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Abstract

The assumption of this work is that the shortened verbal form gonna is undergoing a process of
grammaticalization. The aim of this work is to test and describe this process by comparing
gonna with its parent phrase be going to. The theoretical part introduces modality and its general
structure and the English modal system with a focus on modal verbs from synchronic and
diachronic perspective. The category of ‘emergent modals’ that includes gonna and similar
verbs (wanna, gotta, etc). is introduced followed by the introduction of the grammaticalization
theory. The thesis that the practical part is testing is that there is a functional divergence between
be going to and gonna as a result of a grammaticalization process. This divergence is thought
to gather future functions in be going to and modal meanings in gonna as is assumed by its
participation in ‘emergent modals’. The practical part includes quantitative corpus analysis that
showed a growing frequency of gonna through the 1990’s, 2000’s and 2010’s, which supports
its grammaticalization process, and unclear frequency trend for be going to, which suggests
these phrases are not competing with each other functionally. Qualitative part presents the
distribution of future and modal meanings of gonna on a sample of 200 concordance lines from
the 90’s and the 10’s. It showed equal distribution of future and modal functions without
statistically significant change in time. This leads to the rejection of the hypothesis that gonna
acquires modal meanings at the expense of future ones. Instead, there is a variation in the
grammaticalizing gonna.

Keywords: modality, emergent category, grammaticalization, corpora, spoken English,
abbreviated verbal forms, auxiliary verbs

Abstrakt

Predpoklad této prace je, Ze zkracena slovesna fraze gonna prochéazi procesem gramatikalizace.
Cil této prace je tento proces ovéfit a popsat porovnanim gonna se svou mateiskou frazi be
going to. Teoreticka Cast predstavuje modalitu a jeji obecnou strukturu a anglicky modalni
systém s dlirazem na modalni slovesa ze synchronniho i diachronniho pohledu. Kategorie
emergentnich modalnich sloves obsahujici gonna a podobné slovesa (wanna, gotta, etc) je
pfedstavena, nasledovana pfedstavenim teorie gramatikalizace. Hypotéza, jez je testovana v
praktické ¢asti, je zdali dochazi k funkénimu rozdéleni mezi gonna a be going to jako dusledku
gramatikalizaniho procesu. Toto rozdéleni pfedpokladd hromadéni budoucich funkci u be
going to a modalnich u gonna, coz vyplyva z jeho participace v “emergentnich modalnich
slovesech”. Prakticka ¢ast zahrnuje kvalitativni korpusovou analyzu, jez ukézala rostouci
frekvenci gonna v 90., 00. a 10. letech, coz podporuje jeho gramatikalizacni proces a nejasny
trend frekvence be going to, coz naznacuje, ze tyto fraze spolu funkéné nesoupeti. Kvalitativni
¢ast predstavuje distribuci budoucich a modalnich funkci gonna na vzorku 200 konkordan¢nich
fadkd z 90. a 10. let. Ukdzala rovnocennou distribuci budoucich a modalnich funkci bez
statisticky signifikantni zmény v Case. Toto vede k zamitnuti hypotézy, Ze gonna ziskdva
modalni funkce na ukor budoucich. Misto toho existuje variance v gramatikalizujicim se gonna.

Klicova slova: modalita, pomocna slovesa, emergentni kategorie, gramatikalizace, korpusy,
zkracené slovesné formy



Abbreviations

cvea — consonant-vowel-consonant-schwa
i.p.m. — items per million

OE - Old English

PDE — Present-Day English
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1. Introduction

The aim of this work is to study the change in the English system of modal auxiliary
verbs that has long been thought to be reorganizing. The focus is on a class of emerging modal
expressions labelled as ‘emergent modals’ (Krug 2000) and especially on the shortened form
gonna as a counterpart of be going to. The theoretical part will present grammaticalization
theory which will serve as a tool to describe and interpret the diachronic changes leading from
the phrase be going to, which is typically used as a marker of future tense, to gonna, a
syntactically independent word whose semantics has been changing to include modal functions
according to some linguists like Manfred Krug upon whose theory this work builds. Krug
(2000) claimed that phrases like be going to, want to, have got to, etc. are undergoing a process
of grammaticalization leading to the creation of a new modal subcategory within the English
modal system, which he called ‘emergent modals’, that contains the shortened gonna, wanna,
gotta, etc. The claim of this work is that the grammaticalization process leads to a separation of
future and modal functions between the phrases and their shortened counterparts, i.e. emergent
modals. The theoretical part will try present a framework for synchronic and diachronic
description of modality and its types, modal auxiliary verbs and use the grammaticalization
theory to describe the change in the English modal system on the example of gonna.

The practical part will present a quantitative and a qualitative corpus study of be going
to and gomna which will interpret the frequency changes of the two items within the
grammaticalization framework and describe the distribution of future and modal functions of
gonna. The results can be used as a contribution to the description of English grammar in its

contemporary state, taking into account the recent change within its modal auxiliary system.

2. Theoretical Background
2.1. Defining auxiliarihood and modality

Defining terms related to modality proves to be a demanding task. The ultimate term
that needs to be clarified for this work is modal auxiliary verb which is the proposed label for
the specific uses of gotta, haft, wanna and primarily gonna, which is the main focus of this
study. Quirk et al. (1985) defines a list of criteria of auxiliary verbs. Gonna and the rest of the
group seem to have troubles following them — they are in accord with four: 1) operator in
negation with not, 2) emphatic positive, 3) operator in reduced clauses, 4) independence of
subject, and they violate the other four: 5) negative and verb contractions, 6) Inversion of

subject and operator, 7) pre-adverb position and 8) quantifier position. What are the arguments



to insist on calling gonna and similar verb forms auxiliary verbs if they follow only half of the
proposed criteria for English auxiliary verbs? The answer is the logic with which these criteria
were set up. They are descriptive criteria based on the traditional system of English auxiliary
verbs and core modals. They were derived a posteriori in line with the prototypical auxiliary
verbs be, do, have to match their characteristics. Therefore, it is only natural that other and
diachronically later verbs such as gonna do not match those criteria. We need to consider a
more general cross-linguistic definition of auxiliary verbs which is created a priori, without the
intention to match specific words or phrases'. The following definition should be unproblematic
to capture the general gist of auxiliary verbs - auxiliary verb is a verb whose semantics is
weakened and serves functions more grammatical in nature and that complements the meaning
of a lexical verb. Gonna’, which is already semantically bleached and serves grammatical
functions when followed by a verb phrase, may arguably be considered an auxiliary in PDE,
especially as a shortened syntactically autonomous form.

The claim of this work is that the nature of this auxiliary is changing into a modal
auxiliary. The task of proving this claim requires more specific delineation of the domain of
modality which is rather vague by nature. Quirk et al (1985, 127-128) defines four additional
criteria for modal auxiliaries and they all apply for gonna; they are 9) construction with bare
infinitive, 10) finite functions only, 11) no 3™ person inflection and 12) abnormal time
reference. However, based on the previous discussion, one cannot rely on the synchronic
features of English modal auxiliary verbs. On the other hand, they might be helpful in
constructing a picture of the current English modal system to see what grammatical ‘space’
gonna 1s entering.

Before describing English modal system with which gonna is becoming increasingly
associated, it is important to define modality as I did with the definition of modal auxiliary verb.
A sound definition of modality will help to establish what modal features and functions gonna
is acquiring that arguably make it modal.

As with many general linguistic terms, there is a variety of definitions. Since the primary
objective of the present work is not to choose the most suitable one, modality and consequently
modal auxiliary verbs will be approached from a rather general perspective. This allows wide

acceptance by most linguistic approaches. Another reason for omitting too specific

! This is not to say that Quirk et al.’s definition is wrong, only that its purpose is to describe one synchronic slice
of the English verbal system and when we want to talk about new items that enter it diachronically, we need to
consider more general cross-linguistic terminology to be able to assess that status of the new items.

2 From now on I will mainly talk about one verb, i.e. gonna, it is the main focus of the present work, chosen
from the proposed new group of verbs



characterisation is to enable the widest overlap with various concepts of modality. First
important distinction is that between mood and modality. In general, languages tend have one
or the other- they are two different systems for marking what can be roughly drawn as realis
and irrealis continuum. Realis marks statements as facts, as something known or observable.
Irrealis is the opposition; it marks statements as imaginary, hypothetical, unknown, or vague.
Modality and modal verbs fall under the domain of irrealis (Palmer 2001, 104).

Joan Bybee (1994) mentions problems of defining modality. Cross-linguistic research
reveals a number of linguistic features that she uses to problematize even the more general
definition ‘that modality is the grammaticization of speakers’ (subjective) attitudes and
opinions’ (Bybee et al 1994, 176). For the present scrutiny, I find it useful to follow Hansen
and de Haan (2009) and distinguish two aspects of modal systems. One that pertains to the
formal features of modals and another that entails their meaning. Hansen (2018, 260), in accord
with Bybee, describes modal expressions as ‘means of expressing modality which have
undergone a grammaticalization process’. Hansen and Haan (2009) also postulated two key
features of modal expressions and identified them as syntactic autonomy and semantic
polyfunctionality.

Palmer (1986 4f) points to different degrees of grammaticalization of modal systems.
Using the first of Hansen and Haan’s modal features, different degree of grammaticalization

would reflect different degrees of syntactic autonomy—Palmer notes that:

the markers of modality may be modal verbs, clitics or particles. Whether
these are grammatical or not can only be decided in terms of the degree to
which they have syntactic restrictions and the extent to which they can be
defined as a limited rather than open-ended system of items. (ibid, PAGE)

The second feature - semantic polyfunctionality - would differ in the abstractness of the
modal meaning, ranging from more concrete to more abstract (thus more grammatical) and
typical of modals like possibility, necessity or volition. When we consider the properties of
gonna from Hansen and Haan and Palmer’s point of view, it seems plausible to class it as a
marker of modality. It is syntactically autonomous which is in accord with markers of modality
in the form of modal verbs. Its semantics needs closer attention to bring up contexts that would
show any kinds of modal meanings. This will be shown in the practical part of this work. At
the present, it is hopefully uncontroversial to say that gonna serves as a marker of future tense
which is liable to modal interpretations by the very nature of future tense as was noted by Lyons

(1977, 677, 816, seen in Palmer 2001, 105):



Futurity is never a purely temporal concept; it necessarily includes an element
of prediction or some related notion.

What is conventionally used as a future tense (...) is rarely, if ever, used solely
for making statements or predictions, or posing or asking factual questions,
about the future. It is also used in a wider or narrower range of non-factive
utterances, involving supposition, inference, wish, intention and desire.

To move from a more general conception of modality and definition of

auxiliaryhood to a more specific context of the English language, see next chapter.
2.2. Modality in English

We need first to outline the English modal system to better understand the position of
the new subcategory of verbs including and similar to gonna so that we can later draw
conclusions on the similarity between gonna and the traditional means of expressing modality
in English in terms of function, form or historical development. This will set up a framework

for evaluating the claim that gonna is a part of a new auxiliary modal verb subcategory.

2.2.1. Functions of Modality

Modality
Propositional Event
Epistemic Deontic Dynamic
-speculatlve EVidentiaI -permissive _abilitive
-deductive -obligative olitive
-VOolItiv
-assumptive -commisive

Table 1 Modal categories according to Palmer (2001)

Modality in English can be expressed by modal verbs, adverbs, or to a limited degree
by subjunctive. Only modal verbs are relevant for this work. Table 1 above displays general
functions of modality found across languages as stated by Palmer (2001). The coarsest

distinction of modal functions is that between propositional and even modality. From the



domain of propositional modality, English modal verbs can express epistemic modality.
Evidential modality is not grammaticalized in English. Both types of event modality, i.e.
deontic and dynamic, can be expressed by English modal verbs. The distinction between the

different kinds of modality that can be expressed by English modal verbs is following:

A) Event modality is concerned with events that have not taken place but
potentially might (Palmer 2001, 70). It can be further distinguished to deontic
and dynamic modality. Deontic modality is used to talk about obligations
(deontic obligative) like in the example b) in table 2 where Amy is obliged to
go. Example a) shows permissions (deontic permissive) as Amy is allowed to
go and example ¢) shows a promise (deontic commisive) as Petter is promised
the book. Dynamic modality is used to express abilities (dynamic abilitive)
as in d), which expresses that Karen is able to run fast, and willingness

(dynamic volitive) as in ) which expresses Karen’s will to let the addressee

stay.
a) Amy may/ can go now. Permissive
b) Amy must/ has to go now. Obligative | Deontic modality
c¢) Peter shall have the book tomorrow. Comissive
Abilitive D . li
d) Karen can run fast. N ynamic modality
Volitive

e) Karen will let you stay.

Table 2 Deontic and dynamic modality

B) Propositional epistemic modality is concerned with the reliability of
speaker’s statements. More specifically, it is used in sentences where speakers
produce judgements based on what they know or believe (Palmer 2001, 24).
Together with evidential modality, it is a type of propositional modality.
However, English does not express evidential modality in a grammaticalized
way, i.e. it does not have grammatical features for sensory data (e.g. seeing,
hearing) or for the source of information (e.g. (un)known source, general
knowledge) that would express the reliability of speaker’s claims. Speculative
epistemic modality in example 1) in table 3 bases the reliability of speaker’s
statement about Malcolm on his or her subjective beliefs and thoughts.

Deductive epistemic modality in b) expresses a higher degree of reliability in



the statement as there is usually evidence, for example a light in the window.
Finally, epistemic assumptive modality in c) is used in statements that rely on
some recurrent and general facts, for example, Patrick is always at home at a

certain time.

a) Patrick may be at home. Speculative Epistemic

b) Patrick will be at home. Deductive .
modality

c¢) Patrick must be at home. Assumptive

Table 3 Epistemic modality

It is also worth noting that both deontic and epistemic modality are facultatively
expressed in a sentence by modal verbs in English. However, epistemic modality as a part of
the meaning of grammatical mood is expressed obligatorily in a finite verb phrase (Duskova et

al 2012, 185-186), e.g. indicative mood in / saw him yesterday.

