Yu. Verbynenko
DISCOURSE PARTICLES: PROBLEMS OF LINGUISTIC DESCRIPTION

Among not fully developed lexical units that control the process of
communication (such as modal words, conjunctions, etc.) can be distinguished class
of discourse particles. Such language constructs provides text coherence, transfer
speaker’s attitude to statements, focus one’s attention to the context; discourse
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particles make statements more clear, structured; regulate emotional coloring, make
text clearer [1; 2]. Functions of markers in the context are very wide, amongst them:
statement organizing, shifting from one topic to another, text macrostructure
expressing, marking of individual point of view, expressing attitude to the
statements, its characterizing etc. [3] Such focusing of discourse particles allows to
qualify them as units, which provide certain functions of linguistic pragmatics.

At the same time, the number of such units, frequency of their usage and their
formal grammatical structure are associated not only with the structure of a
particular language but also with speaker's individual linguistic view of the world.
All these cause difficulties during their translation. Since language and culture are
inseparable, using of foreign languages in isolation from the culture is impossible;
the difference between cultures usually has no clear recordings in dictionaries, so
researchers point out that cross-language cultural barrier creates additional
problems to the lingual communication [1]. All said above becomes especially
important in the context of modern scientific communication.

Also 1t 1s difficult to describe discourse particles due to that fact that the
theory of their semantic description and its lexicographical representation are not
developed. There are some difficulties in the forming of dictionary definitions of
the units of this class, as they are often integrated into the context. This makes it
difficult to define system boundaries of units of this class and to build their correct
classification.

Some authors (K. Holker, 1991, L. Brinton, 1996, A. Jucker& Y. Ziv, 1998)
had attempted to highlight linguistic units with discourse markers, that are, in
particular, referred to phonological, semantic, syntactic, functional, sociolinguistic
and stylistic similarities and differences. Later on linguists tried to classify the
discourse markers due to their belonging to certain lexical and grammatical classes
(prepositions, conjunctions — coordinating and subordinating, interjections,
parenthesis, modal particles some adverbs). French linguist Denis Paillard and his
colleagues noted the uncertain status of discourse words, and indicated function
words as the closest part of speech to which they could be related [4].

However, nowadays there is no even minimally closed list of discursive
markers, as well as a complex of their system signs. In the works of foreign
scientists various discourse markers and their groups are studied, mainly from the
structural and semantic point of view. Thus, different linguists have different
opinions concerning what lexical units have to be marked as discourse markers
(Rouchota 1998; Schiffrin 1987, Dijk 1977, Blakemore 1992; Vishnevskaya,
Lihareva 2000, Tyurina 2003) [5].

The problems of polysemy and polyfunctionality of discourse particles are
also academically interesting. But attention to these problem was not given in
dictionaries and grammars; and they did not get rightful place in discourse particles
descriptions [6].

Thus, it 1s obvious that there is lack of theoretical and, especially,
lexicographical works on linguopragmatics of discursive particles, and there are
almost no works that presented Ukrainian language. In Ukrainian lexicography
A. Luchyk studies similar problems ("Words equivalents in Ukrainian", "Russian-
Ukrainian and Ukrainian-Russian dictionary of word equivalents").
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E. Khachaturyan in [7] notes that many discourse particles also have non-
discourse meaning. But it 1s difficult to find a correlation between them. Linguists’
thoughts about these particles are differs greatly. Such scientists as B. Fraser think
that there are homonyms relationships between two identical units, that "pragmatic
meanings of discourse markers are not relate to the meanings of homonymous
forms" (Fraser, p. 389). Others divide lexical units, which meanings are
determined by meanings of their "semantic relatives”, and lexical units, which
meanings are not dependent from their homonymous forms meanings.

However, recent studies are more and more clear formulate an idea that there
1s a correlation between semantics of discourse particles and semantics of lexical
words, which allows to talk about forming of discursive particles through partial
desemantization.

For example:

1. Ckaxem (nonyctum) / CkaxkiMo (IpUIyCTUMO)

Discourse meaning:

If the state of a system is changed, as by heating, the values of its state
functions change too.

Ecnu cocTosiHuE CUCTEMBbI U3MEHUTCS, CKAaKeM, [PU HAarpeBaHWM, 3HAYCHUS
ero GyHKIM COCTOSIHUSI TOKE U3MEHSTCS.

SIKIO CTaH CUCTEMH 3MIHHUTBHCS, CKAKiMO, TPH HATPIBaHHI, 3HAYEHHS HOro
(YHKILI# cTaHy TEXK 3MIHATHCSL.

Cka3zarb (uto-i1.) / Cka3aTu (1110-H.)

Non-discourse meaning:

It seems impossible tosay anything against such a point of view.

KaskeTcs, HEBO3MOKHO CKa3aTh HUUETO MPOTUB TAKOW TOUKHU 3PEHUSL.

31a€ThCsl, HEMOXIIMBO CKA3aTH HIYOTO MMPOTH TAKOi TOUYKH 30PY.

2. Monmyctum (nipeanonoxum) / llpumycrumo

Discourse meaning:

Let us assume that the situation is represented by a triangle.

