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APPPROXIMATORS & HEDGES: CORRELATION IN DISCOURSE
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The given paper addresses to two types of linguistic meaning — Lexical Semantic of adverbs (temporal, locative,
degree, etc.) and functional semantic. The class of adverbs demonstrates a vast non-homogeneity as regards their
semantic interpretation (Mykhaylenko, 2015). Semantically several domains of adverbs are differentiated, however,
primarily there are three basic classes of adverbials with further sub-classifications (Erst, 2007). C. Maienborn and
M. Schafer (2011) underline that each class has its own subgroups: (a) predicational, (b) participant oriented and

(c) functional adverbials

. Functional Semantics of adverbs reveals approximators, down-toners, amplifiers etc.

It focuses attention on matching the meanings of the language unit and its context (situation).

The author'’s assumption is that the language unit actualizes the speaker’s intention in the context only. The
study provides insight into the broader view of semantics of adverbs which incorporates pragmatics (Kris Liu and
Jean E. Fox, 2012). The outcomes of the semantic analysis — definitional analysis based on the dictionary entry of
the given adverbs and the componential one based on the decomposition of their lexical meaning made the following
assumptions possible: (1) the common component «approximation” is revealed in English adverbs likewise
(2) the component “omnocumensiocms” is a characteristic feature of the lexical meaning of Russian adverbs;
(3) the results of both analyses helped to classify these adverbs into a separate semantic group or a semantic micro-
field (domain) of “approximators” in L1 and L2. The analysis of the adverbs of approximation according to their
semantic features in the language systems and their functional features in the discourse structure helps to match their

linguistic meaning and use in context.

Key words: adverb, approximator, lexical semantics, functional semantics, speaker s intention, hedge, down-toner,

truth-value, discourse.
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Defining the problem and argumentation of
the topicality of its consideration. The class of adverbs
demonstrates a vast non-homogeneity as regards their
semantic interpretation (17, 19-21]. Semantically sev-
eral domains of adverbs are differentiated, however, pri-
marily there are three basic classes of adverbials with
further sub-classifications [6, 1008]. C. Maienborn and
M. Schafer underline that each class has its own sub-
groups: (a) predicational, (b) participant oriented and
(c) functional adverbials [15, 1390-1420]. Predicational
adverbs are further subcategorized into: (a) sentence
adverbs and (b) verb-related adverbs. In the former cate-
gory we can find: (a) subject oriented adverbs like arro-
gantly, (b) speaker-oriented adverbs like honestly, inten-
tionally and surprisingly, and (c) domain of adverbs like
architectually and mathematically. Verb-related adverbs
on the other hand include: (a) mental attitude adverbs
like reluctantly, (b) manner adverbs like skilfully and
slowly, and (c) degree adverbs like deeply.

The present paper is concerned  with
the differentiation of the meaning and use of the follow-
ing adverbs: approximately, roughly, almost, relatively,
Nearly, practically, somewhat, around functioning in
what we call the “para-legal” text represented by novel
“The Associate” (John Grisham, 2009). Although they
are generally regarded as synonyms, their meaning is
not identical and they are not interchangeable in all
contexts. The paper, therefore, attempts to determine
the differences in the semantic content of the adverbs
under study.

Analysis of recent research and publications.
David Crystal refers to adverbs as a “dust-bin”
class for “displaced words in the English grammar
stressing that if a researcher cannot define the part of
speech meaning of the word due to its most divergent
types then she can throw it to the word bank labeled
“adverbs” [5, 211]. R. Quirk et al. [19, 438], for
example, write: “Because of its great heterogeneity,
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the adverb class is the most nebulous and puzzling
of the traditional word classes. Indeed, it is tempting
to say that the adverb is an item that does not fit
the definitions of other word classes[19,438].” According
to their role in the clause structure, they are divided
into four categories: adjuncts, subjuncts, disjuncts and
conjuncts [19]. Sylvia Chalker has a similar opinion; as
she puts it, “adverbs have been described as” the least
satisfactory of the traditional parts of speech. In fact,
this word class is rather a rag-bag for words that will
not fit anywhere else [8, 189]. T. Givon emphasizes that
the heterogeneity of adverbs is displayed at all levels
of analysis — in their morphology, syntax and semantics
[8, 71]. As D. Biber et al. point out, “many adverbs have
meanings that vary with context of use”. Some adverbs
have both literal and more metaphorical meanings,
other adverbs can be used with distinctively different
meanings [2, 552, see also: 18, 24711.].

