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Abstract

This thesis presents a contrastive analysis of the English pragmatic markers now and
well and their Czech translation equivalents. The overall material is based on 200+12
occurrences that were excerpted from the electronic parallel corpus InterCorp, with all the
instances appearing in fictional dialogues. The contrastive study focuses on the role of
translation as a means to understand better the nature of the two pragmatic markers. It
analyzes specific marker-collocate sequences and the respective Czech translation
equivalents. It demonstrates that certain marker-collocate sequences have a tendency to be
translated by specific Czech translation equivalents and that the role of other factors, such as
position in discourse structure, prosody, and broader context, play in this respect an important
role as well. All this and the finding that both now and well share certain Czech translation
equivalents add to the multifunctionality of both now and well and prove that a combination
of other factors is needed to comprehend the use of the two pragmatic markers in English.
The comparison of the Czech translation equivalents in this thesis to the Czech translation
equivalents in the Czech-English dictionary Lingea attempted to provide an example of how a

contrastive analysis can be useful in Lexicography.

Abstrakt

Tato prace se zabyva kontrastivni analyzou anglickych pragmatickych castic now a
well. Vzorek je zalozen na 200+12 dokladech v psané proze (dialogy), které byly
excerpovany z elektronického paralelniho korpusu InterCorp. Kontrastivni studie se zamé&fuje
na ulohu prekladu jako prostfedku, jehoZ prostfednictvim lze sndze pochopit podstatu obou
anglickych pragmatickych ¢astic. Dale zkouma ob¢ pragmatické castice ve specifickych
koloka¢nich spojenich, a nasledné jsou analyzovany jejich Ceské piekladové ekvivalenty.
Analyza tak dokazuje, Ze néktera tato kolokacni spojeni maji tendenci byt piekladana do
¢estiny uzitim specifickych ekvivalenti, av§ak dulezitou roli zde hraji i jiné faktory, jakymi
jsou napf. pozice v textu, prosodie a $irsi kontext. VSechny tyto aspekty spolu se zjisténim, ze
now a well zaroven sdili urcité ¢eské prekladové ekvivalenty, tak podtrhuji multifunkéni
charakter obou pragmatickych ¢astic a poukazuji na to, ze k iiplnému porozuméni jejich uziti
je zapotiebi vzit v potaz kombinaci riznych ¢initelti. Srovnani ¢eskych piekladovych
ekvivalentil v této studii s ptekladovymi ekvivalenty v ¢esko-anglickém slovniku Lingea bylo

zaroven pokusem ukazat, jak muze byt kontrastivni analyza vyuzitelna v Lexikografii.
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1 Introduction

This thesis provides a contrastive analysis of the Czech translation equivalents of the
English pragmatic markers now and well. The aim of the contrastive analysis is not to
comment upon the Czech translation equivalents only, but to discover whether a contrastive
analysis can be helpful in understanding the pragmatic markers now and well, or English
pragmatic markers generally.

The theoretical part provides an outline of the treatment of English pragmatic markers
with a focus on now and well. It mentions a variety of previous contrastive studies and
linguistic approaches to the phenomenon in question. These contrastive studies analyze the
pragmatic markers now and well in depth and attempt to characterize their meanings generally
and in many different contexts. This contributes to the overall comprehension of the
pragmatic markers now and well and their Czech translation equivalents. Therefore, the
studies are more than relevant with respect to this thesis. The empirical part launched by the
methodological chapter providing an introduction to the methodology used in this thesis, as
well as clarifying the selection of the source material focuses on the analysis of 200+12
occurrences of the pragmatic markers now and well specified by the methodology employed
and on their Czech translation equivalents. All of the occurrences are gathered from the
parallel corpus InterCorp. The empirical part is divided into several subsections, each
discussing the individual and more specific occurrences of now and well and their Czech
translation equivalents. Tables and illustrative examples are provided to relate the theoretical
background to the analysis proper.