2.2.2. Formal Expression of Modality

English modal verbs form a separate group from lexical verbs and other auxiliary verbs.
They differ in their formal properties and semantics. Duskova et al (2012, 180) define them as
a close-class group of verbs including nine items: can, may, must, shall, will, ought, need, dare

and used to. She notes four formal features that they share with auxiliary verbs:

1)  They are negated by the following negative particle not.

2)  They form questions by inversion.

3) They can stand as pro-forms of VP’s in the same contexts as auxiliary
verbs.

4)  They are followed by infinitive without 7o (the exceptions are ought to

and used to)
Duskova points out two distinctive formal features and one semantic of English modal verbs:

1) They lack 3™ person singular -s.

2) They only have finite forms, usually present and past, some have one.

3) They have meaning (unlike auxiliary verbs) which is not independent (unlike
lexical verbs) and which can modify the meaning of lexical verbs based on the

agent’s ability to ‘do’ the action or the facticity of the action. (ibid, 180-184)



2.2.3. History of English Modality

Past development of English central modals is relevant for this work since the
grammaticalization paths® (i.e. the general patterns of language change) leading to the
abbreviated modal expressions like gonna are recurring both diachronically and across
languages. The knowledge of the past development can therefore clarify the current state of the
English verbal system.

In Old English, some lexical verbs were used as modals, but they were not a
grammaticalized closed-class as in Present-Day English. The predominant system to mark the
realis-irrealis continuum in Old English was the system of mood, where the subjunctive mood
marked the irrealis utterances. Certain verbs (e.g. willan, magan) could be used as modals to a
certain degree — they were limited to some modal contexts, e.g. obligation, condition, etc. Their
use was correlated with the subjunctive inflection which was gradually eroding from the OE
verbal system. For this reason, some authors propose what is called a ‘substitution theory’
(Ogawa 1994), which at first seems to be in accord with Palmer’s more general claim mentioned
in chapter 1 that says languages tend to have either mood or modality system to mark the realis-
irrealis continuum. Ogawa also adds that if some languages have both systems (e.g. French,
Italian and to a limited degree Old English), one gradually prevails as is the case of English.
The substitution theory says that modal verbs in English systematically replaced the subjunctive
mood. Hiroshi Ogawa (1994) argued against this theory on the basis of the fact that while
modals could be used in any subjunctive context, it did not work vice versa- subjunctive mood
could not be used in any context where there previously was a modal verb. This feeds to the
notion that behaviour of language items is determined by their diachronic development. OE
subjunctive and lexical verbs used in modal contexts naturally were not convertible because
they come from different sources. Ogawa also did not find any significant diachronic change in
the frequency of modal verb use in different texts between the early and late Old English period.
He claims that modal verbs in Old English were used stylistically to specify a particular modal
meaning which was one among many when a subjunctive inflection was used. Together with
the constant frequency in time, he argued that the use of modals together with the subjunctive
mood was a variation- not a sign of systematic language change. Modals were thus a ‘new
invention’ that was used as a stylistic tool and not a replacement of the subjunctive system that
was part of the mood system as the substitution theory says. When Ogawa says that modals

could be used in some contexts where the subjunctive could not, he identified three main areas-

3 Described more in chapter 2.3.



Expression of obligation, Apodoses of rejected conditions and requests in dependent clauses.
These contexts are highly specific and their details are not relevant for this work. What is,
however, is the idea of finding the contexts where the newly emergent language phenomena
functionally coincide with some already existing and where they differ. In the practical part,
certain instances of gonna will be analysed to obtain the same information as Ogawa, i.e.
(contextual) similarities between gonna and functionally parallel modals but also differences.
If the analysis reveals contexts which are unique for gonna where other means of expressing
modality will rarely appear or not at all, it would support the idea of thinking about the
shortened form gonna and other similar verbs as a modal subcategory in PDE. If the analysis
reveals similar contexts for gonna and some other modal expressions, it would be more

plausible to call it a variation as Ogawa did with OE lexical verbs used in modal contexts.

2.2.4. Emergent Modals

This chapter will introduce in greater detail the category of verbs that include gonna and
other formally and functionally similar ones. Krug (2000) elaborated the previous claims that
the English modal system is currently being reorganised with his postulation of a new
subcategory that he named ‘emergent modals’. His work is based upon the grammaticalization
theory and produced synchronic and diachronic analyses of phrases such as be going fo, have
got to, have to, want to, etc. that were often claimed to be changing their categorial status and
acquiring some of the features typical of English core modals. Krug proposed a new model of
grammatical categorisation in English verbal system that aimed to describe the new category
of ‘emergent modals’. His model of categorisation is based on the analogy with the classical
Newtonian gravitation model where members of a category exert different degrees influence
over each other. The advantage of this model is that it can capture both the ongoing diachronic
change and synchronically delimit a newly emerging group of verbs by the fact that it is
dynamic and potentially flexible as it allows movement of its items. If Krug came up with a set
of defining features, he would inevitably run into troubles. There would be elements that would
not fit some of the rules- exeptions, as it usually happens in traditional grammars. Another
problem would be that such delimitation would make the new category rigid and stable which
is also inaccurate in a natural language. Last disadvantage of such approach would be the lack
of explanation why the newly emergent group phonetically erodes towards a shared consonant-
vowel-consonant-schwa structure.

‘Emergent modals’ consist of the most prototypical member be going to- the

‘gravitation’ centre influencing peripheral ones like have got to, want to, have to, and even more



peripheral ones like need (to0), ought (to), dare (to). The degree of centrality is based upon a
number of shared features. The features that are the base of the model include phonological

form, morphosyntactic properties and discourse frequency of the potential category members.
Following figure 1 from Krug (2000, 239) should help visualise the internal structure of
the new paradigm as well as how the gravitation model can be used to visualise the relations
within and even outside of the ‘emergent modals’. The relative size of the bubbles is indicative
of the verb’s influence over others. The left cluster is the more central members of the category
while the peripheral ones stand half-way between the new group and wil/, which also exerts
considerable influence over them. The fact that will is included stresses the relatedness of future

and modal functions.

The difference between
o the focus of Krug’s investigation

. . @ and this work’s focus is twofold.

; () @

PROTOTYPE Firstly, Krug was researching a

; whole new paradigm while this

work focuses only on the central

M gonna (be going to). Secondly,

Nw N (10); O = OUGHT T0; 1D = DARE (T0) Krug’s work suggests a gradual
Figure 1 Krug's system of emerging modals (including the central modal will) ~ shift from be going to (and the
whole paradigm) into gonna

with both formal and semantic changes (shortened form + modal semantics), while I suggest a
divergence. I want to show, on the example of gonna, that it is the shortened form that gathers
the modal meanings and that there is a functional divergence between the full form and its

shortened counterpart. In other words, Krug proposes the following diachronic change A — B,

while I claim A — B, C.

2.3. Grammaticalization as Emergent Linguistic Behaviour

Current approaches towards language that support the idea of grammaticalization is a
broad usage-based/ emergentist framework represented by the work of linguists such as Bybee,
Hopper or Langacker, although the roots of grammaticalization theory are older than these
approaches themselves. The general idea of this framework is that language is shaped by the
way people use it which makes it a very flexible and amenable. It views language as a dynamic
evolving system of human mind that emerges from the cooperation of different cognitive and

social processes. This idea is in accord with other often overlapping but still subtly varied
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linguistic approaches such as Langacker’s Cognitive Grammar, Goldberg’s Construction
Grammar, or Bernandéz’s Morphodynamic/ Synergetic theory.

The varied emergentist approaches form an opposition to Chomsky’s Generative
Grammar that understands language in a more static and innate way, often stressing its
biologically given structure.

The term ‘emergent’ itself is important. It refers to the fact that language structure
emerges through interaction. The term might have been first used in Paul Hopper’s article
‘Emergent Grammar’ (1987), which is one of the first to concisely formulate the emergentist
position. It describes grammar as a continual movement towards structure that is never present
and only unceasingly coming into being. Hopper in it stresses that grammar must be viewed ‘as
a real-time, social phenomenon, and therefore [it] is temporal; its structure is always deferred,
always in a process but never arriving, and therefore emergent.” (Hopper 1987, 3) Language
and its structures are believed to emerge from other cognitive and socio-cultural processes,
mingling together and recursively building structures on and from other structures. It is, as he
said, a growing together of different forms (Hopper 1987, 8). According to Hopper, a
combination of cognitive and socio-cultural processes leads to the emergence of a self-
organising system, i.e. language. Such is the theoretical background that allows the conception
of the modern theory of grammaticalization but some linguists hinted explicitly at the processes
leading to the creation of grammar even decades before the 1980°s when most of the works
described above were published.

The first linguist to use the term grammaticalization was probably Meillet who defined
it as “the attribution of a grammatical character to a previously autonomous word” (Meillet
1912, 131, seen in Hopper 1991). There are two problems with such a definition- general one
and particular one relating to the context of English shortened modal expressions under present
scrutiny. The general one is that it is problematic to establish what is autonomous, meaning
lexical, and what is grammatical. The second problem is that Meillet’s definition confines
grammaticalization to the domain of morphology since it only considers a change in the nature
of one word while the English emergent modal expressions start their grammaticalization
journey as multi-word phrases. Thanks to empirical research, many of the linguistic categories
that Meillet relied on are now shown to be fuzzier and more fluid than was previously thought
in the first half of the 20" century. Not only ‘lexical’ and ‘grammatical’ categories but also the
category ‘word’ became problematic in the light of new rigorous cross-linguistic data.
Eventually, different approaches to grammaticalization were developed that acknowledged or

even helped to acknowledge that language categories are not so categorially discreet and stable.
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Despite the shift in terminology, today’s most general definitions of grammaticalization
are not too far away from Meillet’s; consider Hopper and Traugott’s (2004, 4) definition: “it is
a process where lexical items assume properties typical of grammatical words”. What is written
above implies, that the distinction between lexical and grammatical domains will further be
treated as a continuum in accord with authors such as Halliday (1961, 248-9). It means that one
word will be understood to be more, or less grammatical than other based on certain features.
In the case of expressing modality in English, using an adverb would be less grammatical than
using a core modal. Conversely, using the reduced form of one of the emergent modals to
express epistemic modality would also be more grammatical, based on the formal properties of
the linguistic items even though the meaning stays the same. Pointed brackets indicate which

means of expressing modality in the sentences below is considered more grammatical.

Maybe, she has done it. < She may have done it.
It is going to happen. < It’s gonna happen.

The suggested lexical-grammatical continuum does not contain evenly distributed set
of linguistic items. There are certain areas where linguistic material tends to cluster (Bybee,
Hopper 1993). In the context of the evolution of grammar, these clusters represent points on the
continuum between which different linguistic items ‘jump’ during their grammaticalization
journey. In the theory of grammaticalization, the continuum with clusters is referred to as a
cline (e.g. Halliday 1961). What is interesting about clines is the fact that functionally similar
linguistic items in different languages develop in similar ways. There are various clustering
patterns for different paths of grammaticalization, i.e., clines. These are prototypical and cross-
linguistically recurring patterns of language change. Below is the most general and famous

grammaticalization cline (Hopper, Traugott 2009, 7):
CONTENT WORD — GRAMMATICAL WORD — CLITIC — INFLECTIONAL AFFIX (—ZERO)*

There is an ongoing debate whether language change, as represented by clines, is
unidirectional (Traugott 1982), meaning that grammar always begins with a lexical item that is
only able to move to the right on the cline (or stay where it is) and gradually acquires
grammatical nature which would again either stay as it is or lead to the loss of linguistic material

due to phonetic erosion.

% The last bracketed cluster is Givon’s addition (Givon 1979, 33) to this cline assuming phonetic erosion that
would eventually lead to the disappearance of the linguistic material
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2.4. Grammaticalization and Lexicalisation

The change from be going to to gonna could arguably be included under the domain of
lexicalisation rather than grammaticalization. This work favours grammaticalization but it may
prove insightful to summarise arguments for lexicalisation and explain why the
grammaticalization account seems more convincing to explain the current state of affairs of the
‘emergent modals’. At the beginning of the 1970’s there was a debate over what Pullum (1997)
refers to as ‘Teddy facts’. They are sentences that feature certain semantic constrictions on the
contracted forms of what Pullum calls ‘therapy words’- most of them are those that Krug (2000)
identified as ‘emergent modals’, although some are missing, e.g. need. The question that ‘Teddy
facts’ spurred is what are the principles that govern the syntactic distribution of the contracted
forms and ultimately what is the paradigmatic relationship between the full forms and the forms
that ‘show phonetic amalgamations with infinitival zo’ to use Pullum’s words (1997, 81). In
short it was a similar kind of scrutiny that Krug (2000) tried to perform — to describe the function
and behaviour of the ‘Teddy facts’ (‘emergent modals’). However, Pullum’s method and
conclusion is notably different as will the end of this chapter show. Below this paragraph is the
gradual introduction to ‘Teddy facts’. According to Pullum, to most native speakers of
American English 1) has an ambiguous reading between the amicable wish of success and the
desire to replace Teddy. The abbreviated form in 2) erases this ambiguity and leaves the latter
reading. The unambiguous latter meaning is also seen in 3) and the abbreviated verb form

renders this same sentence ungrammatical.

1)  Teddy is the man I want to succeed.

2)  Teddy is the man I wanna succeed.

