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GRAMMATICALIZING “WELL” IN CONTEXTS

Summary. This paper is focused will be on the adverb
well which underwent grammaticalization [Lehmann,
1985] in the text fragments from the British National
Corpus and 100 fragments retrieved from the novel
“Theatre” by W. Somerset Maugham.According to Hopper
and Traugott grammaticalization and lexicalization are
the two phenomena developing the language referring
mostly to the steps whereby particular items become more
grammatical through time. They add that reanalysis modifies
underlying representations, whether semantic, syntactic,
or morphological, and brings about rule change [Hopper
2003; see also Mykhaylenko, 2015]. There is a discussion
whether grammaticalization and reanalysis are independent
or designate the same change [Detges, 2002]. We shall
consider grammaticalization as a feature of language
evolution, a semantic change in particular, and reanalysis
as a method of investigation on any synchronic plane.
Traditionally it is designated as an open part of speech.
However, the discourse analysis of well reveals its various
functions — an adverbial modifier, a conjunction, a particle,
an interjection, and a pause filler. Such an array of functions
of well is proved by the British National Corpus analysis
where its frequency is 141 317. Evidently, that its high
frequency is caused by the processes in the class of adverbs
revealed in different types of context. Most English parts
of speech are demorphologized and their syntactic positions
confirm their part of speech status [Hengeveld, 2010; Jezek,
2009]. We assume that the change primarily occurring in
discourse and then permeating the system within the time
is grammaticalization — an evolutionary process caused by
syntactic reanalysis and semantic bleaching. In the following
section we shall examine the text fragments with the unit
well to define the shift of its open part of speech category
to the close class of words: particles, interjections,
conjunction, discourse marker, and pause filler.etc. Adverbs
with the complex semantic structure can be transposed into
particles, interjections, etc. (see Shigurov, 2016) which are
used by the author/speaker to express his/her intentional
meaning or for the discourse cohesion.

Key words: adverb, particle, discourse-marker, auckypc-
Mmapkep, intensifier, context, KoHTeKcT, grammaticalization,
reanalysis.

Introducion. In this paper we will concentrate on the polyfunctional
unit well, which has been extensively investigated from synchronic
and diachronic perspectives [see Watts 1989; Jucker 1993, 1997,
Schourup 2001; Marcus 2009; Innes 2010 et al]. The School,
Academic, and Universal grammars selected the three major principles
of designating word classes, which have been preserved for many
a century — semantic, formal, and functional. However, they are efficient
enough for the prescriptive type of grammar where every language unit
is assigned to adefinitecategory.

We understand that the language is in a constant flux and its units
included, which can change their categorial status due to employing
new positions and functions, expanding their meaning. [see 10, p. 1].

According to Hopper and Traugott grammaticalization
and lexicalization are the two phenomena developing the language
referring mostly to the steps whereby particular items become
more grammatical through time. They add that reanalysis
modifies underlying representations, whether semantic, syntactic,
or morphological, and brings about rule change [8, p. 2; see also
16, p. 215]. There is a discussion whether grammaticalization
and reanalysis are independent or designate the same change
[6, p. 151]. We shall consider grammaticalization as a feature
of language evolution, a semantic change in particular, and reanalysis
as a method of investigation on any synchronic plane.

The focus of this paper will be on the adverb well which
underwent grammaticalization [see 13, p. 305] in the text fragments
from the British National Corpus and 100 text fragments retrieved
from the novel “Theatre” by W. Somerset Maugham.

State of the art. There are two ways in researcheither we put
forward atheory and then testit (hypothetical-deductive)t, or we generate
a theorybased on the language data. We choose the latter (inductive
approach) and, accordingly,we will try to segment the discourse into its
constituents: paragraphs — sentences — parts of the sentence expressed
by parts of speech [see 5, p. 1-2]. In our investigation the original
adverb well is the object under study. Traditionally it is designated as
an openpart of speech. However, the discourse analysis of well reveals
its various functions — an adverbial modifier, a conjunction, a particle,
an interjection, and a pause filler. Such an array of functions of well is
proved by the British National Corpus analysis where its frequency is
141 317. Evidently, that its high frequency iscaused by the processesin
theclass of adverbs revealed in different types of context. Most English
parts of speech are demorphologized and their syntactic positions
confirm their part of speech status [cf. 7, p. 530], in other words,
‘actualize their part of speech designation 10, p. 402-403].