Thus, the meaning of an adverb is often context-
dependent. Dwight Bolinger admits that two or more
words may be synonyms because they are close
enough to allow the speaker a choice between them in
a significant number of contents [3, 123]. S. Ullmann
conceives of synonymy as a case of multiple meaning,
whereby several names have one sense. Further on,
he claims that synonyms are “words identical in meaning
and interchangeable in any context” [20, 46]. In this
respect, D. Bolinger and Sears are less strict; they argue
that synonyms are characteristically “close enough to
allow the speaker a choice between them in a significant
number of contexts” [3, 123].

Kris Liu and Jean E. Fox define the function
of the given adverbs as that of hedges providing
pragmatic cues about unreliability of information.
The hedges have also positive effects and can make
people appear more friendly and attractive [14, 892].
Hedges, according to A. Jucker ,are markers of nec-
essary information for the addressee. For example,
probably and I guess are thought to indicate a speak-
er’s lack of certainty about information presented
or to soften a speaker’s commitment to an utterance
[13]. There are several categories of hedges, such
as (1) vague quantifying expressions (some, many);
(2) adverbs of frequency (sometimes, usually),
adverbs of likelihood (probably, maybe); (3) approx-
imators (about, around); (4) propositional attitudes
(I think, I dunno); (5) and phrases such as or some-
thing [like that] which can also expressing vagueness
[13, 893]. A subgroup of approximators of the Source
Language and the Target Language in the focus of
semantic, contrastive and discourse types of analysis.

The outline of the main research material.
According to R. Quirk et al. degree adverbs can oper-
ate in three different roles: (1) amplification — when
they assert a generalized high degree, e.g. increas-
ingly (2) diminution — when they assert a gener-
alized low degree, e.g. a little (3) measure — when
they do not imply that the degree is notably high or
low, e.g. sufficiently [19, 485-486]. As for the clas-
sification of adverbs of degree there is little con-
sistency in the classification of degree adverbs in
various grammar books. D. Biber et al., for exam-
ple, propose a two-fold division into: (1) amplifi-

ers/intensifiers — increase intensity, they indicate:
(a) degrees on a scale (when used with gradable adjec-
tives); (b) an endpoint on a scale (used with grad-
ables and non-gradables); (2) diminishers / down-
toners — scale down the effect of the modified item
[2, 554-556]. However, R. Quirk et al. argue that the
term ,,intensifier” should not be regarded as always
referring to an expression that operates an increase
of intensification. Rather, an intensifier “indicates
a point on an abstractly conceived intensity scale;
and the point indicated may be relatively low or rel-
atively high” [19, 589]. Therefore, while for Biber et
al. the terms ,,intensifier” and ,,amplifier” are synon-
ymous [2], R. Quirk et al. consider amplifiers (along
with downtoners) a subgroup of intensifiers [19; see
also: 4]. Moreover, M. Alexander [1, 139] opposes
adverbs of degree to intensifiers. He argues that
“while an adverb of degree normally weakens or lim-
its the meaning of the word it modifies, an intensifier
normally strengthens (or ,,intensifies*) the meaning”
[1. 139]. For him, adverbs of degree are expressions
such as almost, a bit, barely, enough, fairly, hardly,
nearly, quite, rather, somewhat, and too. On the con-
trary, words like very, pretty, jolly, extremely, really,
awfully, and terribly fall into the category of intensi-
fiers (ibid. 139-140). Yet another (and more detailed)
classification is provided by R. Huddleston and
G. Pullum. They divide adverbs of degree into seven
subgroups: maximal (e.g. entirely, completely, abso-
lutely, thoroughly), multal (e.g. greatly, profoundly),
moderate (e.g. moderately, partially), paucal
(e.g. a bit, a little), minimal (e.g. barely, hardly,
scarcely), approximating (e.g. almost, nearly), and
relative (e.g. enough, sufficiently) [12, 21-724].