3)  Teddy is the man I want to succeed Bobby.
4)  *Teddy is the man I wanna succeed Bobby.

The two following examples by Lakoff (1970) (seen in Pulum 1997, 81) show a similar
behaviour as ‘Teddy facts’. Where 5) again shows ambiguity between the statement that there

are puzzles I have and will work on and the deontic modality, 6) only has the deontic reading.

5)  There are some puzzles I have to work on

6)  There are some puzzles I hafta work on.

Pullum (1997) tried to answer the debate over what guides the syntactic distribution of

the shortened verb forms by establishing their relationship to their parental phrases. He
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dismisses the lexical stance which claims that the shortened forms such as hafta or wanna are
independent verbs, synchronically unrelated to save to and want to. He also dismisses the
syntactic one pursued by generative grammarians that sought to establish different rules that
would replace the full form with the shortened one in specific contexts. Pullum advocated his
own stance that proposes to view the abbreviated forms gonna, wanna, gotta, etc. as results of
derivational morphology. He proposes to understand fo as a suffix the same way as under is a
prefix in undergo. What Pullum’s assessment of the relationship between the abbreviated forms
and their full parental structures does not consider is the whole grammaticalization framework
and the paradigmaticity of the ‘therapy verbs’ (‘emergent modals’). He does not mention their
shared modal semantics and formal similarities that make them cohesive. Another problematic
point is the fact that he does not use empirical data and all assumptions about grammaticality
of his sentences are intuition-based.

Despite the mentioned drawbacks, there is one especially relevant insight that the study
of therapy word offered. The last two examples by Lakoff present a sign that supports the thesis
of this study, i.e. that the shortened forms (and thus gonna) tend to express modal meanings.
The examples only differ in the full/ abbreviated form and the abbreviated 6) keeps the modal
meaning while it discards the other one.

What Pullum’s stance lacks may be supplied by some insights brought by Krug (2000),
namely the insight about the inner formal and functional convergence of the ‘therapy verbs’
(‘emergent modals’). Formal convergence shows in the reduction of the paternal phrases
towards the cvca structure. Grounds for claiming the functional convergence could be based
upon the qualitative analysis of the reduced forms, i.e. gonna in this work, and the context in
which they appear. If it reveales that these forms gathered modal meanings around them, it
would contrast them with their source constructions. In other words, the ‘emergent modals’ (I
will use Krug’s term consistently from now on), seem to represent a new subgroup of modal
expressions whose form is a surface manifestation of 1) their functional divergence from their
parent phrases and 2) functional convergence within the new paradigm. As a new group, these
verbs, including gonna, should not be a priori expected to follow either the syntactic behaviour

of their parent phrases or that of the core modals with whom they are often associated.

3. Objectives and Hypothesis

The hypothesis of this work is that gonna is gradually functionally diverging from its
parent phrase be going to. In other words, the hypothesis is that gonna is undergoing a process

of grammaticalization which means that its meaning is becoming more grammatical and
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abstract in nature, more specifically that it acquires modal meanings. This is the reason why it
diverges from be going to.

This hypothesis is a part of a bigger discussion. Probably the most concise articulation
was Krug’s dissertation work (Krug 2000) that called for a creation of a new subcategory of
modal verbs — ‘emergent modals’. Here, the focus lies on gonna and my hypothesis is slightly
different from Krug’s. While he claimed that there is a process of grammaticalization in the
domain of English modal verbs leading to the change from the parent phrases of ‘emergent
modals’ like be going to, have got to, want to, etc. to their reduced forms gonna, gotta,
wanna, etc. I propose a functional split between the two groups and a retention of both of
them, not a gradual morphosis of one into another. The difference between my and Krug’s

proposition can be schematised as following:

A—B
A—AB

Krug’s is the top schema, this work claims the bottom schema where A is the original parent
phrases and B are the emergent modals.

The practical part of this work will produce quantitative and qualitative corpus analyses
which are expected to lend the following results: Quantitatively, as a symptom of progressing
grammaticalization of gonna, it should show a gradual increase of frequency in time.
Conversely, the frequency of be going to is expected to decrease in the modal contexts where
it competes with gonna. It is important to look at the relevant contexts since not all are
comparable. For example, be going to followed by a noun phrase cannot be included in the
analysis as [ am studying those instances which function as grammatical markers of either future
tense or some modal meanings, not instances in which be going to is a verb of motion. In these
contexts, be going to does not functionally compete with gonna and hence I expect no related
rise of frequency of one item and fall of the other.

If I witness a stagnation of frequency of gonna, it would be a strong counter-argument
for its grammaticalization. Although a rise of frequency is not a necessary prerequisite for
grammaticalization, it strongly correlates with it. It is logical because in the process of
grammaticalization, the language item loses its specific meaning which binds it in certain
contexts and it broadens its meaning with more general and grammatical meanings which allow

it to move to more contexts.
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If there is a stagnation or a rise of the frequency of be going to in the relevant contexts,
there is a possibility that more factors are at play than just the functional competition between
gonna and be going to that leads to their functional divergence. For example, be going to may
also acquire some meanings that I do not account for in this study. Potentially, it can appear
more often in future tense contexts at the expense of will which would lead to the rise of its
frequency.

The qualitative analysis will be conducted on two samples of sentences with gonna that
are from two different points of time. This will allow the analysis to capture the diachronic
change, if there is any. The analysis will consist of labelling each use of gonna as modal, future
or other and if modal, it will specify a subtype of modality in the cases that are worth closer
attention. This may be because they represent a prototypical use that is better illustrated with
an example. It can also be a surprising example. The qualitative analysis will therefore provide
some specific use of gonna in context. Apart from the closer scrutiny, it will be used to
determine the overal ratio between modal, future and other meanings in the use of gonna. As
there will be two samples from different time periods, the analysis will also provide the
expected change of this ratio in time. I expect to find the ratio growing in favour of modal
meanings. This is also predicted by the grammaticalization theory since the direction of change
in meaning during this process goes from a less grammatical to a more grammatical one, i.e.
from future tense to modal meanings.

If T find the ratio stagnant or even increasing in favour of future tense or other meanings,
it can have two alternative interpretations based on how the frequency of gonna will behave.

If the frequency is rising steadily but the relative number of modal meanings does not
rise, it would be reasonable to think that the process of grammaticalization is happening but
other meanings that are not considered in this work are being acquired by gonna. It can also be
that the rise of frequency is a random fluctuation or that gonna is in fact not diverging
functionally from be going fo and it is gonna which is acquiring future tense meanings of will.
The whole hypothesis about the grammaticalization of gonna should not be abandoned while
its frequency is rising steadily.

If the frequency of gonna is not rising and the qualitative analysis does not find the ratio
swinging towards modal meanings or even slipping from them, there would be a serious

argument to abandon the whole hypothesis.
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4. Quantitative Material and Methodology

The study will use data from The Movie Corpus and The TV Corpus searched through
a corpus manager accessible at www.english-corpora.org. The reason for using these corpora
is the highly informal nature of language that they contain which is due to the fact that films
and TV series seek to imitate the casual spoken language. This makes it a suitable place to study
current trends and language change, which usually starts as an informal language variation.
These corpora also allow a diachronic perspective on the functional divergence between be
going to and gonna since their texts are divided into decades, beginning with the 1950’°s and
ending in 2010’s. However, this study will only consider the last three decades, i.e. 1990’s,
2000’s and 2010’s as they comprise around 90% of all the texts in each corpus.

The general methodology for quantitative data was sketched in chapter three. The study
will look at the frequencies of be going to and gonna in both corpora for each of the three
decades. This means that there are three variables- corpus (The TV Corpus, The Movies
Corpus), time (90’s, 00’s, 10’s) and word (gonna, going). Before I proceed to further describe
the statistics, I need to elaborate on the corpus search methodology concerning the variable
word.

The corpora search for gonna was straight forward- since the spoken language allows
the omission of the verb be in front of it, I did not need to specify it in the search. Also, I did
not need to specify that it cannot be followed by a noun phrase since gonna + noun phrase (e.g.
I'm gonna school*) is ungrammatical and therefore should not occur in the corpora. The
possibility that gonna stands at the end of a sentence (e.g. Are you gonna do it? Yeah I'm
gonna.) 1s included in the search. The search for be going to was more complicated for the
following reasons. Firstly, I needed to include all the forms of the verb to be (e.g. am, is, ‘s,
was, been, etc.). | also needed to specify that the whole phrase cannot be followed by a noun
phrase to exclude sentences like He was going to church as the phrase here does not function
as a marker of future tense but rather as a motion verb, which is out of my study’s scope, and
include eliptical sentences like / was going to.

Lastly, there was one more complication that influenced my methodology. When listing
the frequencies for be going to, there was no way to obtain one list for all the right contexts.
Because of the nature of the corpora manager I was working with, all the different forms (and
their spoken language transcriptions) of the verb be that preceeds going were written out in
separate lists. This was the same for the condition that going must be followed by a verb- the

nature of the corpus manager could not produce a list of going + verb but it would display
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separate frequencies for instances of going + the particular verb (e.g. going to do, going to see,
etc.). For this reason, I needed to add up all the lists manually. In order to be able to do this, I
needed to restrict the number of this lists by setting the lowest frequency threshold for such
going + verb combination to at least 10 occurances. In order for my data to be comparable, I
set the same frequency threshold at 10 occurances for gonna, although I did not face the same
corpus manager problem with it since I did not have to set the condition that it has to be followed
by a verb and preceeded by fo be.

Even though the frequency threshold did not alter the total number of occurances very
much, it is useful to point out that because of it, the strength of my analysis lies primarily in the
relative comparison between the frequencies of gonna and be going to, which is as precise as
possible, and that the absolute frequency has a slight distortion caused by the application of a
minimal frequency threshold of 10 occurances for each gonna and be going to.

Above I explained how I gathered the quantitative data from the corpora. The statistics

that [ used on them and its interpretation is described in chapter 6.1.

5. Qualitative Material and Methodology

Anna Papafragou (2000, 1-3) stresses the importance of context in the interpretation of
English modals which alludes to the broader question of what meanings should we assign to
the word and which to the context. Papafragou contrasts two approaches in the analysis of
polysemous linguistic material which are semantic underdetermination and semantic
overdetermination. She claims that overdetermination of linguistic material, i.e. the inclusion
of all the contextually possible meanings, makes it difficult to predict regularly the
interpretation (ibid, 10-16). It would only enable the researcher to make descriptive statements
about the distribution of meanings in different contexts that the scrutinized items convey but it
would lack the explanation of the processes that govern the distribution in language. It would
only lead to the production of dictionary-like lists of meanings. This is why Papafragou
elaborates her semantic-pragmatic analysis of English modality with the preference for
semantic underdetermination of linguistic items. Such analysis works with the basic general
meanings that are to be found for the majority of the contexts and then focuses on how to explain
less common meanings of words or the change of meaning. It involves the consideration of
different pragmatic inferences that speakers make during the actual discourse, which are
assumed to be one of the main factors that govern the distribution.

Therefore, it is vital to pay heed to the context in which the shortened form gonna is

situated to determine the percentage of modal, future, and perhaps other meanings expressed.
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This stance has two presuppositions that I adopt from Tom Werner (2006) who focused an
article on the analysing of the future interpretations of core English modals. He observed that
in certain sentences, modals like may, might, or will have ambiguous modal readings and that
some of these are also future readings. He claimed that the temporal readings are associated
with specific modal readings (deontic, epistemic, etc.) and that, in turn, those modal readings
are activated in context. Therefore, the first presupposition is that the modal readings and future
modal reading of gonna arise from the interaction with context and its lexical entry at best only
includes more general modal meanings. The stance towards disambiguating polysemous
expressions such as gonna assuming its semantic underspecification seems to be in accord with
the previously mentioned grammaticalization clines that also display only the general array of
meanings. At least the processes that govern the synchronic distribution of meanings across
contexts and the diachronic evolution of meanings in clines appear to be the same ones which
would in turn make polysemy the prerequisite for grammaticalization. In this sense I dare
paraphrase Givon’s famous quote “today’s syntax is tomorrow’s morphology” (Givon 1971,
413) as “today’s polysemy can be tomorrow’s grammaticalization cline.” The know-how that
this brings into the qualitative analysis of gonna is that the modal meanings that I may find will
be listed only in their general typological sense. The categories are based on Palmer (2001) and
were described in greater detail in chapter 2.2.1.. A more precise specification will be provided
only for a selected sample of gonna that will be provided together with the context. This
assumes the general potential of meanings that gonna can have as an abstract lexeme and the
specific meanings that gonna produce in the interaction with context as a concrete token.

The qualitative analysis of modal and future meanings will consider only gonna. The
reason for this is twofold. Firstly, to keep the size of this study from expanding too much and
secondly, as I explained in chapter 4, the possibilities of the corpora manager did not allow to
reliably list the right contexts for all the forms of be going to from which I would be able to
make a random sample for the analysis. It was possible for gonna because there are less context
restrictions.

Because this work is not interested in the difference between The Movie Corpus and
The TV Corpus, a mixed random sample that would represent both of them was needed. I made
four random samples each of 100 concordance lines. Two from the 1990°s where one was from
The TV Corpus and one was from The Movie Corpus — I put both sample lines together and
produced another random sample of 100 concordance lines from the two previous samples
which thus represents a sample from both corpora. I repeated analogous steps for the 2010’s

100 concordance line sample representing both corpora. Having one sample from the 1990’s
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and the other from the 2010°s allowed the analysis to compare the diachronic distribution of
modal and future meanings.