A more specific definition of grammaticalization is provided
by Roberts and Roussou who regard it as “a categorial re-analysis,
creating new functional material” [18, p. 2]. In terms of approaches
to grammaticalization, there are many perspectives from which
the phenomenon of grammaticalization can be related to a broader
linguistic framework. [14, p. 69-70]. There is another term
the transcategorization, which means the categorial shift of'a lexical
item with no superficial marking, resulting from its employment in
a new (morpho) syntactic environment [10, p. 392].

We assume tha the change primarily occurring in dis-
course and then permeating the system within the time is
grammaticalization — an evolutionary process caused by syntactic
reanalysis and semantic bleaching. In the following section we shall
examine the text fragments with the unit well to define the shift of its
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open part of speech category to the close class of words: particles,
interjections, conjunction, discourse marker, and pause filler.etc.
Adverbs with the complex semantic structure can be transposed into
parenthetic-modal words or particles [see20, p.136] which are used
by the author/speaker as discourse cohesion unit,

Corpus analysis. Section1.0. Well etymology. First, we shall start
with the etymology ofwell (adv.) to explore its meaning dynamics:
Old English ‘wel, expresses” in a satisfactory manner, “abundantly,
very, very much; indeed, to be sure; with good reason; nearly, for
the most part”. It came from from the Proto-Germanic *wel- (source
also of Old Saxon wela, Old Norse vel, Old Frisian wel, Dutch wel,
0Old High German wela, German wohl, Gothic waila “well”), and in
its turn it developed from from the Proto-Indo-European root *wel
“to wish, will” (source also of Sanskrit prativaram “at will”, Old
Church Slavonic vole “well”, Welsh gwell “better”, Latin velle “to
wish, will”, Old English will an “to wish”; see will (v.)). It was also
used in Old English as an interjection and an expression of surprise.

Section 2.0. The definitional analysis of well

The definitional analysis of the four dictionary entries has revealed
three main groups of components of well: (1) justly, rightly; fully,
clearly, elegantly, advantageously, satisfactorily, sensibly, considerably,
attentively, readily; (2) indeed; (3) wish. The fist components
(see 1-3) constitute the original adverbial meaning or their own identity
[see Komarik]; the second group (see 4-5) expesses the speaker’s
mode: a qualitative intensifier; an emotional attitude, and a wish. And
the last component refers to thediscourse cohesion means such as:
(6) discourse introduction)[Merriam Webster,Cambridge]; (7) a mar-
ker of topic change [Collins], (8)a frame marker [MacMillan].

Section 3.0. Classification of well functions in the literature

Jucker specifies that the discourse marker well has four distinct
uses in Modern English: as a frame it introduces a new topic or prefaces
direct reported speech; as a qualifier it prefaces a reply which is only
a partial answer to a question; as a face-threat mitigator it prefaces
a disagreement; and as a pause filler it bridges interactional silence
[11, p. 91]. In each group the part of speech meaning is actualized:
(1) adverb, (2) particle, and (3) discourse marker. From the perspective
of the parts of speech theory the two groupsof well can be singled out
to be correct. We must stress that the adverb feature and the interjection
feature have come from the Old English Period, while the discourse
marker feature, particle, conjunction, orpreposition has developed
in Modern English

Svartvik proposes four classes of wellfunctions: (1) a frame-marker,
or a topic shifter,and a direct speech introductory [21, p. 167-168], e.g.

(1) Has anyone, [ mean has anyone had that experience? Yes?

Well I got a video (pause) and, like, that’s allwe got. (ii) But
what the hell is she doin’ here?” Well, you’d better ask her.”
(i) Well,” said Melanie.” I am so sorry!

In the given fragment well functions on the text level as
atextstructuring device. It can be also called as a discourse organizer
to reveal “relationships between prior and coming discourse”
[2,p. 384)]. However, in the framework of the parts of speech theory
itisaconstituent of the particle paradigm. Discourse markers — words
like so, and, or y know- may have both grammatical and discourse
meanings, and they are multifunctional. Most linguists would agree
that discourse markers contribute to the cohesion of the discourse
by signaling or marking a relationship across utterances [23, p. 65].
Any particular discourse marker can function differently in different
contexts of use. Meanings of discourse markers can vary both by
communicative context and by discourse context.

(2) Owen says that well can be used as a face-threat mitigator,
indicating some problems on the interpersonal level. Either the faceof
the speakeror thefaceof thehearer is threatened. [17, p. 99-100], e.g.:

(i) “Both of you! We’ve more to worry about”. “Well, just keep
an eye on it,” said Duvall. (ii) The member stiffened, then edged
away in a fading mumble: Well, I suppose things must be rather
trying foryou, what with...

