The pragmatic functions of mos in Kaaps: A corpus-based account
Abstract
This article provides the first dedicated corpus-based account of the pragmatic functions of mos in Kaaps. While earlier work on mos has been conducted primarily within scholarship on Afrikaans, no previous study has examined the particle systematically in Kaaps. Drawing on a purpose-built corpus of spoken and written Kaaps comprising 328,493 words and 479 tokens of mos, the article investigates which pragmatic functions the particle exhibits and how these functions are distributed across the corpus. The analysis identifies four recurrent functions: shared knowledge, new but essential information, justification, and assertion. These functions are not equally distributed. Shared-knowledge uses dominate the corpus, accounting for 73.3% of all tokens, while justification, assertion, and new but essential information occur less frequently but remain robustly attested. A qualitative analysis further shows that the shared-knowledge category is not internally uniform, but ranges from relatively local, interaction-specific common ground to broader socially or normatively available knowledge. Most importantly, the article argues that assertion must be recognised as a distinct pragmatic function of mos in Kaaps. This extends the three-way baseline established in earlier descriptions of Afrikaans mos and shows that the Kaaps data warrant an account in their own right. More broadly, the findings suggest that the pragmatic contribution of mos is best understood as a constrained set of recurrent discourse-pragmatic outcomes whose interpretation depends on local context.
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1. Introduction
This article investigates the pragmatic functions of mos in Kaaps. Although mos has received sustained attention in earlier work on Afrikaans, no previous study has offered a dedicated corpus-based account of its use in Kaaps. The present article addresses that gap by providing a descriptive analysis of how mos is used in spoken and written Kaaps data and by identifying the recurrent pragmatic functions associated with it.
Kaaps is treated here as an African language that emerged on African soil within the multilingual contact ecology of the Cape, while also displaying clear West Germanic structural properties (University of Cape Town 2024; Williams et al. 2026). This framing is important for the present study. It situates Kaaps within African linguistics without severing it from the comparative grammatical traditions relevant to the study of discourse particles. At the same time, it avoids treating Kaaps as analytically secondary to more standardised languages such as Afrikaans, a language to which Kaaps is structurally related. The point of departure in earlier Afrikaans scholarship on mos is therefore comparative rather than classificatory: that literature is engaged because it contains the most sustained prior discussion of mos, not because Kaaps is assumed to be derivative of Afrikaans.
Within work on modal particles, and discourse particles more generally, items such as mos have been described as interactionally meaningful units whose contribution is often tied to speaker assumptions, shared knowledge, discourse management, and stance rather than to propositional content alone (Waltereit 2001; Diewald 2006; see also Wiltschko 2021). In scholarship on Afrikaans, mos has typically been associated with functions such as shared knowledge, marking new but essential information for the progression of the narrative, and justification (Conradie 1995; Jantjies 2009; Janthie & Van Dulm 2012). What remains unclear, however, is how mos patterns pragmatically in Kaaps, and whether the Kaaps data motivate the same functional inventory or require a more refined descriptive account.
The article addresses this question by asking what pragmatic functions mos exhibits in Kaaps and how these functions distribute across a purpose-built corpus of written and spoken data. The analysis reported here identifies four recurrent pragmatic functions, namely shared knowledge, justification, new but essential information, and assertion. These functions are not equally frequent. Shared knowledge emerges as the dominant use, while the remaining functions occur more restrictively. At the same time, the Kaaps data show that assertion must be recognised as a distinct pragmatic function of mos, rather than being folded into the better-established categories used in earlier descriptions of Afrikaans mos.
The article makes two main contributions. Empirically, it provides the first dedicated corpus-based account of the pragmatic profile of mos in Kaaps. Analytically, it argues for a constrained four-way classification grounded in explicit discourse diagnostics and supported by distributional evidence. In doing so, the article contributes to the description of Kaaps as an underdescribed African language and to the broader study of discourse particles in languages whose interactional systems remain insufficiently documented.
The article is structured as follows. Section 2 situates Kaaps as an African and West Germanic language and reviews earlier work on mos. Section 3 describes the corpus, the extraction of tokens, and the annotation procedure. Section 4 presents the quantitative distribution of the pragmatic functions identified in the data. Section 5 offers a qualitative analysis of each function in turn. Section 6 discusses the broader implications of the findings for the description of mos in Kaaps and for the study of discourse particles more generally. Section 7 concludes.
2. Kaaps and previous work on mos
2.1 Kaaps as an African and West Germanic language
Kaaps is treated in this article as both an African and a West Germanic language. It is African in the sense that it emerged and developed on African soil within the multilingual contact ecology of the Cape, shaped by sustained interaction among enslaved peoples, indigenous communities, and European settlers (Williams et al. 2026). At the same time, it displays clear structural and typological properties that align it with the West Germanic family, including a basic subject-object-verb word order, robust verb-second patterning, and attested verb-third structures (Van Rooi 2022). Taken together, these properties situate Kaaps within a recognisably West Germanic clausal architecture, even as its genesis, ecology, and identity are African.
This framing also matters for classificatory reasons. In much of the literature (see for example Hendricks 2016; Basson and Le Cordeur 2018; Biberauer and Cavirani-Pots 2025), Kaaps has been described as a variety of Afrikaans. While that description may appear neutral, it risks reproducing a hierarchy in which Standard Afrikaans is treated as the legitimate form and Kaaps as derivative. The present article does not adopt that perspective. Instead, Kaaps is treated as a language with its own historical trajectory, sociolinguistic significance, and structural regularities, while also recognising its close sociohistorical and structural relationship to Afrikaans and other West Germanic languages. Earlier Afrikaans work on mos is therefore used here as a comparative point of departure, not as a classificatory template into which Kaaps must simply be fitted. 
2.2 Earlier descriptions of mos
Previous work on mos has been conducted primarily within scholarship on Afrikaans. This literature provides the main comparative background for the present study, since mos has not previously been investigated systematically in Kaaps. In Afrikaans, mos (as in (1)) is described as a modal particle associated with shared or background knowledge (Conradie 1995; Roberge 2002: 404-405). Roberge (2002: 404-405) further traces the form diachronically to Dutch immers, while also showing that mos no longer has a synchronic adverbial counterpart in Afrikaans (see also de Villiers 2025: 124). On this view, mos is best treated synchronically as a fully grammaticalised particle rather than as an adverb. This is the position adopted here as a comparative point of departure.