The results will lend two outcomes. The first is the distribution of modal and future
functions of gonna and their change. The second is the presentation of concrete sentences with
gonna and commentary on specific uses of gonna in context. The presented examples will be
chosen because they represent some recurrent prototypical use or conversely because they are
rare, surprising and thus interesting. The commentary should always provide some insight in
each context. The size of both samples in the qualitative part of my study amounts to 200
concordance lines. The insight that they bring and the reason why they are included in this study
nevertheless is the following- they sketch the general distribution of modal meanings and future
functions of gonna which has not, as far as [ know, been done before so it may serve as a basis
for further study of gonna. The second benefit of including the qualitative analysis is that it
shows the specific uses of gonna in context which allows better understanding of what precisely
is hidden under the term ‘grammaticalization of gonna’ than just a mere statistical number-
crunching of frequencies.

Lastly, I need to clarify the methodology of choosing modal and future labels for the
individual uses of gonna. It is not always possible to unanimously select one modal meaning.
Either the context would have to be broader or even with a broader context, it still would not
be possible to decide definitively on one interpretation. Taking the example of epistemic
speculative and epistemic deductive modality used, for example, for predictions. Even with a
broader context I may not know whether the prediction is only a speculation based on speaker’s
opinion (hence epistemic speculative) or if some deduction based on known facts is happening
(hence epistemic deductive), e.g. She's gonna be fine in like an hour. Does the speaker only
hope she will be fine? Is it a guess? Does he have more information about her? Is he a doctor?
Is she tired or seriously injured? The context does not provide enough information and thus in
my analysis I count examples as such both as epistemic speculative and epistemic deductive.
For this reason, it is not possible to add up the modal subtypes (i.e. speculative and deductive)
to get the total number modal functions (i.e. epistemic in this case) as this sentence counts as
two modal subtypes but as one modal function. Other sentences may have both the epistemic
and deontic modal function interpretations so the sum of all modal and future functions can be
higher than the number of sentences. This allows me to compare the distribution of modal and

future meanings and avoid making decisions on modal function without enough evidence.
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6. Results and interpretation

6.1. Quantitative Results

I used the corpus calculator at https://korpus.cz/calc/ to obtain the confidence intervals

for all the frequencies of gonna and going in each decade and in both corpora. The confidence

intervals are very small which is caused by the size of each decade’s subcorpus which counts

tens of millions of words. Therefore, all the differences presented below are statistically

significant. All the figures and the charts are made in Microsoft Excel.

The TV Corpus
1990's
gonna
going

Absolute freq. i.p.m.
53377 1694,1 (+ 14.3179)
12058 382,71 (+ 6.7983)

Words in cor.

31 506 980
31 506 980

1990's
gonna
going

The Movie Corpus

Absolute freq. i.p.m.
47190 1917,2 (£ 17.2269)
7082 287,73 (+ 6.6608)

Words in cor.
24 613 584
24 613 584

The TV Corpus + The Movie Corpus

1990's Absolute freq. i.p.m. Words in cor.
gonna 100567 1791,98 (+ 11.0387 56 120 564
going 19140 341,05 (+ 4.8132) 56 120 564
Table 4 All corpora in the 1990°s
The TV Corpus
2000's Absolute freq. i.p.m. Words in cor.
gonna 185469 2118,6 (£ 9.6107) 87 543 909
going 41510 474,16 (£ 4.5484) 87 543 909
The Movie Corpus
2000's Absolute freq. i.p.m. Words in cor.
gonna 110180 2150,7 (£ 12.6535) 51230 435
going 15815 308,7 (£ 4.7912) 51230 435
The TV Corpus + The Movie Corpus
2000's Absolute freq. i.p.m. Words in cor.
gonna 295649 2130,43 (+ 7.6563) 138 774 344
going 57325 413,08 (+ 3.3733) 138 774 344

Table 5 All corpora in the 2000’s

Table 1 show all three
corpora that are used, i.e. The TV
Corpus on top, The Movie Corpus
in the middle and the sum of both
corpora at the bottom. It displays
the absolute frequencies, relative
frequencies (items per million)
and the total number of words in
a corpus for gonna and going in
each corpus. The relative
frequency is accompanied by a
confidence interval in the

brackets. The following tables 2
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The TV Corpus
2010's Absolute freq. i.p.m. Words in cor.
gonna 420537 2439 (+ 7.3482) 172 421 491
going 64612 374,73 (+ 2.8829) 172 421 491
The Movie Corpus
2010's Absolute freq. i.p.m. Words in cor.
gonna 152351 2406,1 (£ 12.0382) 63 318 765
going 24055 379,9 (£ 4.7841) 63 318 765
The TV Corpus + The Movie Corpus
2010's Absolute freq. i.p.m. Words in cor.
gonna 572888 1430,17 (+ 6.2736) 235 740 256
going 88667 376,12 (+ 2.4707) 235 740 256

Table 6 All corpora in the 2010’s

and 3 show analogous data for the
2000’s and 2010’s.

Figure 3 shows the
frequency per million in The
Movie Corpus. The trend for both
gonna and going is a statistically
significant rise of frequency in
time. Gonna has considerably

higher frequency which can be

explained by the very informal

nature of the corpus (see its description at https://www.english-corpora.org). Moreover, the rise

in time is steeper for gonna than for going, which is expected and supports the hypothesis that

gonna is undergoing a process of grammaticalization that should be accompanied by a rise in

frequency.

The Movie Corpus

3000

2500

2000

m.

s 1500

1000

500

0

90's 00's
1917,2 2150,7
287,73 308,7

Hgonna

going

M gonna

going

10's
2406,1
379,9

Figure 2 Frequency of gonna and going in time in The Movie Corpus

The trend for gonna is similar, yet the rise is even steeper, in The TV Corpus shown in

figure 3. Going has a different trend because, unlike in the 2010°s in The Movie Corpus, its

frequency per million decreases in the 2010’s. The reason behind the difference in the frequency

trend of going is not clear. However, the thesis of this work assumed that its frequency should

decline as only the contexts in which it competes in future and modal uses with gonna were

selected in the search. Nevertheless, the most crucial fact is that the frequency of gonna rises

steadily which supports the grammaticalization claim.
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The TV Corpus
3000
2500

2000

S 1500
= H gonna

1000 .
going
500 —
0
90's 00's 10's
Hgonna 1694,1 2180,6 2439
going 382,71 474,16 374,73

Figure 3 Frequency of gonna and going in time in The TV corpus

From a theoretical perspective, this work is not interested in the difference between the
two corpora so figure 4 presents the frequencies per million of gonna and going when both
corpora are added up. It shows that the trend of a steep rise in the frequency of gonna is

preserved.

The Movie Corpus + The TV Corpus
3000
2500
2000
s 1500

— H gonna
1000 .
going
500
0
90's 00's 10's
W gonna 1791,98 2130,43 2430,17
going 341,05 413,08 376,12

Figure 4 Frequency of gonna and going in time in the sum of both corpora

The rising frequency of gonna supports the claim that it is undergoing a process of
grammaticalization. On the other hand, the presupposition that be going fo would decrease in
frequency as a result of a functional competition with gonna is not supported by the quantitative
analysis. The logic behind this presupposition was that some of the variation of future-modal
meanings will transfer to gomna, hence be going to should appear in less contexts, and

conversely, gonna would appear in more of them. This suggest that the functional divergence
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may not be the main factor in predicting and explaining the frequencies of the two items. The
following qualitative results in chapter 6.2 will bring results that will suggest whether or not

the functional divergence is happening at all.
6.2. Qualitative Results

6.2.1. Distribution of modal and future functions

This chapter contains the qualitative analysis of concordance lines with gonna where
each use was assigned either a modal or future function label. Chart 4 displays the overall
distribution of modal and future functions of gonna, as well as the particular modal subtype
functions, in 100 concordance line sample from the 1990’s and one from 2010’s. Modal
subtypes are always presented next to their respective modal types they belong to, e.g.
speculative, deductive and assumptive are subtypes of epistemic modality. The overall modal
function is calculated as a sum of all the modality types (epistemic, deontic, dynamic) and mood
types (optative, conditional). The colour of each category in chart 4 indicates its status- light
grey is kind of modality, dark grey for overall sum and white is for mood. For the sake of

clarity, the results of table 7 will be presented and compared in a series of figures that follow.

1990's - 100 concordance lines
Speculative 23 Permissive 0
Epistemic 38 Deductive 22 Deontic 7 Obligative 1
Assumptive 8 Commisive 7 Conditional 8
Dynamic 3 Ab“.lt.lve 3 Overall Future 51 Overall Modal 56
Volitive 0
2010's - 100 concordance lines
Speculative 28 Permissive 0
Epistemic 49 Deductive 19 Deontic 6 Obligative 3
Assumptive 6 Commisive 1
. Abilitive 2 Conditional 4
Dynamic 3 "
Volitive 1
Overall Future 47 Overall Modal 63
Optative 1

Table 7 The distribution of modal and future functions of gonna in the 1990's and 2010's

23



~
o

I will present the data from
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550 distribution to deeper modal-
§ 0 mOverall Future jnternal  distribution of modal
%30 Overall Moda! subtypes. All the chi-2 tests
§ % mentioned were conducted by

? using the corpus calculator at

i 90's 10's https://korpus.cz/calc/ on the

Figure 5 Distribution of modal and future functions of gonna in time

confidence level a = 0,05. The y-
axis always signals the number of functions found for a category signaled on x-axis. Figure 5
shows the distribution of modal and future functions of gonna in the 1990’s and 2010’s. It
shows a slight decrease of future function, which is not statistically significant (x*=0,3201, p
=0,5715) and a more pronounced increase of modal functions which is the expected change in
time but it also did not prove significant (x> =2,4319, p = 0,1189).
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Figure 6 Distribution of modality type of gonna in time

increase is not statistically significant (y*>=2.4616, p = 0,1167). It is followed by deontic and
dynamic modality respectively. Lastly, in the 100 sample for 2010’s the study identified a
singular example of optative modality, namely an example of a sentence expressing wish. It
will be shown in chapter 6.2.3. A bigger sample would be required to find out whether it is a
systematic trend, i.e. broadening of the modal repertoire that gonna is able to express, but if it
was so, it would be in accord with this work’s thesis about the grammaticalization of modal

uses of gonna.
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Figure 7 Distribution of epistemic modality subtypes of gonna in time

Looking closely at
epistemic modality and its
subtypes in figure 7, it seems that
the overall increase of frequency
of the epistemic modality in the
2010’s sample was driven by the
increase of epistemic speculative
modality but this increase is not
statistically significant either (y*=

0,658, p = 0,4173). The question

whether the epistemic speculative modality is systematically becoming prominent function of

gonna or whether it shows in the present data as a consequence of insufficient sample size is a

matter for further research.
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Figure 8 Distribution of deontic modality subtypes of gonna in time

Figure 8 shows the deontic
modality subtypes of gonna in the
two decades. The frequency of
deontic modality is unfortunatelly
too low to make any judgements
about the order of modality
subtypes. Although, what is
suspicious is the zero occurance
of deontic permissive modality in

both samples, that might stem

from a semantic constraint on the part of gonna. It may be that it is semantically impossible to

allow someone something with the use of a verb whose semantics used to express motion rather

than ability.
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Dynamic and optative modalities will not be shown in the figures as their frequencies
are too low to reveal anything meaningful. What we can say about them is that compared to

deontic and especially epistemic modality, they are minor functions of gonna, as can be seen in

figure 6.
64 Lastly, Figure 9 displays
62 the frequency of overall modal

funtions of gonna in time and

(o))
o

show an increase in the 2010’s,
B Overall Modal . . .
which is expected by this work’s

Absolute Frequency
(O} u
()] (o]

thesis. However, this increase is

54
not statistically significant either

52
90's 10's (Z = 03133, p = 1.0167). A
Figure 9 Frequency of future function of gonna in time bigger sample may bl‘il’lg

significant conclusions. Chapters
6.2.2 and 6.2.3 provide the close reading of concordance lines with gonna that supplied the
frequencies presented in this chapter.

The failure to show a significant increase in modal functions over future functions in
gonna is the reason why the hypothesis of functional competition and split between be going to
and gonna has to be rejected. The rise in 1.p.m. frequency shown in chapter 6.1 together with
the fact that gonna fonetically converges with other members of the ‘emergent modals’ to cvce
structure is reasonable evidence to maintain the claim that it is undergoing the process of

grammaticalization but the qualitative analysis presents no evidence for the functional split.

6.2.2. Close-reading of gonna in 1990’s

Following is the close-reading of ten concordance lines with gonna from the 1990’s
sample chosen by the criteria described in chapter 5.. The purpose is to show a specimen of
future and modal contexts. The number of each category is not representative of it distribution
as there is, for example, only one specimen of future function as this work focuses on modal
function. In fact, future functions equal approximately the modal functions as was shown in
chapter 6.2.1. The lines are presented almost as they were obtained from the corpus manager.
There are only two differences. First is that the corpus parsed gonna as two words and thus
returned it as “gon na” so in this work’s examples it was put back together. The second

difference is that the particular gonna that the text below each concordance line comments on
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1s written in bold as sometimes there are more of them on one line. Each comment starts with

the name of the modal or future function that was chosen for the specific use of gonna.

1) [...] you care. No. I'm saying buy genuine Q-Tips. If I'm gonna put a
stick in my ear, I'd like a little cotton at [...]

CONDITIONAL: This conditional sentence could be interpreted as both the first and
second conditional. To interpret it as a first conditional, the phrase /’d like would have to be
treated as a lexical unit where the conditional would is lexicalised and the phrase as a whole
signals polite request. In this case gonna in the first clause of the first conditional sentence
stands in place of present tense. If we interpret /'d like as a full-fledged conditional mood, the
interpretation of the whole sentence would have to be second conditional. In this interpretation,
gonna in the first clause would stand in place of irrealis use of past simple. Both readings of the

whole sentence as either one modal type represent a modal context with gonna.