Downtoners, as discussed above, are a subclass of
degree adverbs. They “have a generally lowering effect,
usually scaling downwards from an assumed norm”
[19, 445]. According to D. Biber et al., some of them
“are related to hedges [...] i. e., they convey some
sense that the use of the modified item is not precisely
accurate” [see also: 6]. However, D. Biber et al. also
point out that there is a distinction between the words
that primarily modify intensity (degree adverbs) and
words that primarily mark imprecision or estimation
(hedges such as kind of) [2, 555-556].

This research presents definitions of the referred
adverbs taken from the following five dictionaries:
Oxford English Dictionary, Webster’s New World
Dictionary of American English, New Collins
Concise English Dictionary Longman Dictionary of
Contemporary English, Roget's Thesaurus of English
Words and Phrases and Bonbmioii TOIKOBBIH clI0Baph
pycckoro s3bika (C. A. Kysnemnosa); ToikoBwIid cio-
Bapp pycckoro si3bika (C. M. Oskerosa); TomkoBbwIi
CIIOBaph JKUBOTO BelMKopycckoro si3eika (B. Jlamns),
Bonbmoll CMHOHUMMYECKUHN CIIOBAPh PYCCKOIO sI3bIKa
(A. 1O. KoxxeBHUKOBA).

The contrastive study of the given adverbs brought
about semantic correlation pairs of adverbs IN L 1
(English) and L 2 (Russian):

1. approximately: close to;roughly <> npumepHno;

2. roughly “without being exact or fully
authenticated” <> npubauzumensho;
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3. almost “very nearly but not completely” <> noumu;

4. comparatively ‘“approximately, relatively” <«
OMHOCUMENbHO,

5. relatively “comparatively, rather, somewhat”«>
CPABHUMENbHO, OMHOCUMETbHO;

6. barely: “hardly, only just; no more than” < edsa;

7. nearly “practically, about, almost, near” <> noumu;

8. practically “virtually; almost” < gaxkmuuecku,
noumu,

9. somewhat “not absolutely* «<»omnocumenvro;

10. generally “usually, commonly, typically,
regularly” < sobwem, Hemouno;

11. around “nearby “ < oxono;

12. thereabout: near that number, amount, degree <>
npubIU3UMENLHO.

The outcomes of the semantic analysis -—
definitional analysis based on the dictionary entry of
the given adverbs and the componential one based
on the decomposition of their lexical meaning made
the following assumptions possible: (1) the common
component “approximation” is revealed in the given
English adverbs and serves as a basis of their grouping,
likewise (2) the component “OTHOCHTEIBHOCTH” iS
a characteristic feature of the lexical meaning of
the Russian adverbs;

(3) the results of the both analysis helped to classify
these adverbs into a separate semantic group or
a semantic micro-field (domain) in the language systems
of L1andL 2.

In the process of the discourse analysis we shall
attempt to consider the context (situation) factors and
the author’s intention influencing the realization of
a definite meaning:

1. Kyle could barely breathe. «Kaiin enpa apiman.

The young man feels uncomfortable under
the pressure of the evidence the functions of the adverb
barely are those of ‘approximator’, ‘down-toner’,
‘deminutive’ or ‘amplifier’. The translator conveys
the author’s true intentional meaning encoded in
the adverb.

2. It was at least twenty feet from the front door.
«Kamepa nexana mo MeHbIICH Mepe B JBEHAIATH
(yTax OT BXOJHOH ABEPI».

The adverb at least underlines the indefiniteness
or approximation of the distance which in this case is
not significant, in case of disagreement in the process
of investigation the approximation and unreliability of
the adverbs lexical meaning it can be a hook for the trial
parties.