Ons	skrywe		mos	teen	die	einde	van	die	
we	write		MP	against	the	end	of	the	
		jaar	met	die	matrikulante
		year	with	the	matriculants
‘We write at the end of the year with the matriculants, as we both know.’
[Afrikaans; Janthie & Van Dulm 2012: 9]

Hy	moet	gevra		word	mos
he	must	PTCPL-ask	be	MP
‘He must be asked, certainly.’
[Afrikaans; Jantjies 2009: 49]
The most systematic descriptive accounts of mos in spoken Afrikaans remain those of Jantjies (2009) and Janthie & Van Dulm (2012). These studies show that mos occurs typically in sentence-medial position (1), though clause-final uses are also attested ((2) above), while clause-initial uses are not reported (Jantjies 2009: 48-49; Jantjies & Van Dulm 2012: 9-17). They also show that mos differs from (sentential) adverbs in that it is excluded from the preverbal field and takes scope over the proposition rather than over smaller constituents (Jantjies 2009: 48-49). Earlier Afrikaans scholarship therefore establishes a fairly clear descriptive profile of mos as a particle with constrained syntactic distribution and clause-level interpretive effects.
On the pragmatic side, the Afrikaans literature identifies three recurrent functions of mos. First, it may mark a proposition as part of the interlocutors’ common ground, that is, as mutually known or shared knowledge (Conradie 1995: 45; Roberge 2002: 406; Jantjies & Van Dulm 2012: 9-10). Secondly, it may introduce ‘new’ information. That is information that is not treated as already shared, but is presented as necessary for the hearer to follow the unfolding discourse or narrative (Jantjies 2009: 12; Jantjies & Van Dulm 2012: 12). Thirdly, it may present a reason or justification by linking the clause containing mos to prior discourse in a causal or explanatory way (Conradie 1995: 47; Jantjies & Van Dulm 2012: 14-15). In this sense, the Afrikaans literature treats mos not simply as a marker of one fixed meaning, but as a particle whose contribution is tied to how a proposition is positioned in relation to shared knowledge, discourse progression, and explanatory coherence.
These studies provide the immediate descriptive basis for the present article, even though they do not amount to a dedicated account of mos in Kaaps. Taken together, they establish a three-way comparative baseline in which mos is associated with shared knowledge, new but essential information, and justification. At the same time, they leave open the question of whether this functional inventory is sufficient for Kaaps. The present article therefore builds on these earlier descriptions without assuming in advance that the Kaaps data must reproduce them unchanged. 
3. Data and method
3.1 Corpus
The analysis is based on a corpus of Kaaps comprising both spoken and written data. The corpus contains three subcorpora: two spoken corpora, namely the Manenberg Kaaps corpus and the Trilingual Kaaps Dictionary discussions corpus, and one written corpus consisting of published literary works deliberately composed in Kaaps. Taken together, these sources form the mos-corpus used in the study. The inclusion of both spoken and written material is important, since it allows the article to examine mos across different but complementary domains of Kaaps usage rather than restricting the analysis to a single modality.
The spoken component consists entirely of secondary data drawn from existing research projects. The Manenberg Kaaps corpus was created as part of a Master’s project on verb-second and verb-third in Manenberg Kaaps and comprises spontaneous spoken Kaaps collected in 2020 through four focus group discussions involving eight female speakers from Manenberg on the Cape Flats (see Figure 1). The recordings yield 11,916 words of transcribed data. The second spoken component comes from the Trilingual Kaaps Dictionary project, led by Quentin Williams, and consists of spontaneous but task-oriented discussion data collected in 2021 during dictionary compilation meetings. That corpus yields 85,978 words and includes discussions among seven Kaaps speakers from various areas on the Cape Flats, such as Bishop Lavis, Grassy Park, Mitchell’s Plain, and Kuilsriver, also shown in Figure 1. Although both are spoken corpora, they differ in discourse character: the Manenberg recordings capture relatively open conversational interaction, whereas the dictionary meetings are more structured and metalinguistic.
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Figure 1: Map indicating the locations from which participants came: Manenberg, Bishop Lavis, Grassy Park, Mitchell’s Plain, and Kuilsriver (generated in QGIS).




The written component consists of 230,599 words drawn from contemporary Kaaps novels and poetry collections by Nathan Trantraal, Ronelda Kamfer, Olivia Coetzee, and Chase Rhys. These texts are particularly relevant because the authors make a deliberate effort to write in a way that reflects spoken Kaaps. For that reason, the written corpus is not treated as merely supplementary. It is included on par with the spoken corpora in the quantitative and qualitative analysis. Across the full dataset, the corpus yields 479 tokens of mos in 328,493 words. Of these, 264 tokens come from the written corpus and 215 from the spoken corpora. This makes the written component the largest contributor in raw token count, although the particle is proportionally denser in spontaneous speech, especially in the Manenberg corpus.