2) [...] liquidate them. A loan is always a possibility. Trust me. You're
gonna be a very rich woman. Eventually. I'm sorry. I'm [...]

EPISTEMIC SPECULATIVE / DEDUCTIVE: This use of gonna can be described as modal
epistemic prediction. It is on the edge of speculative and deductive modality because there is
not enough evidence whether the speaker’s prediction that the addressee is going to be rich is
based on facts or speculation. If it is based on facts, it may function as an encouragement and
to express hope. If it is based on speculation, it may function as a persuasive bidding that is
supposed to convince the addressee. We can see this by the suggestion of a loan and the

persuasive trust me.

3) [...]. So-So you mean whatever my decision is, that's the thing that's
gonna kill him? It could be. I mean, we're assuming that [...]

EPISTEMIC ASSUMPTIVE: This sentence is a conditional-concessional sentence
according to DuSkova (2012, 644). The second part of this type of sentence often contains
modal verb as is suggested by some examples of this type of sentence by Duskova (2012). It’s
my duty, however unpleasant [ may find it. The captain of the ship is responsible, whoever the
real culprit may be. This use of gonna is labelled as epistemic assumptive because it expresses
a question over a future that generally happens under some conditions, i.e. the assumption is

that no matter what the speaker does, it would generally lead to death.

4)  [...] much, but it will after we fix it up. We? We're gonna buy this place.
We're gonna what? We're gonna [...]
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FUTURE: This is an example of gonna’s syntactic independence. The reanalysis of the
former preposition to has gone so far that a real infinitive is not required to follow. A question
for further research may be how often is it possible for gonna not to be followed by an infinitive
as in this case and whether this differs from the original be going to. My intuition favours either
the full form with infinitive We are going to do what? Or the shortened form without an

infinitive We gonna do what? Over the full form without infinitive We are going to what?

5) [...] that happy. - - I'm happy. I thought maybe you were gonna say |
shouldn't go,' cause I'm not really in [...]

EPISTEMIC SPECULATIVE: In this case gonna expresses epistemic modality, more
precisely an unactualised prediction in the past. It is replaceable with would without a change
of meaning, i.e. [...] I thought maybe you would say | ...], meaning that were gonna in this case
equals would. This use is labelled as speculative because it expresses an unactualised action

and because its factuality is weakened by maybe.

6) [...] ? Noon. But you don't have to. Nat, what am I gonna do, abandon
you on Christmas? - 1'll be here, all [...]

EPISTEMIC SPECULATIVE: There is a rhetorical question with gonna. It could be labelled
as irrealis because its suggested proposition was not to be thought of as realistic but a
speculation, i.e. abandoning the addressee on Christmas is a mere speculation. What is also
interesting is that it is contrasted with wil/l in the following sentence that is supposed to bear a
more realistic tone than the previous one, i.e. in reality, the speaker will be with the addressee
on Christmas. The sentences together label the proposition of abandonment on Christmas as
unrealistic by the use of gonna and the staying together as realistic by the use of will. Although
the semantic development of will is out of scope of my work, the idea of it becoming a
complementary to gonna as modally more unmarked item is interesting and worth further

research.

7)  [...] to doit. - Okay, Harry. Bingo. If this mountain's gonna rock and
roll, we're gonna know about it. So how [...]

CONDITIONAL: This sentence is a first conditional where gonna occupies both clauses.
It expresses some general truth. If a person of a bigger stature starts dancing, it will probably

be loud and the speaker is going to notice.

8) [...] gon na be good. Look at him. - Uh-huh. You're not gonna do
anything anymore. - Here, it's yours. It's yours [...]
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DEONTIC OBLIGATIVE: This use was marked as deontic obligative as the proposition
functions either as a threat or a prohibition. In either case the speaker is an external authority

exercising influence on the addressee, hence deontic obligative.

9) [...], Henry, please. Don't be so sensitive. Of course I'm gonna think
about the children at a time like this. They're my kids [...]

DEONTIC COMMISIVE: Here gonna functions similarly to will in example 6, i.e. as a
promise. The speaker is the authority exercising an obligation on him/herself, hence deontic

commisive.

10) [...] been hangin' in the wrong' hood. Girl, you ain't never gonna mean
shit to them. - Just a dash of color. — No [...]

DYNAMIC ABILITIVE: This use can be reworded as you will never be able to mean

anything to them, which expresses that the speaker is unable, hence dynamic abilitive.

6.2.3. Close-reading of gonna in 2010’s

This chapter presents the close-reading of ten concordance lines from the 2010°s random

sample with gonna from the mix of both corpora.

11) [...] re lucky, Ken. There's one left. - If there's only gonna be one,
that's a good one. I got that for Karen [...]

OPTATIVE: This is a unique use I did not find in the 1990’s sample and there is no other
like this one in the 2010’s sample- gonna in an optative sentence, replaceable with past simple,
1.e. If there only was one, that’s a good one. It may be that the use of past simple in the optative
sentence would sound too archaic and the only suitable item in PDE that expresses hope for the
future and some kind of epistemic uncertainty is gonna. It is hard to generalise from a singular
example; however, it is still an interesting example supporting the thesis that gonna is acquiring

modal meanings since optative mood is a modal context.

12) [...] forward to Noni's performance tonight. Oh, yeah, I think it's
gonna be amazing. Yeah, great. Hi, Officer Hero. Officer Hero [...]

EPISTEMIC SPECULATIVE: The sentence begins with / think that places its factivity in the
realm of subjective thought. No other evidence from which the speaker could derive his/her

prediction, hence epistemic speculative.

13) [...]I'mthe one whose entire inventory is off-limits. [ warned you what
was gonna happen if you pulled out of the deal. Oh, you don't [...]
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CONDITIONAL: This is a second conditional sentence where gonna stands in place of
past simple. It could be reworded as [...] what would happen if you pulled out [ ...] where would

stands in the place of was gonna. A similar replacement is possible in example 5.

14) [...] says I'll be very ugly before I die. Ava, you're not gonna die.
You're coming with me. It's hopeless. He lets [..]

EPISTEMIC DEDUCTIVE: Talking about death in this context is metaphorical. If Ava is in
a state where she can follow the speaker somewhere, her talking about dying is probably meant
as an expression of emotional distress rather than a health problem. This is obvious to the

speaker who, from this, deduces that Ava is not going to die, hence epistemic deductive.

15) [...], 007? No, but you should go through the city. 66 is gonna be
miserable right now. We'll get there. Oh, before Doyle [...]

EPISTEMIC ASSUMPTIVE: The assumption is likely to be that at certain hours route 66
will be full with traffic. A prediction based on a general or repeating fact labels this use of

gonna as epistemic assumptive.

16) [...] re a therapist. I can say that kind of shit and you're not gonna go to the
police, right? I mean, you know what I [...]

DEONTIC OBLIGATIVE: This use of gonna functions as a threat and prohibition, similarly

to example 8, hence deontic obligative.

17) [...] I promise. - I love you. - I love you. JONATHAN: Gonna make
you proud, Dad, I swear. You watch over me, [...]

DEONTIC COMMISIVE: Analogue to example 9, gonna is used in a sentence that

expresses promise, hence deontic commisive.

18) [...] n't distracted. And I think that, if there's any chance I'm gonna
walk again, it's because Dr. House is a genius. How [...]

DYNAMIC ABILITIVE: This sentence can be reworder as [...] if there’s any chance I will
be able to walk again [...], which expresses speaker’s ability, similar to example 10, hence

dynamic abilitive.

19) [...]!-T1had that. - Oh, did you? Or were you gonna let it fall to the
ground again? What is your problem with me [...]

DYNAMIC VOLITIVE: This use is also very specific and found only once in the whole set.

It expresses a volition to let something fall. Also, as in the example 5, there is a similar
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combination of past simple and gonna. Here, it does not express an unactualised future in the

past, but rather volition, hence dynamic volitive.

20) [...] he wouldn't have to listen to that. Hey, Mac, I'm gonna give it a
rest for a second, all right? I'm looking [...]

FUTURE: This is an example of a sentence labelled as pure future. It is a statement of
fact, namely of that what the speaker will do. There is no indication of prediction or any other

modal function.

7. Conclusion

The focus of this work was to describe the change in the English modal system on the
specific example of be going to and gonna. The theoretical part presented different concepts
that are needed to talk about this change. At the beginning of it, there was an introduction to
modality in general, including a distribution of its subtypes, then an introduction to English
modal system from both synchronic and diachronic perspective. Following was Manfred
Krug’s category of ‘emergent modals’ (see chapter 2.2.4.) which led to the introduction of the
grammaticalization theory (see chapter 2.3.), which was the main theoretical backbone of this
work. ‘Emergent modals’ is a newly arising group of modal expressions that are the result of a
process of grammaticalization of various expressions like be going to, want to, have got to, etc.
During the process of grammaticalization, these phrases lose their lexical meaning and acquire
more grammaticalized modal meaning according to Krug (2000). One of the reasons why
consider these expressions as forming a group is their shared modal semantics and their fonetic
reductions in informal language that converges them into a cvca. After the theoretical
framework for explaining and describing the change from be going to to gonna was set, a thesis
of this work was formulated — the process of grammaticalization of be going to that leads to the
creation of gonna does not lead to the abandonment of be going to but rather to a functional
divergence where the modal functions flock to gonna and future functions to be going to. Such
thesis produces presuppositions that were tested in the practical part. The grammaticalization
of gonna presupposes that its frequency rises in time because as it loses its specific lexical
functions and acquires broader grammatical ones, the context in which it can occur broadens
too. Conversely, as a result of a competition with gonna, the frequency of be going to was
expected to drop. These presuppositions were tested in the quantitative part of the study. The

functional divergence between the two items was tested in the qualitative part of this study.
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The practical part used two robust corpora of informal English — The TV Corpus and
The Movie Corpus and restricted the search to the three last decades (1990°s, 2000’s and
2010’s) as they composed around 90% of each corpus. The search be going to was selected so
as to include only the contexts where it was functional competing for the future and modal
functions with gonna, i.e. where it was followed by a verb phrase or a punctuation rather than
a noun phrase or anything else. The search for gonna was not restricted in this sense as it does
not allow to be followed by a noun phrase.

The quantitative analysis shows a steady and statistically significant increase in
frequency of gonna in both corpora and no clear trend for be going to (see chapter 6.1.). While
the rising frequency of gonna supports the hypothesis that it is undergoing a process of
grammaticalization, the unclear trend for be going to is against the original expectations. The
functional competition with gonna is therefore not the major factor that could explain its
frequency. This interpretation of the finding from the quantitative analysis is also supported by
the qualitative analysis in the practical part that showed no statistically significant change in
the distribution of future and modal functions between the 1990’s and 2010’s samples of 100
concordance lines for each decade, which suggests that the functional divergence does not take
place between be going to and gomna. The two analyses together propose the following
interpretation in regard to the thesis of this work — the grammaticalization of gonna is supported
by its rising frequency in time and there is a reasonable theoretical and empirical evidence for
its participation in the newly rising paradigm of ‘emergent modals’. This work however
produced no evidence for the functional split between be going to and gonna — the qualitative
analysis shows that both items appear in approximately equal numbers of future and modal
contexts, therefore the modal function of be going to and gonna seems only as a possible
variation.

The results of this study of be going to and gonna can be used as evidence against a too
hasty codification and acceptation of the ‘emergent modals’ category within the English modal
system. The word ‘emerging’ thus proves apt as the modal basis of the proposed paradigm
seems so far to be a stable variation. The i.p.m. frequency of gonna rises significantly which
makes it an items worth attention but further study of it and of other members of the ‘emergent
modals’ is required to establish their position in English modality. Another related topic is
English future tense markers — this study brought a closer look on be going to while leaving out
will that may likely prove to be interacting in some ways with be going to, gonna and potentially

other ‘emergent modals’.
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9. Resumé

Ptedpoklad této bakalaiské prace byl, ze zkracena slovesna fraze gonna prochéazi procesem
gramatikalizace. Cil této prace je tento proces ovéfit a popsat porovnadnim gonna se svou
matefskou frazi be going to. Teoreticka ¢ast postupné predstavila potiebné pojmy a teoreticky
ramec, které nastinily zplisob zmény gonna a druhy kategorii, kterym se postupem casu
piiblizuje. Celé prace je ovlivnéna pfistupem k jazyku artikulovany naptiklad Hopperem ve
svém clanku ,,Emergent Grammar* (1987), ktery charakterizuje jazyk jako dynamicky a
pfizplsobivy systém, jehoz struktura, neni staticka, ale neustale se ménici v kazdém okamziku.
Tento ptistup byl uveden do kontextu lingvistickych teorii, ktery takovy nahled na jazyk sdileni
a vymezen proti generativistickym pfistupiim, které vnimaji obecnou strukturu jazyka za
pevnéji danou a Casto zminuji jeho biologické zaklady. Jako prvni pojem byla predstavena
modalita a anglicky modalni systém s diirazem na pomocna modalni slovesa. Modalita byla
pfedstavena v kapitole 2.2.1. podle Palmerova rozdéleni (2001), ve které je v anglicting
zastoupena epistémicka (spekulativni, deduktivni, asumptivni), deonticka (permisivni,
obligativni, komisivni) a dynamické (abilitivni, volitivni) modalita. Anglicky modalni systém
byl predstaven jak z diachronni, tak synchronni stranky. Pfedstaveni modality a anglického
modalniho systému bylo dulezité pro pochopeni kategorie ,,emergentnich modélnich sloves*
Manfreda Kruga (2000) v kapitole 2.2.4.. Tato kategorie obsahuje zkoumané gonna a jemu
podobna slovesa jako wanna, gotta, etc. a predpoklada se, Ze jde o noveé vznikajici paradigma
v ramci anglického systému modalnich pomocnych sloves. Dilezity poznatek z diachronniho
vyvoje soucasnych anglickych modalnich sloves je, ze jejich syntaktické vlastnosti a vyznam
jsou determinované jejich plivodem, stejné€ jako u ostatnich lingvistickych kategorii v jazycich.
Neni proto vhodné v ramci zkoumani gonna, €1 jinych ,,emergentnich modalnich sloves* je
srovnavat s centralnimi modalnimi slovesy, byt jsou obé skupiny sloves v ramci anglického
modalniho systému. Argument prezentovany naptiklad Quirkem (1985), Ze vyrazy jako gonna
s centralnimi modéalnimi slovesy sdili jen malo syntakticko-sémantickych vlastnosti, a proto
nejde o plnohodnotnd pomocna modalni slovesa je lichy, jelikoz jde o logicky disledek toho,
ze ob¢ skupiny vznikaly v jiném cCase z jinych jazykovych jednotek.