The conclusion part summarizes the main findings and results with respect to the

theoretical background and the analysis proper.



2 Theoretical part

The theoretical part is divided into three sections. Section 2.1 focuses on the
introduction to the theoretical background of discourse markers generally, section 2.2
concentrates on the discourse markers now and well, and section 2.3 offers concluding

remarks.
2.1 The definition of discourse markers in English: a terminological disunity

As Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (2011: 224) point out, there have been published
many publications endeavouring to throw light on the nature of expressions variously referred
to as pragmatic markers, discourse markers or discourse particles. As can be seen, there are
number of different labels attached to the same linguistic phenomenon. Aijmer and Simon-
Vandenbergen go further and believe that terminology is crucial because the terms are used
for “different perspectives on the functions and status of the markers and on what to include
in and exclude from the class.” They also claim that there is little agreement on this, the main
reason being that many different theoretical views are taken with respect to the analysis of
pragmatic markers as such (ibid: 226). However, when the markers seem to have pragmatic
rather than a discourse-marking function, there is a preference for the term pragmatic marker
over the term discourse marker. Furthermore, using the term marker reflects the fact that “an
element functions as a signpost or signal instructing the hearer how the message should be
interpreted.” The use of the term marker seems to be much broader than the term particle,
which, grammatically speaking, is used when referring to a part of speech (ibid: 227).
However, what is most important about pragmatic markers generally is that they can possess
many different functions depending on the context, which leads to another problem — whether
pragmatic markers can have one meaning or whether they can have a variety of meanings
(ibid: 228).

Miiller (2005: 3) also mentions that other linguists (e.g. Fraser, Bazzanella, Lamiroy,
Unger, Degand) use the term connective. She also speaks about the terms we have already
mentioned above, primarily focusing on the distinction between discourse marker and
pragmatic marker. Miiller (ibid: 3) says that Andersen uses the term pragmatic marker
because “the label ‘pragmatic’ is meant to suggest a relatively low degree of lexical
specificity and a high degree of context-sensitivity” (Andersen 2001). Miiller (ibid: 3) also
says that Andersen decides not to use the term ‘discourse marker’ because it could be
confused with Fraser’s account. Fraser treats discourse markers as a certain subtype of
pragmatic markers that signal “a sequential relationship between the current basic message
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and the previous discourse” (Fraser 1990: 383; Fraser 1996). Andersen calls this function a
textual function. A similar stance is held by Lenk (1997:2), who makes a distinction between

the two terms in a following way:

“Studies that investigate pragmatic markers often focus more on the
interactional aspects between the participants [...] One of the most prominent
functions of discourse markers, however, is to signal the kinds of relations a
speaker perceives between different part of the discourse.”
Miiller (2005: 3) concludes saying that the markers she is going to analyze in her (2005)
research will have both textual and interactional functions, therefore using both terms is in
fact seen as the most appropriate approach.

Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (2011: 231) discuss the pragmatic and textual
aspects of discourse markers as well, claiming that according to Brinton a distinction between
interpersonal and textual has been made allowing to group pragmatic markers into two main
classes. Therefore, “discourse markers have a discourse-marking or textual function which
relates to the structuring of discourse as text and an interpersonal function which relates to the
expression of speaker attitudes” (ibid: 231). It should be mentioned that terminology differs in
this subdivision as well: what Lenk calls interactional is called by Brinton interpersonal, both
terms, however, refer to the same notion, i.e. to the very pragmatic aspects of pragmatic
markers.