Because part of the corpus is based on spoken interaction involving human participants, an ethics statement is warranted. The present article does not report on newly collected fieldwork. Rather, it uses secondary spoken data drawn from projects that had already received ethical approval from the University of the Western Cape’s Humanities and Social Sciences Research Ethics Committee. The Manenberg Kaaps corpus was covered by reference number HS20/6/38, and the Trilingual Kaaps Dictionary discussions corpus by reference number HS22/3/6. In both cases, informed consent had been obtained and personal information anonymised in the transcripts. The written corpus, on the other hand, consists of published literary works already available in the public domain, and therefore did not require separate ethical clearance. Taken together, the article relies on either previously approved secondary spoken data or public written materials.
3.2 Data preparation
The data preparation process involved creating a master dataset of mos-tokens drawn from the three subcorpora. Each occurrence of mos was located manually by systematically searching through the spoken transcripts and literary texts, after which it was entered into a central annotation sheet. Tagging and annotation were conducted in a spreadsheet-based corpus management environment, in Google Sheets. 
Each token was assigned a unique identifier. The prefixes distinguished the source subcorpus: WD for written data, MD for Manenberg spoken data, and TD for Trilingual Dictionary spoken data. These prefixes were followed by a padded numerical sequence, for example WD001, WD002, and so on. In addition to token IDs, source labels were standardised so that each text or recording session could be tracked consistently across the dataset. Written sources were labelled using the author, abbreviated title, and year (e.g., Tra_AHNKW_2017), while spoken sources were labelled by focus group or discussion session (e.g., MB_Focus-group 1–4). This system was designed to support transparency, cross-referencing, and replicability throughout the analysis.
Alongside each token, a set of metadata fields was retained. These included the unique token ID, the relevant source reference, and contextual information such as speaker identifiers or page numbers (for written sources), conversation partner (for focus group discussions), and preceding discourse context. Although not all of these fields are central to the argument of the present article, they are methodologically important because they preserve the contextual basis on which pragmatic interpretation was assigned. They also leave room for future work on inter-speaker variation, discourse organisation, or source-specific patterning.
Each token was annotated for both syntactic distribution and pragmatic function. Since the present article is concerned with pragmatics rather than syntax, the discussion below concentrates on the pragmatic side of the annotation scheme. Even so, the dataset was built with a level of annotation detail that exceeds the immediate needs of the current article. Taken together, this means that the pragmatic analysis rests on a systematically prepared corpus. 
3.3 Pragmatic coding categories and diagnostics
As mentioned earlier, the pragmatic classification adopted in this article builds on the descriptive categories identified in earlier Afrikaans work on mos, specifically Jantjies (2009) and Janthie & Van Dulm (2012), but operationalises them explicitly for the Kaaps data. As discussed in Section 2, the Afrikaans literature provides three recurrent categories, namely shared knowledge, new but essential information, and justification. In working through the Kaaps corpus, however, it became clear that a fourth category was required, namely assertion, where mos strengthens the speaker’s commitment to the truth of the proposition. The coding scheme used here therefore consists of four categories: shared knowledge (3a,b), new but essential information (4), justification (5a, b), and assertion (6).
To ensure that these categories were not assigned impressionistically, each token was coded using explicit discourse diagnostics. A token was classified as shared knowledge ((3a) and (3b)) when the speaker treated the proposition as part of the interlocutors’ common ground or as generally accessible information. In practice, these were often cases that could be paraphrased as ‘as you know’, and they frequently involved presuppositional wording, references to shared facts, or contexts in which a follow-up confirmational such as né (in this instance: ‘right’) would be natural. Relevant here was whether the discourse context supported the interpretation that the proposition was being presented as non-novel from the speaker’s perspective.