Proces gramatikalizace je na ptikladu ,,emergentnich modalnich sloves* vidét tfeba tim, ze
se redukované formy sloves od svych matefskych konstrukci jako be going to, want to, have
got to, etc. nelisi ndhodné, ale systematicky se fonologicky redukuji do spolecné cvco formy.
Kromé¢ toho nézev této kategorie vypovida o tom, ze Krug ptredpoklada, ze tato vznikajici

kategorie bude nabyvat modalnich vyznamii. Takto popsany proces gramatikalizace tak spo¢iva
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v postupném ziskavani gramatického statusu a ztraty lexikalnich vlastnosti, jako tieba
konkrétniho vyznamu, coz byva doprovazeno fonologickou redukci a ristem frekvence, jelikoz
gramatické vyznamy jsou zpravidla abstraktnéjsi, nez ty lexikédlni, coz umoziiuje danné
gramatikalizujici se jednotce objevovat se ve vice kontextech. Zaklady této teorie polozil
Meillet (CITACE), ale jeji moderni podobu rozpracovali mimo jiné predevsim Bybee (),
Hopper () a Traugott (). V kapitole 2.4 nasledoval struény néstin o rozdilu mezi
grammatikalizaci a lexikalizaci, ktera spo¢iva ve fosilizaci vyznamu, ztraty produktivity
urcitého jevu vjazyce a obvykle ve fonetické redukci. Lexikalizaci na ptikladu wanna a
podobnych kracenych tvart hajil Pullum (), ktery ovSem nebral v potaz paradigmaticitu
zkoumanych sloves, tj. jejich podobnou formalni a funkéni stranku, diky ¢emuz je vyhodnéjsi
uvazovat spise v gramatikalizacnim ramci.

Hypotéza nastinénd v kapitole 3., jeZ je testovana v praktické ¢asti, fika, Ze dochazi k
funkénimu rozdéleni mezi gonna a be going to v disledku gramatikaliza¢niho procesu. Takové
rozdé¢leni predpokladd hromadéni budoucich funkci u be going to a modalnich u gonna, coz
vyplyvé z jeho zapojeni v “emergentnich modalnich slovesech”. Praktickd ¢éast zahrnuje
kvalitativni korpusovou analyzu provedenych s pomoci dvou korpusii neformalni mluvené
anglictiny The Movie Corpus a The TV Corpus a obsahovala dvé ¢asti- kvantitativni a
kvalitativni. V kvantitativni ¢asti byla métena frekvence be going to a gonna pro tii posledni
desetileti, tj. 90., 00. a 10 1éta. Béhem korpusového hledani musel byt specifikovany kontext
pro frazi be going to, kterd musela byt doplnénd bud'to slovesnou frazi, nebo se musela
vyskytovat na konci véty, jelikoZ bylo tfeba ziskat pouze ty kontexty, ve kterych mliZze nabyvat
budouci a modalni funkce a ne funkce pohybového slovesa jako v ptikladu She is going to
church. Korpusové hledani pro gonna nemuselo byt takoto vymezeno, jelikoz neptipousti jing,
nez slovesné doplnéni, pfipadné elipsu. Gonna vykézalo rostouci trend frekvence, ktery byl
potvrzen chi-2 testy mezi frekvencemi z jednotlivych dekad, coz se shoduje s predpokladem
grammatikalizacni teorie, avSak be going to nemélo jasny trend rastu, nebo poklesu frekvence,
byt jeji zmeény byly mezi jednotlivymi dekadami statisticky signifikantni. To nasvédcuje tomu,
pokles frekvence druhého. Jejich frekvenci tak ovliviuji jiné, nebo vice jinych faktort.
Kvalitativni ¢ast pracovala se vzorkem 100 konkordan¢nich tadka s gonna z 90. let a 100
konkordan¢nich tadki s gonna z 10. let. Cil byl popsat distribuci budoucich a modalnich funkci
gonna a zménu jejich diachronni distribuce, kterd by mohla podpofit, nebo vyvratit hypotézu
funkéni divergence mezi be going to a gonna tim, Ze by se ukézalo, Ze v Case gonna ziskava

modalni funkce na ukor budoucich. Kvalitativni ¢ast vSak ukdzala, Ze pomér budoucich a
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modalnich funkci gonna je ptiblizné vyrovnany a ze se v tomto ¢asovém obdobi statisticky
signifikantné neméni. Toto zjisténi tak vylucuje hypotézu funkéni divergence mezi be going to
a gonna. Kvalitativni analyza také obsahovala deset konkordan¢nich radki z kazdého desetileti
a stru¢né komentaie ke kazdému spolecné se zvolenou modalni, nebo budouci funkci. Celkove
1ze vysledky prace interpretovat, jak tomu bylo ucinéno v kapitole 7, tak, ze zatimco u gonna
teoretickd i praktickd cast bakalafské prace nasvédcuji tomu, Ze u n¢j probiha proces
gramatikalizace, ktery se projevuje v nartstu frekvence a fonologické erozi do podoby
sdilen¢ho paradigmatu v rdmci ,,emergentnich modalnich slovesech®, tak co se tyce funkci
gonna, objevuji se u n¢j ve vyrovnané mife jak budouci, tak i modalni funkce. Takovy zaver
muze prispét k lepSimu pochopeni praveé probihajicich zmén v ramci anglického modalniho
systému a popisu anglické gramatiky. Jako ptispévek do diskuze miize pomoct 1épe urcit misto
a vlastnosti ¢asto opomijené¢ho slovesa gonna a celé kategorie ,,emergentnich modalnich
sloves®, které jsou v gramatickych popisech angli¢tiny pfes svou rozsifenost v mluvené feci

Casto jen okrajovymi fenomény, kterym neni vénovano piilis prostoru.

10. Apendix

Apendix 1 — mixed (TV + Movie) random sample of 100 concordance lines with gonna from
the 1990’s from with modal or future labels

Year Film/ TV Concordance Line Future/ Modal
Series Function
Quantum great. Now, the rest is gonna be a cakewalk. I'm EPISTEMIC
1991 gon na go back and see if I can spot the robber. .
Leap . deductive
Take it easy
T . PR
King of the Fine! - Fine! Hey, wait, man. Thls ain't gon na EPISTEMIC
1997 . work out... these little gals coming around here, .
Hill deductive
flat out no,
Quantum the mad ones. He's living life on the edge. He's EPISTEMIC
1990 just gon na take you down with him. How do .
Leap , deductive
you know? Because ['ve
Forever lawn. [CHUCKL'ES] Look at that trunk, flat as EPISTEMIC
1992 . a pancake. You're gon na have to use a torch .
Knight . . deductive
just to open it. Come on, [
. Forget it. Strike! Whew! The kid can pitch.

1994 The Scout He's gon na finish college, too. What's he now, EPISTEMIC
o deductive
junior? Freshman.

klicks south of the prison. Might be a hundred
1990  Tour of Duty = NVA there. We're gon na have to di di before FUTURE
the little suckers wake up. How long have
Maybe we should just talk later. - Okay. - You
1999 Charmed sure you're gon na be okay? - Yeah. Why? D:g\lﬂﬁxgc

Phoebe, I know you think
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n't know which one to hit. Face it, will. You're

1992 P"l;ﬁi:cle?r:fsh not gon na find a job in there. What are you Egiiziific
qualified to do besides flirt
The Fresh Butler With an Attitude. So anyway, Toni's
1990 Prince of coming over. We're gon na study for our history FUTURE
midterm together. - She really needs help. -
Bluein the  &onna be good. Look. at him. - Uh-huh. quf're DEONTIC
1995 not gon na do anything anymore. - Here, it's N
Face ; obligative
yours. It's yours
The Rolling information is confidential. Look, I know he is
1997 Stones: dead. I'm not gon na say anything to anyone. I FUTURE
T was just - - [ am his --
BILL, DALLASSUCKS. YOU SUCK.
1999 Freaks and DALLASRULES. FACE IT, YOU'RE JUST EPISTEMIC
Geeks GON NA LET LINDSAY END UP LIKE ONE deductive
OF THOSE PICTURES. FINE, I'LL
Living in mother that I never felt she really, um, loved
1995 Oblivion  ™Me You're gon na yell at each other? Oh, I don't FUTURE
know. I'm
, 0 hard to weed through the stupid ones. You -
1998 Becker -? You gon na - -? You gon na help me or not? FUTURE
All right.
The Golden ~ YOU care. No. I'm saying buy genuine Q-Tips. If
1990 Girls I'm gon na put a stick in my ear, I'd like a little =~ CONDITIONAL
cotton at
Get the medic in here! Now let's call on the man
1996 Fled who's gon na call this race, - Matt Miller. - FUTURE
Thanks, Arlin. Well
Class of unable to asign a
1994 Nuke Em gon na be here all day. If you say, baby. We're category due to
i gon na - - we're gon na - - we're - - we're being a poor
example
Boy Meets Angela. You invited Angela? Who said you EPISTEMIC
1998 World could invite Angela? She's gon na kill me! Oh, speculative/
my God. Shawn's gon na blame me deductive
AND THAT TRUCK JUST WINCHED
HERSELF UP. SO YOU FIGURE THAT EPISTEMIC
1990 MacGyver PROPELLER SHAFT'S GON NA PULL US .
OUT OF THIS DITCH? YEAH, SOMETHIN' speculative
LIKE THAT.
The Rich liquidate them. A loan is always a possibility. EPISTEMIC
1996 Man's Wife Trust me. You're gon na be a very rich woman. speculative/
Eventually. I'm sorry. I'm deductive
doctor said that my husband can not leave this
1995  The X-Files room. - I'm not gon na leave him here. - DEONT.IC
[Mulder] I'll stay with him. - You COmMISIve
FAT is going to hit the [...]! That's right. One of
1991 Dollman us gon na get goin'. But I already put my money EPISTEMIC
speculative

in the machine.
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, shit. Hey, would you hold this for a second?

1997 Love Jones Why you gon na give me your junk? Just be CONDITIONAL
cool. Ah, Al Green.
off, young Joe. You're gon na be sorry now.
1997 The ]}33(1)1'[01161' Who's gon na make me sorry? - Come on, FUTURE
M please don't start any trouble
_ go somewhere... far away. The most remote dig
1999 Stargalt eSG I can find. We gon na see you again? At the FUTURE
funeral. Now if you'll excuse me
Paradise were born, and I'm sure while I'm standin' there
1996 Lost: The I'm gon na have to have other bodily functions FUTURE
C.. let go upon your grave. I promise
pleage. No insurance. Look, I'm just no‘F sure the EPISTEMIC
1999 Tyrone Sheriff's gon na give me my stuff back in time. - .
What? - Look, assumptive
amazing, because the things you find so exotic
Forces of and interesting right now... are gon na be the EPISTEMIC
1999 . . : .
Nature same things that you're gon na hate me for in speculative
the
. So-So you mean whatever my decision is,
1991 Northern that's the thing that's gon na kill him? It could EPISTEMIC
Exposure ; . assumptive
be. I mean, we're assuming that
? Yes. I'm gon na go talk to my brother. I'm gon
1996  NYPD Blue na wash my face and go talk to him. - Donna, is FUTURE
the
While You vegetable. Down and dirty. Are you gon na
1995 Were fold? You're not gon na fold. Ooh, he is staying FUTURE
Sleeping in with a pair. Very impressive
Married with in here and tell us he failed. So let's practice
1992 . what we're gon na say to him. The classics FUTURE
Children . .
never die. Laugh at this, hyenas
? Ay! No es bueno. So thirsty. Eh, what are you
The gon na do? [Growls] [Water Boiling]
1993 Simpsons [Announcer] The following is a public service FUTURE
announcement. Excessive
. jam wrapped in cloth. English or French. I tell
Six Degrees , :
1993 you what I'm gon na do. I pick a name, you tell FUTURE
of Separ... . .
me everything about' em
whispering? We're just, uh, waiting for Michael.
1999 Roswell - We're gon na go, um... - Bowl. - Why are you FUTURE
whispering? -
oy Beverly B atime. Thars Dyl Righton  EPISTEMIC
Hills, 90210 & you bighime. ylan. ®ig deductive
time. Cover for
, Henry, please. Don't be so sensitive. Of course
1999 T}%e OEt_rOf_ I'm gon na think about the children at a time DF;I?HIEFI;IC
ownets like this. They're my kids c0 SIVe
gy Bloodtn,  Bon g, No s e s pocks s
Blood Out & : £ y speculative

ever fucked with
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We'll pay you for your time. Excuse me, sir.