The most appropriate, and for our thesis the most relevant, approach is adopted by
Rithlemann. His approach is mentioned by Aijmer et al. (2011: 225), who say that
Rithlemann’s definition of discourse markers uses a distinction between five features that
overlap to a certain extent: (1) they indicate how discourse relates to other discourse; (2) they
do meta-lingual work; (3) they are discourse-deictic and indicate how the utterance containing
them is a response to preceding discourse; (4) they create discourse coherence and (5) they are
oriented to the hearer’s needs. The most important from this approach is the fact that the
individual features of pragmatic markers are “partly overlapping” (ibid: 225). As was
mentioned above, pragmatic markers can have many different meanings. Trying to recognize
what meaning a pragmatic marker has seems to create rather a problematic situation, since it

can express one or more meanings at the same time.
2.2 The pragmatic markers now and well

As was discussed in the previous section, there are many different approaches with

respect to pragmatic markers generally. The same seems to be true of the pragmatic markers
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now and well. Both pragmatic markers can have different meanings and thus the respective
approaches to them vary, with many linguists using different terminology in their studies. For
the sake of appropriateness and relevancy to the subject matter of this thesis, it was decided
that this section would provide only the most relevant accounts of classification and

terminology, for to do otherwise would go completely beyond the scope of this thesis.
2.2.1 The pragmatic marker well

When comparing research in English pragmatic markers with research in pragmatic
markers in other languages, Aijmer et al. (2011: 232) point out that detailed studies focus
primarily on pragmatic markers in English. They also claim that some English markers have
been studied extensively. For example, well was examined by Svartvik (1980), Carlson
(1984), Schiffrin (1987), Watts (1989), Schourup (1985, 2001), Jucker (1993), Greasley
(1994), Norrick (2001), Aijmer & Simon-Vandenbergen (2003), Aijmer (2009), amongst
others (ibid: 232).

Johansson (2006: 115) claims that the discourse particle well is an “enigmatic word
which has attracted the attention of a great many scholars.” He goes further and asks: What

does it actually mean? (ibid: 115)
2.2.1.1 The different positions on the nature of well

Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (2003: 2) claim that there are many studies which
have shaped their (i.e. Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen’s) own overall perception of well.
These treatments, they say, can be grouped into two main approaches: those seeking a unified
meaning of the discourse marker (Carlson 1984, Bolinger 1989), and those which are
primarily pragmatic or interactional and focus on the functions that well performs as a
warning-signal in different discourse contexts (Jucker 1993, Smith and Jucker 2000, Smith

and Jucker forthcoming).
2.2.1.2 Lauri Carlson: the ‘acceptance’ meaning of well

Carlson’s (1984) approach is discussed in Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (2003: 3)
at some length. Carlson (1984: 27) describes the meaning of well in terms of its semantic
source, which is the adverb with the meaning ‘according to one’s wish’ (Oxford English
Dictionary, further referred to as OED). The OED uses this origin for the description of the
discourse marker well, which, in Carlson’s terms, means that ‘the speaker accepts a situation’

Carlson treats the ‘acceptance meaning’ as the core meaning of well. The main reason for this
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Is that it is based “on etymological as well as on intuitive grounds” (Carlson 1984: 28). As
Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (2003:3) comment further, Carlson then specifies the
meaning of ‘accepting a situation’ and he endeavours to make a description of how the
meaning of well interacts with different dialogue contexts. This allows him to posit a unitary
meaning which “offers a plausible explanation in many contexts” and to come up with “a
detailed description of the functions of well in different contextual environments.”
Nevertheless, Carlson’s unified meaning forces him to use a number of different subtypes,

particularly well as a ‘frame’ and as a ‘qualifier’.
2.2.1.3 Dwight Bolinger: the ‘some standard’ meaning of well

Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (2003: 3) mention Bolinger (1989) in connection
with Carlson. Bolinger says that his own approach is similar to Carlson’s. Similarly, Bolinger
claims that we must see the meaning of the discourse marker well as relating to other uses of
well. As Aijmer and Simon-Vandebergen (ibid) point out, by investigating these ‘other uses’,
Bolinger uses the notion of ‘norm’ or ‘conformity’: by using well a speaker invokes “some
standard” (Bolinger 1989: 321). Furthermore, the “content of well in the locutionary sphere
(‘relatively good, relatively strong’) is transferred to the illocutionary sphere (‘matched to a
standard or norm”) (Bolinger 1989: 332)” (Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen 2003: 3). As can
be evident, Bolinger’s approach can be linked with Carlson’s in a way that the notion of
‘acceptance’ “implies that one finds something ‘good’, i.e. in conformity with a norm”
(Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen 2003: 3).