a.	Ôs	wil	mos	nou	agteoo	sit.
We	want	MP	now	backwards	sit
‘We want, as you know, to sit backwards these days.’
[MB019]
b.	’n	Man	moet	mos	kan	geld	maak.
		a	man	must	MP	can	money	make
‘A person should, as is common knowledge, be able to earn money.’
[WD227]
A token was classified as new but essential information ((4)) when the proposition was clearly not being treated as already shared, but was nonetheless presented as necessary for the hearer’s successful uptake of the unfolding discourse. These were cases where mos functioned less like ‘as you know’ and more like ‘take note of this, it matters for the story’. This distinction is important because it prevents all uses of mos from being collapsed into common ground marking. In the coding scheme, the key diagnostic was not simply newness, but the fact that the information was discourse-organisationally necessary.
Ekt	mos	in	graad	fyf	haa	gekom.
I.have	MP	in	grade	five	there	PTCPL-come
		‘I joined the school in grade five, as I want you to know’
[MB022]
A token was classified as justification ((5a) and (5b))when the clause containing mos provided an explanation, account, or justification for some prior statement or state of affairs. In practical terms, these were contexts where the clause could be understood as answering an explicit or implicit why-question. This criterion ties the coding directly to discourse coherence, that is, to cases where the mos-clause grounds or explains what has already been introduced.

a.	Wan		ek	is	mos	oppe	vegetarian	lyn.
		because 	I 	is	MP	on.a	vegetarian	line
‘Because I am on a vegetarian diet.’
[WD004]

b.	Dis	mos	’n	honest	living
		it.is	MP	a	honest	living
‘It is an honest living.’
[WD078]

Finally, a token was classified as assertion ((6)) when mos strengthened the speaker’s epistemic commitment to the truth of the proposition, often in evaluative, contrastive, or corrective contexts. In such cases, the particle could typically be paraphrased with values such as ‘indeed’, ‘definitely’, ‘really’, or ‘actually’. This category was not simply imported from prior literature, since the three-way Afrikaans baseline did not sufficiently capture these Kaaps tokens. It emerged from the data as a necessary additional category and is one of the central descriptive contributions of the article.
Hy	het	mos	talent.
he	has	MP	talent
		‘He definitely has talent.’
[WD012]