(ii1) Well can be used as a qualifier, indicating some problem on
the content level of current or preceding utterance [21], e.g.:

(3.1) Well, is there a time when Big Tree stops being a plant
a bit dubious what they do with the profits after. (3.2) [ must admit
I'm very hungry. Well so you should be. (3.3) *Still, yer got nice
looks,’ said Ella.” Well, thanks,” said Dolly.

(4) Well can be used as a pause filler to bridgeinteractional
silence. It also indicates some problems on the interpersonal level
between the speaker and the hearer, e.g.: (i) Well no, I mean,
a— (pause) tha — even that — that one the otherday. (ii) Oh well it’s,
it’s where (pause) they say (pause) say a sequence of underground.
(ii1) yeah well, well it’s like a spongy now.

Section 4.0. Classification of well in the corpus.

In the following section we shall proposea positional classifica-
tion of well [see 4]. The syntagmatic change of the original distribution
of well bound to the verb brought the semantic loss of well.

(a) The initial position of wellin the British National Corpus has
frequency —40 (100), and in the novel - 37(100), e.g.:

(i) Well, is there a time when Big Tree stops being a plant.
(if)Well it’s (pause) blue. Mm. (iii) Well, what is it?

These illustrations (i-iii) prove the semantic loss of well in
the sentence initial position and it can function as a topic shifter
and the following functions can distinguish in thecontext: response
markers,negative response markers, evaluative response marker,
attention markers, attention markers, disagreement, floor shifters [3; 1].

(b) The midposition, between utterances well in the British
National Corpus has frequency — 11 (100), in the novel it is 28, e.g.:
(i) yes, the, yeah well, well it’s like a spongy now. (ii) That’s
also in six, oh well then so the twoboys raced down the harbor,
(ii1) The first thing I should do is say well what are the key tasks,
what are theareas that would mean results?

These illustrations (i-iii) reveal the function of well that
of a pause-filler with the semantic loss.

(c) The sentence final position of well (or bound to the verb
in its pre-and post-position) in the British National Corpus has
frequency —20 (100), in the novel it is — 19(100), e.g.:

(i) Oh aye, yes [I] know them very well. (ii) In the right type
of country projected profiles may illustrate the reliefremarkably well.
(iii) if it is not successful, build on the things that go well?

These samples attest to retaining the original meaning
of ‘manner’ by the adverb well. To this group we can refer
the combination of as +well

(d) The combination of ‘as + well’ points to ‘sameness’
of an event or an activity in the British National Corpus has
frequency — 4 (100), in the novel it is 16(100), e.g.:

(i) Well my feet ache as well, my legs as well. (ii) You are also
advised to avoid that areaas well. (iii) there, hammer some more
tenterhooks in somewhere else and put it on there as well.

The combination of ‘as + well + as’ is used in the function
of conjunction (sincel5th century) and preposition (since 1589) in
the sentence structure, and has its frequency in the British National
Corpus — 12 (100) and in the novel — 16(100), e.g.:
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(1) I do my job as well as I can, so please respect me. (ii) The
cloud cover as well as the atmospheric conditions are precisely
defined. (iii) It became clear that the scandal involved opposition
party members as well as members of the LDP.

In my opinion, the syntagmatic change of well is secondary,
whereas the speaker’ s intention is the primary cause.

Conclusion. The phenomenon of grammaticalization is not new
but it attracts the scholars due itspossibility to explain thechanges
in the language. Every nowand then researchers try to overhaul
the parts of speech system or at least to renovate it specifying
contextual functions of some parts of speech, primarily, of the close
or functional ones and defining them as a separate part of speech.
The adverb is the best example for such manipulation as it used to
be called as “a waste-paper basket” in English linguistics.

The data presented in this paper demonstrate that adverb well
in an irregular distribution can lose or bleach its dominant semantic
componentand reveal its new or, perhaps,periphery components,
like those of particle, interjection, conjunction, preposition, discourse
marker, pause filler. Such polyfunctionality of the adverb supports its
flexibility and sustainability of the parts of speech system so far.
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Muxaiinenxko B.
KOHTEKCTaxX