2.2.1.4 Sara Smith and Andreas H. Jucker: the ‘facilitator’ use of well

Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (2003: 4) mention in their study Smith and Jucker’s
(2000; and forthcoming) and Jucker’s (1993) approaches as well. These two linguist focus on
what the pragmatic marker well does in conversation rather than on what it in fact means
(Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen 2003: 4). Jucker (1993) uses relevance theory when trying
to explain how well is used. He demonstrates that in many cases well is an indication of “a
shift in context, in the sense that the speaker signals that the background assumptions need to
be renegotiated in order to establish common ground” (Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen
2003:4). Similarly, both Smith and Jucker (2000: 209) claim that the pragmatic marker well
introduces “repairs to the common ground.” Therefore, as Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen
(2003: 4) point out, well is used in contexts where speakers have a feeling that “there is a

discrepancy between propositional attitudes of the [participants] in conversation.”
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Accordingly, Smith and Jucker treat the pragmatic marker well as a ‘facilitator’ when a
common ground needs to be renegotiated and they discuss well in contexts of replies to

questions, assessments, invitations, and advice (ibid).
2.2.1.5 Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen’s assessment and approach

When comparing the main approaches mentioned above, Aijmer and Simon-
Vandenbergen (2003: 4) claim that although the individual approaches use different
theoretical models and they each aim at something different, they are “not fundamentally
incompatible”. They find Carlson’s and Bolinger’s accounts “appealing”, the reason is that
they try to seek a unified semantic description of well by “establishing a link between the
discourse particle and its semantic source, the adverb well” (ibid). These accounts are
interesting for Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen especially from a contrastive point of view.
By adopting these approaches one can compare “different languages with regard to which
lexical words they have mobilised to fulfil discourse particle function” (ibid: 4-5). According
to Aijmer and Simon-Vandebergen (ibid: 5), it is not a coincidence if a cognate of well is used
in many different languages. On the other hand, however, there is Schourup’s comment
(2001: 1038) that the “relationship between the adverb well and the discourse [marker] well is
‘far more tenuous’ than that between locutionary and illocutionary uses of the adverbs such as
frankly, confidentially, seriously” (Aijmer and Simon-Vandebergen: 2003: 4). This is a
comment on Bolinger’s and Carlson’s analyses (cf. 2.2.1.2 and 2.2.1.3) (ibid). Aijmer and
Simon-Vandenbergen (ibid) claim that the reason for this is that most of the original meaning
of well has been on its way from a lexical adverb to a discourse marker.

Additionally, Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (ibid) state that by adopting Smith’s
and Juker’s accounts in terms of negotiation of common ground they are able to “explain the
contextual uses of well which are apparent in the translations as signals of the need to
negotiate the background assumptions and preceding discourse.”

In their contrastive study, Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (ibid) pose a question
what analysis is the most suitable for the contrastive study of the pragmatic marker well. They
claim that on one hand a pragmatic approach focusing on “what well does in conversation” is
important if one wants to demonstrate its “multifunctionality and its use as a warning-signal.”
Furthermore, they continue, Jucker’s, and Smith and Jucker’s analyses allow one to find a
“common denominator in the plurality of contextual uses.” On the other hand, Aijmer and
Simon-Vandebergen (ibid) claim that in their own contrastive approach they need to