Methodologically, the present article does not claim that pragmatic annotation can be reduced to a mechanical procedure, because discourse interpretation always depends on local context. But it does claim that the categories used here were assigned in a principled and replicable way. The four-way classification adopted here is not based on intuition alone, nor is it transferred uncritically from previous scholarship. It is a controlled annotation framework built from earlier work and then tested against the Kaaps corpus itself.
4. Distribution of pragmatic functions
This section presents the quantitative distribution of the pragmatic functions associated with mos in the Kaaps corpus. The aim is descriptive. It sets out the relative frequency of the four categories identified in the data and briefly compares their distribution across written and spoken subcorpora. More detailed qualitative discussion is reserved for Section 5. The overall pattern is clear: shared knowledge is by far the dominant use, while justification, assertion, and new but essential information occur less frequently. 
4.1 Overall distribution
Table 1 summarises the overall distribution of pragmatic functions across the corpus.

Table 1: Distribution of pragmatic functions of mos across the Kaaps corpus.
	Pragmatic function
	Written
	Spoken
	Total
	% of grand total

	Shared knowledge
	171
	180
	351
	73.3

	Justification
	49
	11
	60
	12.5

	New but essential information
	9
	17
	26
	5.4

	Assertion
	35
	7
	42
	8.8

	Total
	264
	215
	479
	100



Two general observations emerge. First, shared-knowledge uses of mos dominate the corpus, accounting for 351 of the 479 tokens, or 73.3% of the dataset. Secondly, the remaining three functions are all clearly attested, but at markedly lower frequencies: justification accounts for 12.5% of the data, assertion for 8.8%, and new but essential information for 5.4%. The quantitative profile therefore suggests a highly uneven functional distribution, with one dominant use and three more restricted but systematic uses. 
4.2 Distribution across subcorpora
All four pragmatic functions occur in both written and spoken data, but their relative distribution is not identical across the two subcorpora. Shared knowledge dominates in both modalities, though it is proportionally even more prominent in spoken data. In the spoken subcorpus, 180 of the 215 tokens fall into this category, meaning that shared-knowledge uses account for just over four-fifths of all spoken tokens. In the written subcorpus, the same function remains the largest category, but with a lower proportional share, comprising 171 of 264 tokens.
The remaining functions show more uneven distribution. Justificatory uses are much more frequent in the written data than in the spoken data, both in raw count and in proportional terms. Assertion shows a similar tendency, with 35 written tokens compared with 7 spoken tokens. By contrast, new-but-essential uses, while comparatively infrequent overall, are relatively more represented in the spoken subcorpus than in the written one. These differences suggest that the functional profile of mos is sensitive not only to discourse context, but also to modality and discourse type. At the same time, the broad continuity across subcorpora remains striking: in both written and spoken Kaaps, mos is used most often to mark propositions as already anchored in shared knowledge.
5. Qualitative analysis
This section turns from quantitative distribution to qualitative analysis. It examines the four pragmatic functions identified in the corpus in turn, beginning with shared knowledge, the dominant category, and then moving to new but essential information, justification, and assertion. The aim is to show how these functions are grounded in local discourse context and why the four-way classification adopted in this article is descriptively warranted. As in the coding section, the examples discussed here are representative rather than exhaustive.
5.1 mos as a marker of shared knowledge
Shared-knowledge uses constitute the largest category in the corpus, accounting for 351 of the 479 tokens. In these cases, mos marks the proposition as already available within the interlocutors’ common ground or as otherwise accessible knowledge. The effect is often paraphrasable as ‘as you know’, but the category is not restricted to strictly local interactional knowledge. Rather, the corpus suggests a gradient distinction between more locally grounded shared knowledge and more broadly assumed or generalised shared knowledge. Consider the examples in (7) repeated from (3).