JIOMYCTHM, YTO 3Ty CUTYaIlit0 MOKHO MPEJCTABUTH B BUIE TPEYTOJbHUKA.

IIpunycTumo, 1110 1F0 CUTYAIlil0 MOXKHA PEACTABUTH Y BUTJISI TPUKYTHHKA.

Jonmyckarb (TO3BOJIATH)

Non-discourse meaning:

The X-ray tube current should not beallowed to exceed 80 pA.

B peHTreHoBCKO# TpyOKE HeJIb351 A0y CKATh NPEBBILICHUE TOKA BhIle 80 LA.

Y PpeHTTeHIBCBKIA TpyOl[l He MOKHA JONMYyCKATH TCPEBUILEHHS CTPyMY
Buie 80 HA.

3. Apyrumu cirogavu / IHaKIIe Kaxy41n

Discourse meaning:

— In other words, we observe evidence of a bimodal relationship.

JpyrumMu cjaoBaMu, Mbl HaOJIIOJaeM CBUACTENBCTBO OMMOJAIBHBIX OTHO-
LICHU.

Inake Kasky4u, My CIIOCTEPITAEMO MIATBEPIKEHHS OIMOTAIbHUX B1THOLICHb.

Non-discourse meaning:

He had said this in other words, not the way you has said this just now.

OH roBOpuUJI 3TO APYTHMHU CJI0BAMH, HE TAK, KAK Thl Ceifuac nepeckazaa.

BiH roBopuB 1i¢ iHIIUMH CJIOBAMU, HE TaK, SIK TH 3apa3 nepekaszana.
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4. B mobom caay4ae /Y 6yov-axkomy pasi

Discourse meaning:

— Such separation may, in any case, not be possible.

B s1000Mm cityuae, Takoe pa3AeieHUE HE MPEICTABISETCS BOSMOYKHBIM.

Y Oyab-sikoMy pasi, Takuii NOJIUT HE MPEACTABISIETHCS MOKITUBUM.

Non-discourse meaning:

You know how to behave in any possible case.

Tl 3HA€ELT KaK ceOsl BECTHU B JIHO0OM CJIyUae U3 BO3MOKHBIX.

Tu 3Haen gk ceOe MOBOJAUTH B Oy Ab-SIKOMY BUIIAAKY 3 MOXKIIMBUX.

5. Ha camvom oene (neiicturensho) / HacnpaBai (11iicHO)

Discourse meaning:

Actually, neither silicon nor germanium crystals have been satisfactory for
this application.

Ha camom pnesie, HU KpUCTaUIbl KPEMHHUS, HU TepMaHUs HE ObUIM YJOB-
JIETBOPUTENBHBIMHU ISl 3TUX LIETICH.

HacnpaBai, HI KpUCTaIM KPEMHIIO, HI repMaHilo Oyid 33J0BUIBHUMH IS
[IUX [UIEH.

Non-discourse meaning2X

— A blackbody does not really exist in nature.

UYepHOro Tenaa Ha caMoOM JeJie B IPUPOJIE HE CYLIECTBYET.

YopHoro Ti1a HacHpaBAi B TPUPO1 HE ICHYE.

The last example represents special semantic condition — superposition, where
discourse or non-discourse meaning depends from the position in the sentence [8].

All units that have lost their original meaning and transferred to discourse
particles, get a number of formal features (mainly syntax and intonation ones)
that help to distinguish discourse meaning and usage from non-discourse.
E. Khachaturyan identified the main features:

— discourse particle could not be an answer to a question when using in isolation;

— 1t do not use with negation (unless negation is a part of a discourse word);

— 1t usually is omitted with indirect speech;

— 1t can not be repeated in echo-question;

—unlike members of sentences, position of a discourse word (that has no
syntactic function in the sentence) is not fixed, but is determined by a semantic
criteria;

— usually, discourse particle or the entire construction with it in a statement is
distinguished by lexical means (such pauses).

In this work we attempted to classify and describe Ukrainian discourse units
and their English and Russian equivalents. The study was conducted on the
dictionaries: "Russian-Ukrainmian-English for Physicists" Yudina S., "Russian-English
Translators Dictionary: A Guide to Scientific and Technical Usage" Zimmerman M.,
"Russian-English Chemical and Polytechnic Dictionary” Ignatiev Kallahen L.

The basis of our classification are the following five groups of discourse
words, distinguished by Viktorova E.:

— organizational-structural (mockonbky — ockuibkM — aslongas / because /
since; ojiHaKo — but / howewer);

— subjective-modal (paktuyeckn — paktnuHo — actually / in fact / as a matter
of fact; kazaTecs — 31aBaTucs — appear as / seem to);
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— emphasizing (cneayer OTMETUTh, YTO — CII1J BII3HAYUTH, 110 — it should be
observed that / it should bepointed out that);

— reflexives (ciemyer OTMETUTh, YTO — CHiA BiA3HA4WTH, WO — it should be
observed that / it should bepointed out that);

— discourse words of direct addressing (a umeHHo — a came — namely / that is;
C TOYKH 3pEHHSI — 3 TOUKHM 30py — from a viewpoint of).
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