1992 Cheers This is gon na sound like an odd question, but... EPISTEMIC
speculative
by any chance, were you
a way to give' em up, oswaldo. if you think i'm
1996 NYPD Blue  gon na get between that - - 1 got enough death ~ CONDITIONAL
looking me in the face
I moved out. - Hey, while we're on that when
1996 Friends are you gon na tell my sister you don't live here FUTURE
anymore? I think on some
been hangin' in the wrong' hood. Girl, you ain't
1992 Zebrahead  never gon na mean shit to them. - Just a dash of DYNI.A.MIC
color. - No abilitive
Duckman: Yah! I mean, uh... No, thank you. Aren't you
1994 Private Dic. gon na scream at me for something I haven't FUTURE
done, then refuse to fix
? But make sure you tell my cousin that. All
1992 Zebrahead right, I'm gon na do that. My man, I apologize. FUTURE
Get the fuck off me
Hercules: broke. See ya later, fellas. Hey, wait. Aren't ya
1998 The gon na stick around for the official FUTURE
Legend... announcement? Oh, no, you haven't
me and take us off the welfare. And at the end,
1994 The War I'm gon na be sure and put, " Life sure is a bowl FUTURE
full of cherries
Memphis your finger down your throat. Stick your finger
1990 Belli)e down your throat or I'm gon na do it for you.I =~ CONDITIONAL
feel better. You're not thinking of
! Baby? Baby? Come on out. Come on. No
1992 RIE}I%)en?)rrld one's gon na hurt you. Yeah, right. Oh, Miss ?O]i(l)nljlge:
Fairfield. It's
The and then it fell over. Wow. I wonder where all
1997 Simbsons the rats are gon na go. [Chittering] [Moe] Okay, FUTURE
P everybody tuck your pants into your socks.
Dr. Katz I'm gon na have to get you married off. Ben,
1998 Pro féssior; who's gon na marry me, though? Hmmm... I'm FUTURE
fishing for compliments here!
o to Kathy or anything like that! Because I know EPISTEMIC
The Devil's . . speculative/
1997 Advocate that's what you're gon na say. What about deductive/
Kathy? What about your sister? What about her .
assumptive
Only Fools hospital... Iye got a fair idea where their first EPISTEMIC
1991 and Horse port of call is gon na be! Yeah, me too. Well, deductive
they better not try anything
Lareer Than middle name. And forward motion is our goal.
1996 gLi fe I'm glad you're gon na get to know Jack FUTURE
Cochran. Corcoran! I'm over it. Hello
Never Talk I've never addressed one of these big EPISTEMIC
1995 to Strancers conventions. Come on. They're gon na love you. speculative/
& So good to have you back to your old self. deductive
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DEONTIC

commisive
Sorin know, that's what it was. That's the story. You FUTURE/
1999 pring were gon na hear it sooner or later, so I EPISTEMIC
Forward . .
figured... None of my business assumptive
Home much, but it will after we fix it up. We? We're
1997 gon na buy this place. We're gon na what? FUTURE
Improvement ,
We're gon na
EPISTEMIC
Sorin . - She's running towards the pond. No, darling. speculative/
1999 FOI:'warg 4 Mom's gon na be all right. It's okay. Talk to me. deductive,
Come on DEONTIC
commisive
‘ that happy. - - I'm happy. I' thogght ma}:be you EPISTEMIC
1999  Sports Night  wer e gon na say I shouldn't go,' cause I'm not r .
. speculative
eally in
this block. I'm counting on you. I'm pretty sure EPISTEMIC
\ , speculative/
1996  Marshal Law  you're gon na manage. Hey. Just don't forget .
4 . deductive/
how short four minutes is. .
assumptive
um and Dad are coming home. They'll kill me!
1994  Tom & Viv What am I gon na tell them? For God's sake, FUTURE
Vivie, you can't!
Hercules: n't 'rnove him. Well, you don't need to tell us EPISTEMIC
1997 The you're gon na protect him, do you? By sunset, Assumptive
Legend... Cassus will be dead. P
, I know. You know, it's only 26 weeks. It's not
1991 The Men'’s gon na make it. Don't you dare talk like that. Of EPISTEMIC
Room . speculative
course it
. " A "? You're the Oh. That teacher of yours isn't
1999 I\/E esa(%lil;lgle gon na know what hit her. One thousand faces... ESPEEIE 1::[\/15
-8 Hey. All look the P
ciao, babe. Jesus Christ! Get that light off me!
1991  For the Boys You're gon na blind me! Excuse me. Miss Egiizixic
Leonard's apartment? - Number 10
. o Qi .
Scenes from S California, right? So 1't s community property EPISTEMIC
1991 a Mall anyhow. So everything's gon na be split down deductive
the middle. Use your head. And you know I
she knows. She's not completely out of her. She EPISTEMIC
1999 Molly knows I'm gon na be on her stir-crazy. I've got a deductive/
surprise for you. You assumptive
Home for drpppmg in. - Mm-hm. Pretty complicated DYNAMIC
1997 Improvement looking equipment. - Am I gon na get to try abilitive
P this? - Yes, indeedy, Tim. Now,
Queer as Vince! Vince! Help me! Jesus Christ, help me.
1999 They're gon na kill me! They've got knives and FUTURE
Folk . ]
everything. - They're gon
drive me out of here and I'll stand by you. What FUTURE/
1995 JAG are you gon na do, Lieutenant? Give me a EPISTEMIC
reduced sentence? For starters. You speculative
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say we step over to the Cafe des Artistes? Well,

1994 Law & Order  we're not gon na quite book your limo yet, till FUTURE
we find out what you got.
over here? More that way. What's with the
1996 Basquiat wigs? I'm gon na give' em to people for FUTURE
Christmas. You think that's a good
Shinin to give. Well, I'll take it sitting down. What I
1992 & was gon na ask you to do is stand up, turn FUTURE
Through
around, and close your
I-E Double Today is Wednesday, correct?. Did he happen
1999 Hockev St to tell you he was gon na fly to San Francisco FUTURE
Yot on a business trip?. Yes. That's
The Larry I don't recall Seeing this. Again, I apologize.
1998 Sanders What are we gon na do? I've done everything I FUTURE
Show can do. Mm-hmm. Larry...
The Matin me? That you think I'm the perfect woman. You
1999 . € knew you were gon na lose, and you defended FUTURE
Habits of.. L .
me anyway. You're incredible. I do
afraid we're out of cream. Gee. You know
1993 Cop &1 what? I'm gon na take a rain check on this... FUTURE
because I've got... ooh,
. _ miss you. When are you coming home? Uh, y-
1994 nghlgnder. you said you were gon na call me, remember? FUTURE
The Fina... . .
Well, in case you forgot, it's
. I'm just feelin' good. I'm feeling so good, I'm
Trapped in
1994 . gon na call our Ma. Mrs. Anderson, can we call FUTURE
Paradise
our mother?
The What's your stupid idea? Okay- Six days from EPISTEMIC
1994 Desperate now... Wells Fargo's gon na be bringing in speculative/
Trail $75,000. Now, with half that money... You can deductive
like some little wimp -- Please, don't get me
1999  Ally McBeal started. Am I gon na get a fair trial with her? FUTURE
I've called every swing class.
American - He hasn't got a safe. - Yeah. - He's probably EPISTEMIC
1996 gon na keep em where? I don't know. In his .
Buffalo speculative
desk drawer?
... I'm gon na see it! - Get out! - I'm gon na FUTURE/
1998 Pi understand it. Hey! Hey! Hey! - Who are you DEONTIC
working commisive
Mystery sitting in front? We're sitting ducks in this thing.
1996 Science If we're gon na make the airport, we'll have to ~ CONDITIONAL
Thea... do it on foot. When
incompatible! Oh, I'm really really glad to see
1999 Lexx you guys. You gon na kill her? Do you think FUTURE
that I should? I have no motivation
Buffy the middle of something extremely important.
1997 y And... I'm sorry, but I'm gon na have to say FUTURE
Vampire SI...

good night now. I'm sorry to disturb you.
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to do it. - Okay, Harry. Bingo. If this mountain's

1997  Dante's Peak  gon na rock and roll, we're gon na know about =~ CONDITIONAL
it. So how
Beverly ? Noon. But you don't have to. Nat, what 'am I EPISTEMIC
1991 . gon na do, abandon you on Christmas? - I'll be .
Hills, 90210 speculative
here, all
Why-Why... You gon na make coffee now? -
One True Uh-huh. How are you gon na get to sleep
1998 Thing tonight if... It really doesn't affect me. Mm- CONDITIONAL
hmm
Coke? - Yeah, you bet. Here comes Jack. You EPISTEMIC
1991 Beverly girls are gon na love him. Hello! It's good to be speculative/
Hills, 90210 i ' deductive/
back here at the .
assumptive
. - My dad told me. - That's-- When I thought I
1991 Faﬂ]l;r.gfthe was never gon na see you again, [ mean -- - If'it FUTURE
nde wasn't for your
1999 The Talented I know. I'm sorry, Peter. I'm lost. I'm gon na be EE;SEIEXII@S
Mr. Ripley stuck in the basement, aren't [? Aren't I? .
deductive
You Lucky Come On, Come On: I'm Gon na Get It. I'm EPISTEMIC
1998 Gon na Get It. All Right, Lucky, We'll Play speculative/
Dog . .
Again Tomorrow, deductive
Stargate SG- I, uh... - No, no. Um... Sorry. You were gon na
1999 1 say? No, it's just that, uh... Well... - FUTURE
A Slight ain't my racket. I don't know the rules. So I'm
1999 Case of gon na play my own game. Starting right this FUTURE
Murder minute, I'm gon na
I gave it to her husband. - What? No. We're not
1998  The Practice gon na be making any statements. Hurts me way FUTURE
more than it hurts you.
. 3377922 What's it gon na be, Angelina? It was
1992 Unforgiven Grogan - the ﬁﬁhiest, dirtiest,gdumbest FUTURE
. I'lIl get on the crew. Yeah, right. I guess
1998 Firestorm nature's gon na provide for that too, huh? No. EPISTEMIC
That I will take care speculative
. . without you bringing up air conditioning? As
1991 M?:r}r:;gn:ﬁth soon as we get one they're gon na invent CONDITIONAL
something new. I'll be damned if I'll have one in
What's it. - Nice job, Arnie. - Arnie! Now what are we
1993 Eating gon na do? Arnie! Arnie. Come here. Come FUTURE
Gilber... here! Come here
competing. That can't lead to anything good. I FUTURE/
1999 Friends think I'm just gon na step aside. I'll tell them EPISTEMIC
that I won't audition. Joey speculative

Apendix 2 — mixed (TV + Movie) random sample of 100 concordance lines with gonna from
the 2010’s from with modal or future labels
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Year Fllm/. TV Concordance Line Future/ Modal
Series Function
B'eautlﬁll girls. Okay. .No one's gon' na find us. EPISTEMIC
2013 Holy Rollers  It's gon na be great. Listen to me. I'm glad you .
told me. speculative
Beyond the forward to qul'l s performance tqmght. Oh, EPISTEMIC
2014 Liohts yeah, I think it's gon na be amazing. Yeah, speculative
& great. Hi, Officer Hero. Officer Hero P
to get Rachel, so I'm gon na get Rachel and
2015 All in Time then we're gon na celebrate it together. If you FUTURE
really love her, you won't go
the most hated man in America and when the
jury convicts him, you're gon na be an instant EPISTEMIC
2011 Revenge national hero. Your political future, Tom, is deductive
wide
someone calhng'the shots. And to grift on thls EPISTEMIC
2011 Leverage scale, that leader's gon na be here to supervise. Assumptive
I know I would. You know, these p
. You fucking asshole. You fucking asshole.
2011 Bellflower  Eat your breakfast. We're gon na go test it. We EsPIeScEIIz lt\l/gg
had to refill the liquor reservoir on the Biscuit p
Tce Age: table, tw? more smelly t'fibles. Look at hlm. EPISTEMIC
2016 Collision C Oh, you're gon na love it. Who walks like speculative
that? Oh! Look at me. p
? Wow. Okay, you win. Uh, excuse me. We're
2010 Jersey Shore gon na need a whole bottle. I saved a baby EPISTlE MIC
today. I'm not speculative
m gon na bark at you, baby. Back the fuck up.
2015 Memoria You gon na get me? Yeah! Whoa'.! Damn it! FUTURE
Let me
The Stanford know. It's just I dgnt know what the guys e}nd EPISTEMIC
2015 . I are gon na do without you. [chuckles] Phil... .
Prison ... , speculative
No one's ever gon na take
you're a doody head. Never answer the wall.
2011 2 Broke Girls But what are you gon na do about it? You FUTURE
can't just keep lying to collection agencies.
much. Ah, it was a group effort. I wonder EPISTEMIC
2011 Army Wives what that's gon na be like. - What? - Well, speculative/
Tanya. She's gon deductive
on, toss it, Johnny boy. - It's cool, he's gon na EPISTEMIC
2013 Beneath do it. - Alright, Johnny. - Toss it, Johnny boy deductive
re lucky, Ken. There's one left. - If there's only
2010 Players gon na be one, that's a good one. I got that for OPTATIVE
Karen
Criminal re in. You and the unsub, locked eye to eye. EPISTEMIC
2011 . Who's gon na blink... Him... or you? I'm here .
Minds: Susp... speculative
to report on the
I promise. - I love you. - I love you.
2014 Lullaby JONATHAN: Gon na make you proud, Dad, I DEONT.IC
commisive