a.	Ôs	wil	mos	nou	agteoo	sit.
We	want	MP	now	backwards	sit
‘We want, as you know, to sit backwards these days.’
[MB019]
b.	’n	Man	moet	mos	kan	geld	maak.
		a	man	must	MP	can	money	make
‘A person should, as is common knowledge, be able to earn money.’
[WD227]
The contrast between (7a) and (7b) is useful. In (7a), the proposition is anchored in a relatively local interactional domain. The use of first person plural Ôs (‘we’) encourages an interpretation in which the speaker presents the relevant preference as something shared with the addressee or addressees in the immediate discourse situation. In (7b), by contrast, the proposition is not tied to a narrowly local interaction. Instead, the nominal expression ’n man (‘a man’ / ‘a person’) helps frame the proposition as broader and more generalised knowledge, closer to a socially available norm or expectation. In both cases, however, mos serves the same broad pragmatic function: it signals that the proposition is not being introduced as discourse-novel, but as already available within an assumed body of knowledge.
This point is important for the analysis. Shared-knowledge uses of mos in Kaaps do not constitute a single rigid sub-type with a fixed scope. What remains constant is the appeal to assumed common ground. What varies is the scale of that assumed common ground, which may be local and interaction-specific, or broader and culturally or normatively available. The scope of the shared knowledge is therefore not encoded by mos itself, but arises from the interaction of the particle with contextual, propositional, and social cues.
5.2 mos marking new but essential information
The second function identified in the corpus is the marking of new but essential information. This category is much less frequent than shared knowledge, comprising 26 tokens in total. In these cases, mos does not mark the proposition as already shared. Instead, it signals that the information introduced by the speaker is necessary for the hearer’s successful uptake of the unfolding discourse. More specifically, the particle marks the proposition as discourse-relevant background that must be accommodated if the ongoing narrative or interaction is to be interpreted coherently. The representative example in (8) is repeated from (4) above. 
Ekt	mos	in	graad	fyf	haa	gekom.
I.have	MP	in	grade	five	there	PTCPL-come
		‘I joined the school in grade five, as I want you to know’
[MB022]
In (8), the information marked by mos is not treated as part of the interlocutors’ common ground. Rather, it is introduced as discourse-relevant background. The point is not that the addressee already knows when the speaker joined the school, but that this fact is necessary for interpreting the larger narrative or biographical context. The temporal phrase in graad fyf (‘in grade five’) and the locative element haa (‘there’) contribute information that the speaker treats as necessary for the hearer’s understanding of the account. This is precisely what distinguishes this use from shared knowledge. The proposition is new from the addressee’s perspective, but it is framed as essential rather than incidental.
The same pattern recurs across the corpus in contexts involving prior experiences, biographical details, and background conditions. In such cases, mos highlights information that the speaker treats as necessary for discourse progression or coherent uptake. The function of the particle is therefore not simply to mark novelty, but to foreground the discourse relevance of the newly introduced proposition.
5.3 mos in justification contexts
The third recurrent function in the corpus is justification, illustrated in the repeated examples in (9). 60 tokens were classified in this category. Unlike the new-but-essential cases discussed in Section 5.2, justificatory uses of mos do not simply supply background information. Rather, they present the clause as an explanation, account, or reason for some prior discourse material. In practical terms, the mos-clause is interpretable as answering an explicit or implicit why-question. This makes justification pragmatically distinct from both shared knowledge and new but essential information. 

a.	Wan		ek	is	mos	oppe	vegetarian	lyn.
		because 	I 	is	MP	on.a	vegetarian	line
‘Because I am on a vegetarian diet.’
[WD004]

b.	Dis	mos	’n	honest	living
		it.is	MP	a	honest	living
‘It is an honest living.’
[WD078]
In both examples, the proposition marked by mos is explanatorily dependent on prior discourse. In (9a), the conjunction Wan (‘because’) overtly signals that the clause is providing a reason. More specifically, the speaker’s being oppe vegetarian lyn (‘on a vegetarian diet’) is presented as the justification for an earlier discourse move. In (9b), the justificatory relation is not signalled by an overt causal connective, but it is clear from the surrounding context. In discourse preceding (9b), the speaker has just stated ‘I have told him repeatedly that we should sell wood’, and the proposition in (9b) then functions as the reason given in support of that proposal. In other words, the sentence does not simply add background information; it defends the prior stance by presenting selling wood as an honest way of making a living. The crucial point, then, is that the information introduced by mos is discourse-linking material that motivates, explains, or defends what has already been introduced. That is why the implicit why-question diagnostic is useful here: these tokens are justificatory because they are oriented towards explanation.
Across the corpus, this category is especially frequent in written data, where speakers or narrators often provide explicit accounts for attitudes, actions, or circumstances. Even so, the underlying function remains the same across modalities. Mos marks the proposition as explanatorily relevant content that accounts for a preceding move in the discourse.
5.4 mos as an assertion marker
The fourth category, assertion, is the most important point of divergence from the three-way baseline established in earlier Afrikaans work (Section 2.2). In these cases, mos strengthens the speaker’s commitment to the propositional content without signalling shared knowledge, justification, or the introduction of new but essential information. The corpus contains 42 tokens of this type, distributed across both written and spoken data, with a stronger presence in the written corpus. This function is illustrated in the examples in (10). (10a) is repeated from (6). 


