation from volition in kam- to an impersonal, reflexive necessity
expression kampd).
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4. Conclusions
Figure (1) presents an integrated map of the grammaticalization pahs of Romani modds:

Figure 1: Romani moddity: An integrated map of grammeaticalization paths

post-modal:
future,
indefinite.

less agentive
volition:
middle, refl.

desire/
demand

CAPABILITY

knowledge/
understanding,
manage

POSSIBILITY

existence/
possession,
arrival

internal force external force
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Two prindpd dimendons appear as relevant to the evaluaion of moddity and its
grammaticalization paths. Moddity categories can firstly be arranged on a cline reflecting
the degree of intensity or determination B a con<ious force driving the modd
evaluaion of a target action This cline interacts with a split beween the anchoring of
modadity throughinternal and external force. On the internd-force side, degerminaion is
expressed as agentivity: It is strongest in volition, weaker in capability, and ambiguousor
irrelevant in possibility. On the externd-foae side deerminaion is expressed as intensive
outside pressure: This is strong with necessity, weaker with permission, and ambiguousor
irrelevant in possibility. Internd-force moddity is of course present in volition and
capability, but ambiguousin possibility, while externd-force moddity is present in necessity
and pemission, but also ambiguous in possibility. Possibility thustakes up a rather neutral
postion on the chart, free of explicit determination, and unddined for eithe internd-
agentive or externd-causative involvement.

The grammaticalization pahs of Romani modds geneally lead from predications
depicting a mental-emotiond state, a material state, or, margindly, movement. Thee is a
strong tendency for internd-force predicationsto feed into internd-force moddity, and for
predications that are situaed at least on the borderline beween internd and externd
semantic conaeptudizationsto feed into externd-force moddity. Thus existence is arguably
externdly-driven, as it is taken at face value without reference to the spesker@ own
emotions or intentions. Possesson is somewhat ambiguous as it entails a clam for
possession on the part of the participant, but arguably also recognition of the possession
relationship from an externd source. In terms of its own grammaticalization path, Romani
possession tendsto draw on existence, suppoting this ambiguity, at the very least, and quite
possibly further biasing its externd orientation. While the (margind) grammaticalization of
Qo daeOfor permission is an exception to this tendency, the split between internd and
grammaticalization paths receives suppot from the fact tha possibility, occupying an
ambiguous postion, shows mixed source deriving both from expressions of internd and
externd states-of-affairs.

The two prindpd dimensions depicted in Figure (1) also serve as a useful map to
interpret the role of structural borrowing in the Romani moddity system. Borrowing is mos
frequently encountered when there is close correlation of externd-force moddity with
intendty (in this case, intengve outside pressure), as discussed in 3.3.

On the entire chat, volition clearly stands out as the category with the greatest
potential for furthe grammaticalization. Its grammatical deivations may cross the
agentivity line to serve as impersond, externd-force modds, which in turn may serve as
sources for the grammaticalization of necessity expressions. Volition expressions may aso
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end up in fundions beyond strict moddity, such as the epistemic future or the marking of
inddfiiteness.
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