Amnotanisi. CtarTs nprcBsYeHa IPUCITIBHUKY well, skuii 3a3HaB
TpaHchopMallii rpamaTukaiizanii B anoiiicekii MoBi (Lehmann,
1985). HocmimkeHHs 6a3yeThesi Ha TEKCTOBHX (hparMeHTax i3 bpu-
TaHCHKOTO HaIlIOHATBHOTO Kopiycy Ta 100 ¢hparmenTax, niOpaHux
i3 pomany «Tearp» Y. Comepcera Moema. Ha mymky Xormepa
Ta Tpayrot, rpamMarrkai3aris Ta JeKCHKaTi3alis — e /1Ba SBHUIIA,
10 3MIHIOIOTH MOBY, OCOOJIMBO II€ CTOCYETHCS OKPEMUX JACTHH
MOBU THITy TPUCIIBHUKA. BinOyBaeTbCs €BONMIOLINHHMI Mepexi
JIEKCEMHU y TpaMeMy — 3MiHa IIPaBUJI CHHTarMATUKU Ta CEMAHTHKH
[Hopper 2003; mus. Takoxx Mykhaylenko, 2015]. Tountbest auc-
Kycist HABKOJIO TIOHATH TpaMaTH3anii Ta peaHatisy sk He3aIeKHIX
AT 00 cuHOHIMIYHUX [Detges, 2002]. Mu po3nsagaeMo rpaMa-
TH3AIII0 K OCOONMBICTH EBOMIOLII MOBH, 30KpeMa CEMAHTHIHY
3MiHy, a peaHai3 — K MeToJ| AOCIIKEHHS B Oylb-sKil CHHXpO-
HiuHIl monwHi. Tpa uiiiiiHO NPUCITIBHUK HAJIEKHUTb 0 «BIIKPH-
THX» 4aCTUH MOBH. OflHaK JIMCKypC-aHalli3 BUABIIE (yHKLLT, 110
HECyMiCHI 3 HI0ro CeMaHTHKOIO Ta CHHTarMaTUKOIO — CHOTYYHUKA,
YacTKy, NMPUIIMEHHMKA, KOre3iiiHOro Mapkepa AUCKYPCY, BUIYKY
Ta 3amoBHIOBaua nay3. Taxuil HaOlp (yHKIH HiATBEPIKYETHCS
AHAJIi30M TEKCTOBUX (hparMeHTiB BpUTaHCHKOrO HalliOHAIBLHOIO
KOpILycy, Ae Horo yacrora craHoButh 141 317. BoueBuas, iforo
BHCOKA 4YaCTOTHICTb 3yMOBJIEHA IpoLEcaMmH, sKi BiIOyBaroThCs
y caMOMY KJIaci IIPUCITIBHUKIB — NIEPErpyIyBaHHAM JOMiHAHTHHX
1 nepudepiiiHuX KOMIIOHEHTIB 3HAUEHHS, aJle BOHU HMPOSIBIIIOTHCS
TUIbKM Y IIEBHUX TUIAX KOHTEKCTY. BLIbIIICTh aHIMiCHKUX YacTUH
MOBU «IeMOP(ONIOri30BaHi», a IXHS CUHTAKCHYHA IO3HLIiS BKa3ye
Ha ixHilf yacTuHOMOBHUI craryc [mop. Hengeveld, 2010; Jezek,
2009]. Mu npumnyckaemo, 10 3MiHa, sIKa BiZOYBAEThCS HacaM-
Hepes y JUCKypci, a MOTiM MPOHU3YE BCIO MOBHY CUCTEMY, — L€
rpamMaTyKaizalis, eBOIOLIHHNNA IpoLec, COPUUMHEHUN 3MIHOO
CHHTAKCUYHOI HO3ULI{ Ta CeMAHTHYHOIO BTPATOK. MU pO3IIsi-
HYJIM TEKCTOBI (DparMeHTH 3 OIVHHUIICIO Well ISl BU3HAYEHHS i
TPAHCIO3ULLI: «BIIKPUTa» YaCTHHA MOBU —> «3aKPUTa» YacTUHA
MOBU (4acTKa, BUTYK, CIIOJIyYHUK, IPUHMEHHUK, etc). BinmosiaHo,
TIPHUCITIBHUKY 31 CKIJIJJHOI0 CEMAHTUYHOIO CTPYKTYPOIO MOXYTb
TpaHCc(hOPMYBATUCS Y YACTKH, BUTYKHU, CIIOIYYHUKU TOLIO [/IUB.
urypos, 2016] y neBHUX KOHTEKCTaX, SIKi aBTOP BUKOPHUCTOBYE
JUTsl BUpQYKEHHS CBOET iHTEHIIiT a00 71 Koresii AUCKYPCY.

KirouoBi cjioBa: NpuUcHiBHUK, 4acTKa, AUCKYpPC-MapKep,
iHTeHcu(iKaTop, KOHTEKCT, I'paMaTHKai3aLis.
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