a.	Hy	het	mos	talent.
		He	has	MP	talent.
‘He certainly has talent.’
[WD012]

b.	Sy’t		stretch	marks	mos.
		she.has		stretch	marks	MP
‘She certainly has stretch marks.’
[WD166]
Example (10a) shows a clause-medial assertion use, while (10b) shows a clause-final one. In both cases, mos does not appeal to shared common ground in the way seen in Section 5.1, nor does it supply explanatory grounding of the kind discussed in Section 5.3. Instead, it strengthens the utterance as a firm assertion. In (10a), the third person singular subject Hy (‘he’) is presented as unambiguously possessing talent. In (10b), the predicate stretch marks is likewise asserted with strengthened commitment. In both cases, the speaker presents the proposition as strongly endorsed and difficult to challenge, conveying a high degree of epistemic or evaluative commitment.
Assertion is not adequately captured by the earlier three-way baseline (see Section 2.2 on previous work on mos in Afrikaans). While some assertion tokens may coexist with clause-medial grounding uses in the broader system, the corpus nonetheless shows a recurrent set of cases in which the contribution of mos is most plausibly characterised as assertive strengthening. The Kaaps data therefore extend the descriptive profile of the particle beyond the categories previously isolated in the Afrikaans literature.
6. Discussion
6.1 What the Kaaps data brings to the table
The findings presented in Sections 4 and 5 make two contributions to the description of mos. First, they provide the first dedicated corpus-based account of the pragmatic functions of mos in Kaaps. While earlier scholarship on Afrikaans has established an important descriptive baseline for the particle (Jantjies 2009; Jantjies & Van Dulm 2012; see also Conradie 1995; Roberge 2002), the present article shows that the Kaaps data warrant an account in their own right. This is not simply a matter of extending an existing description to an additional dataset. Rather, the Kaaps corpus shows that the particle exhibits a structured four-way pragmatic profile that becomes visible when Kaaps data are examined systematically.
Secondly, the Kaaps data show that the functions of mos are not equally distributed. Shared knowledge is by far the dominant use, while new but essential information, justification, and assertion occur less frequently but remain robustly attested. This uneven distribution is important because it suggests that the pragmatic profile of mos in Kaaps is not a loose collection of possible readings. Instead, it is a constrained system with a clear centre of gravity. Put differently, the corpus points to a dominant common-ground-related use alongside a smaller set of recurrent extensions or neighbouring functions.
A further contribution lies in the internal texture of the shared-knowledge category itself. The analysis has shown that this category is not exhausted by narrowly local speaker-hearer common ground. Rather, it includes both interaction-specific shared knowledge and broader socially or normatively available knowledge. This matters because it shows that the common-ground appeal associated with mos in Kaaps is scalar rather than uniform. The proposition marked by mos may be treated as shared because it is directly recoverable within the immediate interaction, or because it is presented as part of a wider body of socially available assumptions. In this respect, the Kaaps data refine the descriptive picture inherited from earlier work.
6.2 Why assertion matters
The most important descriptive outcome of the present study is that assertion must be recognised as a distinct pragmatic function of mos in Kaaps. As discussed in Section 2.2, earlier work on Afrikaans has foregrounded three broad functions, namely shared knowledge, new but essential information, and justification (Jantjies 2009; Jantjies & Van Dulm 2012). Those categories provide a useful comparative point of departure, but they do not exhaust the Kaaps data. The present corpus contains a recurrent set of cases in which mos does not merely mark shared common ground, supply discourse-relevant background, or justify a prior move. Instead, it can also strengthen the force with which the proposition is put forward.
This matters descriptively because without a separate assertion category, such tokens would have to be forced into one of the other three functions, even when the contextual evidence points elsewhere. The examples discussed in Section 5.4 illustrate exactly this problem. In those cases, mos contributes a kind of assertive strengthening that is better paraphrased by values such as ‘certainly’, ‘definitely’, or ‘indeed’ than by ‘as you know’. Treating these tokens as merely shared-knowledge cases would flatten an important distinction in the data. Treating them as justificatory would be equally problematic, since many of them do not explain or motivate preceding discourse. The assertion category is therefore warranted by the corpus.