swear. You watch over me,

43



It's Alwavs . One quick question before I do, though. How EPISTEMIC
2011 Sunn iny bloody is this guy gon na be? Not bloody at speculative/
y .. all. Very bloody. What? He's deducive
tomorrow when the lottery office opens. I can't EPISTEMIC
2014 Locker 13 work magic. He's gon na come through that speculative/
door, and he's gon na put a bullet in deductive
A Good Old No! Are you kidding me? Guys, it's Katie. EPISTEMIC
2011 Fashioned She's gon na be fine in like an hour. I just speculative/
realized I'm really hammered deductive
p .
Criminal , OQ7. No, but you should go through the: city. EPISTEMIC
2011 Minds 66 is gon na be miserable right now. We'll get ASSUmMDLive
there. Oh, before Doyle p
The Chicago find out. Shh. He's no‘F gon na move them, he's EPISTEMIC
2011 gon na kill them. Police! Drop the gun! Drop .
Code deductive
the gun! Get
lover. Your body expresses beautifully what's
in your heart. I'm just gon na write that down.
2014 5to7 \ FUTURE
Have none of the other women you've been
with
Revenee for can't. Your hand. No, I can handle it. I was
2012 Jollg | gon na take the big one. Come on, just let me FUTURE
y: have the big
I die?? When I die and they lay me to rest??
2014  Extraterrestrial Gon na go to the place that's the best?? EPISTEMIC
speculative
Prepare yourself, you
we done here? Alright -- You're free to go. But
2012 T%iiirgdfthe I'm gon na be keeping my eye on you. Todd. FUTURE
Victim! SLAM! See
these things in person. Eliminates the room for
2010 Leverage error. So, you're gon na have to come to me FUTURE
for your payment. Nate, no. Be
be fine. You're gon na be all right, okay? I'm
2012 Chronicle gon na get you help, okay? All units, respond FUTURE
Code 4 to Denny
Cowbovs & say it to his face if he was here! Colonel
2011 Alier}lls Dolarhyde. I'm gon na tell you something, FUTURE
boys. Money makes you soft. Where the hell
traveling with a mobile clinic, practicing basic
healthcare, disease prevention. I'm gon na be
2012 Escape part of the surgical team, and Kim will do all FUTURE
of the
. Mm-hmm. If the employees who make this
2010 Undercover  great stuff think they're not gon na get to make EPISTEMIC
Boss it much longer, then you got ta rethink speculative
everything you
Western partlal to slc?ep at this hour. Count me in. EPISTEMIC
2015 . Prince? You just gon na bat your eyes or do .
Religion speculation

you have the metal? More than you can
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. He lied to me. He is here in Juarez, and I'm

2012 GCB gon na find him and find out why. I'm coming DE.ONTIC
with you. Uh obligative
not such a bad guy. I know. He's not. I'm gon
2010 Beatdown na go. Are you okay? Yeah, it was my mom's FUTURE
ring
all right. Listen, what I'm gon na do is, we're
2015 The S tanford gon na clear out of this room, get a nice meal FUTURE
Prison ... .
brought in here.
EARLIER Are you okay? John? John? Are
2015 Demonic you okay? Are you gon na answer my brother? FUTURE
Yeah. Sorry man, what was the question?
Criminal see them girls? God, what were thei.r names? FUTURE/
2011 Minds You thought you were gon na get laid. Ha ha EPISTEMIC
ha! And that chick. Puked herself so speculative
4256648 Previously on " Pan Am "... - You're
2011 Pan Am gon na meet Kennedy? - Tomorrow in Berlin. FUTURE
The secret police, they know
Pirate's Code:  POWer would we need? A hundred terawatts.
2015 The A ' Great Scott! Where are we gon na get that FUTURE
kind of power? (Max) What good would it do
why don't you guys set up for some soccer
2012  Tooth Fairy 2  over here? I'm gon na go check on Mr. Larry. FUTURE
Okay, ready. BROOKE: Whoa
n't distracted. And I think that, if there's any
2012 House M.D.  chance I'm gon na walk again, it's because Dr. Dﬁﬁﬁgc
House is a genius. How
don't want to die! What are we gon na do?
2011 Hellcats We're gon na die, we're gon na die! Positive EPISTEMIC
outcomes only. Hellcats, speculative
the time. But you answer pages, you sleep. |
2011 House M.D.  know I'm gon na regret doing this, but I'll ask EPISTEMIC
. deductive
anyway. Is there anything |
I'm the one whose entire inventory is off-
2011 Burn Notice ~ limits. I warned you what was gon na happen =~ CONDITIONAL
if you pulled out of the deal. Oh, you don't
Ry me, but... sure, I suppose it's possible. Ecklie's
2010 CSI: Crime not gon na like us running around all over the EPISTEMIC
Scene Inv... assumptive
place. Us? Yeah, man
' Yow-yow. A,H right, now we just got to figure DYNAMIC
2010 1Carly out how we're gon na make enough of them biliti
to... [Knock on door] Oh, hang on. Oww. abritive
. Slow down. We're in a car in broad daylight.
2010 House M.D.  What's gon na happen? You honestly think he EPISTEMIC
doesn't have a gun in that car speculative
o Maets okt Thnkofrcoming [ Vois - gprsrone
Quantum Kit... i deductive

cool. Should we try one? For the
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though. What if she doesn't remember me?

EPISTEMIC
deductive/

2012 The Vow Then what? She's gon na remember y'ou. She's DEONTIC
gon na remember all of us. We're .
comissive
) (screaming) (banging)
Nothing Left  (Christopherwhimpering) Rebecca: What are
2013 to Fear we gon na do? Noah: Just keep looking. Oh, FUTURE
God. There she
Are We There the bar, drink'ing beer, watching the game. EPISTEMIC
2010 Yet? Yeah, but she's gon na want to know why I assumptive
) had to watch the game here. Because Booty
what happened. Nothing happened. You're
dating my roommate. I'm not gon na let a
2010 Hellcats stupid mistake hurt her. It didn' fecl like a FUTURE
mistake
. rea ‘Eherapist. I can say that kinc} of ghit and DEONTIC
2010 Nip/Tuck you're not gon na go to the police, right? I N
obligative
mean, you know what I
Grey's ! - I had that. - Oh, did you? Or were you gon FUTURE/
2011 na let it fall to the ground again? What is your DYNAMIC
Anatomy . o
problem with me volitive
. It's day three, and we're still talking. So you
2010 The Crazies are gon na help us. What the fuck! - No, no, FUTURE
no,
. - Uh-huh. - I don't know how much longer
2011  Trail of Blood we're all gon na get to be together like this. EPISTlE MIC
Okay, so get crunked, motherfuckers speculative
then she eats lunch. We are so making her a
2012 GCB javelina. She's gon na have a scarlet pig FUTURE
slapped on her By recess tomorrow. (laughter)
Mom? Oh, you know... She's just got
2012 Tiger Eyes headaches. Is she gon na die? No, Jase. She's EPISTEMIC
: . speculative
not going to die. How
song.? I drive all night down the...? Hey, I'm
2010 Hellcats gon na dance with lewis. Will you watch FUTURE
savannah? Sure.? and [
DROPPING OUT OF SCHOOL WILL BE
2014 Neal Brennan: LIKE, " FUCK SCHOOL. " I'M GON NA EPISTEMIC
Women ... SELL DRUGS FOR THE REST OF MY speculative
LIFE, " AND THEY'LL BE
she would cry, because I was just terrified of
2011 Buck the fact that I was gon na be five or six hours FUTURE
alone with our dad when we got home from
right over here. Bring these over to our station,
2010  Hell's Kitchen please. I'm gon na grab all the food. First thing FUTURE
I would do, get the peppers
. you didn't get your apology, huh? I don't think EPISTEMIC
2010 You Again there's gon na be an apology. But she deductive

remembers me. Oh, yeah, and
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have to care about the things That she cares

2010  The Deep End  about - intensely. You're gon na have to draw FUTURE
her in. Yeah, I think that's probably a
n't and I shouldn't have to. I'm sorry. Sorry is
2011 Being Erica not gon na cut it. You tell me! Please, Dr. FUTURE
Fred, I
' '
Ramona and schoql car'l be a real handful. Oh! But I'm EPISTEMIC
2010 Beezus thinking I'm gon na take it. Oh, my gosh! speculative
That's better than a fireman p
Modern , And they need to try to live up to that person. EPISTEMIC
2010 Famil They're gon na fall short, But better they fall deductive/
Y short of the fake you Than the assumptive
back to what it used to be. [Chuckles] [Sighs]
2011 The Closer Look, the future is gon na be what it is. In the EPISTEMIC
! assumptive
meantime, try not to freak out
us a minute? Mom... It's gon na be okay. It's EPISTEMIC
The Good . ; . .
2010 . gon na be okay. Listen, listen, they were just speculative/
Wife . : .
arguing the opposite! deductive
Our Idiot guys are gon na be great. My work here is
2011 Brother done. Who's gon na watch sci-fi with FUTURE
[Jeremy]? I can't always do it. - Who
The Bavtown he wouldn't have to listen to that. Hey, Mac,
2012 vt I'm gon na give it a rest for a second, all right? FUTURE
Outlaws . :
I'm looking
was gon na wait for you three bitches to be
2011 Catch .44 dead and then he was gon na waltz in here and FUTURE
he was gon na shoot me for my money!
to it. Lea: Oh god. 10:30 already? Aaron: I'm
2011  Brief Reunion gon na Lea: Oh. Aaron, don't start again. FUTURE
Aaron: |
Miami yours. Well, it's time for us to bone up. I'm
2010 . gon na have to start a craniotomy to relieve the FUTURE
Medical e .
pressure inside his skull. Hope
. tennvls lesson, I'm on call.. What do you mean, DEONTIC
2016 Good Kids you're gon na go do a private tennis lesson... D
X . obligative
When you're... you've been
Sin City: A says I'll be very ugly 'before I die. Ava, you're EPISTEMIC
2014 not gon na die. You're coming with me. It's .
Dame to ... deductive
hopeless. He lets
Tarascreaming) (man_grunting)
Sons of (tires_screeching) You didn't know that Jax
2011 Anarchy was gon na be with her, did you? CLAY: FUTURE
Enough! GEMMA: You
Little rough time for you, Bill, we both know that.
2014 Accidents but you're gon na have to be gone by the end FUTURE
of the month. And then we
? One hundred and one or maybe 64. Don't
2010  Eat Pray Love  remember. This is gon na take me the rest of EPISTEMIC
speculative

my life. He make you pretty, find
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2014 Million Dollar to. - Hey guys, come on, let's go. We're gon na EPISTEMIC
Arm be late. - Hi, Brenda. - Hi. Have a good deductive
cheating. No, you're excusing it. You know
2010 Bro‘thers & what? [ am gon na go tonight because I live FUTURE
Sisters , .
there. It's where my office is.
. I counted 7 pawn shops...‘and' 11 liquor stores. EPISTEMIC
2014  Perfect Sisters ~ No. You're gon na love it. It's got way more .
deductive
space than our other place.
Don't what me. You're giving him the guitar.
2012 Smitty I'm not gon na just give this kid a guitar. If he FUTURE
wants a guitar he's
. Ahh! Mandy, I got it! Didn't I say I was gon
2010 Party Down na get it?! I got it, I got it! FUTURE
You do your thing. I'm not gon na watch. I'm
2017 Bad Frank not gon na listen. I'm gon na sit over here and FUTURE
sing a happy tune
and see if it gets split down the middle. Do I
2011 MythBusters  think that's gon na happen? Sure. Absolutely. EPISTEMIC
) . " speculative
If we lived in a cartoon.
. you thf: whole'truth about Tyler Barrett. It was EPISTEMIC
2012 Ringer an accident. It's gon na be over soon. We have deductive
the flash drive. What? I gave
. : (')
Enter the you' do with my dog, you son.of a bltch. EPISTEMIC
2013 Daneerous You're not gon na get away with this, you speculative
& fucking freak! Gary. You scared the p
o I'know Ra(':hel s not gon na forgive you for EPISTEMIC
2012  Hawaii Five-0  this. So you're gon na lose the only thing that .
. . deductive
means anything to you. You're gon na
Dinner for n't want. All r}ght, SO we canmbghze the EPISTEMIC
2010 company..., who's gon na buy the pieces? Oh, .
Schmucks . . speculative
no, we're not gon na strip
me and they liked me. So will these people. Of EPISTE.M 1€
o , . , deductive/
2011  In Plain Sight course they're gon na like you. Plus, you'll
\ i . DEONTIC
blow' em away with your half-stitched .
comissive
2011 Treme You know I love his stuff. - All right, well, I'm FUTURE
gon na roll home, me. - Be cool. - Be safe.?
Desperate are legal documents. Aren't they binding? Yes
2011 pere and no. You're gon na have to do a little better FUTURE
Housewives 9 "
than " yes and no. " Yes
to me very carefully, okay? You ever pull this
2012 Leverage again, I am gon na personally make sure CONDITIONAL
you're off this team,' cause I'm gon
Life whpre Xou want to be. I know, but.you real'ly EPISTEMIC
2010 Unexbected think it's gon na work, me producing? We'd speculative
P make it work. Look, I pecuiatly
, performing your surgery today. She is the best
2010 Grey's of the best. You're gon na like her. Um, I have EPISTEMIC
Anatomy deductive

a couple thingsd I want to discuss
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- - we're both what? Super cool dudes. Pause.

2011 Happy You were gon na say " gay. " Mnh-mnbh. It all EPISTEMIC
Endings speculative
makes sense now. You
one minute. I'm gon na talk to her. I'm not
2011 10 Years even gon na say goodbye.' Cause I'll see you FUTURE
in a minute. (
. got a better idea now. I'm gon na stay here and
Dead in .
2013 I'm gon na take over this town. And you can FUTURE
Tombstone
go to hell. Put your
Sleepwalk d you take off your glasses? - Just' cause if
2012 P we're really gon na do this, I don't wantto be =~ CONDITIONAL
with Me
able to see you.
on him. No straight tails because if he's a cop,
2014 Stretch he's gon na sniff' em out. - Copy that. - CONDITIONAL

(DEVICEBEEPING) (
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