3. For the next few days they would review some
crucial documents, billing at least eight hours a day
at $300 an hour. «llpumepro uepe3 Hedenrd OHU
OyOym @uuUmMbIBAMbCsl 8 GblCulell CTeneHu cepbeé3Hbvle
OOKYMeHmbl, NOKpbIBAsl Cuemamu He MeHee B0CbMU
4acos 6 0elb, N0 MPUCIA OOTLAPOBY.

In this case the adverb actualizes the unit the
absence of the working hours limit for the associates in
the company. And the translator retains that pragmatically
marked meaning.

4. Elaine says she woke up several hours later,
around three in the morning. «Eciu eepums crogam
Uneiin, ona npocnynace uepe3 HECKONbKO 4ACO8, OKOLO
MPEX uacos ympay.

The adverbs several and around realize
the components of ‘approximation’ and ‘vagueness’ of
the victim’ evidence which are retained in the translation.

5. When an editor of the Yale Law Journal takes
a low-paying job with legal services, he is a hero to those
on his side and to most of the faculty. «Kozoa pedaxmop
«Opuouueckozo éecmuuxa Henvckoeo ynusepcumemay
coenauiaemcs 3aHAMsb HUYEe20 8 MAmepualIbLHoM niane
He CYIAWYIO OONACHOCMb KOHCYIbMAaHmMA 01a20meopu-
MEeNbHOU Op2aHU3aAyUU 8 21a3ax OONLUWUHCMEA 0OHO-
KVPCHUKOG U ROYMU 6CeX NPogheccopos OH CIMAHOBUMCS
2epoemy.

The traditional adverb of degree actualizes
the components of ‘approximation’, ‘undefined value’
and ‘vagueness ‘to underline the ordinary feature of
the event or the tradition of the community. The English
degree adverb is substituted by the noun in the Russian
translation to stress the tradition of the community.
Note: the translator used the approximator noumu
to stress the majority of the faculty.

6. English was not his first language, though there
was almost no trace of his native tongue. «Aunenuii-
CKUll s18HO He Obll poOHbIM A3bikoM Paiima, oonaxo
onpedenums npunadnedcHocms axyenma Kaiin ne
cymeny.

The adverb almost in combination with the negative
pronoun actualizes the component ‘feasibility’ which
draws the interlocutor’s attention and makes him be on
the alert. The translator paraphrases phrase a/most +
no trace of his native tongue with the help the loan
word axyenm to emphasize that English was a foreign
language or the speaker.

7. The restaurant was almost empty, and Bruce
Springsteen was rocking through the sound system.
«3an 6vin nycm, u3 CKpulmouix 3a NOPMbepamu OUHAMUKOB
npuenyuiento oonocuics eonoc bpioca Cnpunecmunay.

The character’s perception was vague and
approximate being fully absorbed by the event and
the adverb almost intensifies the young man’s state
which is not retained in the translation.

The analysis of the adverbs of approximation
according to their semantic features in the language
systems and their functional features in the discourse
structure helps to match their linguistic meaning and
use in context. The approaches of different researchers
to studying of these verbs’ semantics are described.
In addition, the synthesis of two processes: generation
(Speaker’s meaning) and cognition (Addressee’s
meaning) is described within this group of adverbs.

Conclusions and perspectives of further
research in this field. This heuristic analysis seeks
to incorporate semantic and pragmatic information
of the linguistic unit in use. The choice of the term
depends on the researcher and the school she belongs
to. In our opinion, the adverbs under study belong
to the domain of approximators as the componential
analysis reveals a common semantic component which
in their context mat realize additional components
of limitation, reduction, amplifying, intensifier,
unreliability marker, diminisher, hedge, subjective
modality marker etc. This heuristic analysis seeks to
incorporate semantic and pragmatic information of
the linguistic unit in use.
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