At the same time, recognising assertion as a distinct function does not imply that mos in Kaaps is radically discontinuous with earlier descriptions. On the contrary, the Kaaps data preserve the three broad functions already identified in prior work while also making visible a fourth one. The present article therefore refines, rather than rejects, the earlier descriptive baseline. It does not reject the earlier literature, but shows that the descriptive inventory needs to be expanded when Kaaps is examined on its own terms. That is a more precise claim than saying simply that Kaaps “uses mos differently”. The point is not difference for its own sake, but descriptive adequacy.
More broadly, the assertion data support an analysis of mos as a particle whose contribution is sensitive to how a proposition is positioned relative to stance and commitment. In the Kaaps corpus, assertion is not a marginal or accidental by-product of other uses. It forms part of the recurrent pragmatic profile of the particle.
6.3 Broader implications
The broader significance of these findings is twofold. At the descriptive level, the article contributes to the grammatical documentation of Kaaps as an underdescribed African language with clear West Germanic structural properties. The analysis has shown that detailed pragmatic work on Kaaps can do more than simply replicate descriptive categories established elsewhere. It can refine and extend them. In that sense, Kaaps is not merely an additional site to which existing discourse-particle categories are applied. It is a language whose own patterns can sharpen the descriptive vocabulary used in discourse-particle research.
At the comparative level, the findings speak to ongoing work on modal and discourse particles more generally. One recurring challenge in that literature is how to describe particles whose contribution is clearly systematic but not reducible to truth-conditional meaning. The Kaaps data support an approach in which the functions of mos are treated as recurrent pragmatic outcomes grounded in discourse context, rather than as a list of fully separate lexical meanings. This does not eliminate the need for functional distinctions. On the contrary, the present article has argued for four such distinctions. But it does suggest that these distinctions belong to a structured interactional profile.
Finally, the article has a more specific relevance for African linguistics. Because Kaaps has often been backgrounded in relation to more standardised linguistic varieties, its fine-grained grammatical description remains uneven. A corpus-based account of a discourse particle such as mos may appear narrow in scope, but such work is important if Kaaps is to be described with the same degree of empirical care routinely afforded to more institutionally established languages. In that respect, the present study is modest in scale but significant in implication: it shows that the pragmatics of Kaaps repays close analysis, and that such analysis can contribute both to the description of Kaaps itself and to broader comparative work on discourse particles.
7. Conclusion
This article has provided the first dedicated corpus-based account of the pragmatic functions of mos in Kaaps. Drawing on a purpose-built corpus of spoken and written Kaaps, it has shown that mos displays a four-way pragmatic profile comprising shared knowledge, new but essential information, justification, and assertion. These functions are not equally distributed. Shared-knowledge uses dominate the corpus, while the remaining three functions occur less frequently but are nonetheless robustly attested.
The analysis has also shown that the Kaaps data both align with and extend earlier descriptions of mos in Afrikaans. On the one hand, the corpus confirms the relevance of the three broad functions already identified in previous work, namely shared knowledge, new but essential information, and justification. On the other hand, it has demonstrated that these categories do not fully exhaust the Kaaps data. In particular, the study has argued that assertion must be recognised as a distinct pragmatic function of mos in Kaaps. This is a central descriptive contribution of the article.
At the same time, the article has shown that even the dominant shared-knowledge category is not internally uniform. A finer-grained analysis reveals that shared-knowledge uses of mos operate on a scalar continuum, ranging from relatively local, interaction-specific common ground to broader socially or normatively available knowledge. This finding matters because it shows that close corpus-based description can uncover distinctions that remain invisible in broader functional labels alone.
More broadly, the findings suggest that the pragmatic contribution of mos is best understood not as a single fixed meaning, but as a constrained set of recurrent discourse-pragmatic outcomes whose interpretation depends on local context. In this respect, the article has aimed to contribute both to the description of Kaaps as an African language with clear West Germanic structural properties and to the comparative study of discourse particles more generally. By offering a corpus-based analysis of a fine-grained pragmatic domain in Kaaps, the article has also shown that detailed work on underdescribed languages can refine inherited descriptive categories rather than merely reproducing them.
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