“recognize a core meaning which is compatible with the translations in Swedish and Dutch
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and with the meaning of well as a fully lexical verb.” They also claim that in order to achieve
this, it is not possible to look at the nature of well as a facilitator only, but there is a need to
link well both to semantics and pragmatics (ibid). Therefore, as a solution they offer to bring
together “its core meaning and its conversational function in one linguistic framework” (ibid:
6). They use the notion of Bakhtin’s heteroglossia.' They argue that this can be helpful when
explaining the ability of well to assume many different positions towards the addressee and
the text (ibid). In their cross-linguistic study, they deal with the translations of the English
pragmatic marker well into Swedish and Dutch. With respect to the notion of heteroglossia,
Johansson (2006: 115) also mentions that Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen treat well as a
heteroglossic option, “accommodating the utterance to the context, in particular to the
hearer’s expectations” (Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen 2003: 8). In order to study well
cross-linguistically, Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (2003: 2) adopted a functional
approach to interpersonal meaning (see the term interpersonal (interactional) in 2.1). In this
approach Bakhtin’s notion of heteroglossia? is integrated within the system of modality and
evidentiality, in which Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen also situate well®. Furthermore,
“[t]his view is in the spirit of analyses of discourse particles treating well as a marker
negotiating common ground (Smith and Jucker 2000)” (Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen
2003: 2). Additionally, this framework is useful because it “offers a way in which well can be
assigned a unified meaning” (ibid). Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (2003: 6) claim that
their translation data suggest that the unified meanings of ‘acceptance’ (cf. Carlson 2.2.1.2)
and ‘matching to a standard or norm’ (cf. Bolinger 2.2.1.3) “go a long way towards
explaining certain equivalences found in the target languages [i.e. in Dutch and Swedish].”
Furthermore, their position is to treat well as an interpersonal element “since it is concerned
with the speaker’s subjective ‘intrusion’ in the proposition (Halliday: 1970: 335) (Aijmer and
Simon-Vandenbergen 2003: 6). Therefore, as was already mentioned, Aijmer and Simon-
Vandenbergen (ibid: 8) thus suggest that the pragmatic marker well is a “heteroglossic option,

accommodating the utterance to the context, in particular the hearer’s expectations.” In this

!Letus provide a simple definition of this term. Bakhtin defines heteroglossia as “a blending of world views
through language that creates complex unity from a hybrid of
utterances“<http://www?2.bgsu.edu/departments/english/cconline/wills/hereroglossia.html>.
2 Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (2003: 2) use, | think, a better definition of heteroglossia than the one
provided in footnote 1: “positioning speakers and texts within the heterogeneity of world views and social
interaction.”
* There is not enough space to provide an exhausting explantion of or introduction to the term evidentiality.
Suffice it to say that Ferdinand de Haan (1999: Abstract) from the University of Mexico distinguishes between
evidentiality and epistemic modality, claiming that evidentiality and epistemic modality differ in their
semantics: evidentials assert the nature of the evidence for the information in the sentence, while epistemic
modals evaluate the speaker’s commitment for the statement.
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way it is possible to use the pragmatic marker well as a politeness marker, respecting the face
of the addressee. This approach is suitable, since it can account both for the textual function
of the pragmatic marker well (as a boundary marker or a topic introducer) and for its
interpersonal value (as a marker of politeness) (ibid).

In reference to the above mentioned, in their analysis, Aijmer and Simon-
Vandenbergen (ibid) go further and claim that the semantic source of the pragmatic marker
well “suggests that it is a marker of positive attitude”, which, however, leads to the question
of how it can be related to the notion of heteroglossia. Martin’s (2000) model of interpersonal
meaning treats the adverb well as “a positive option in expressing the speaker’s subjective
judgement (appraisal) of human behaviour by reference to implicit but tacitly accepted
institutionalised norms (ibid).” Therefore, Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (ibid) come to a
conclusion that the positive meaning of well is, from an interactional point of view, useful in
those cases where “speakers are aware of possibly divergent interpretations, of possibly
different expectations, of the need to negotiate common ground.” This perspective thus makes
a connection between the adverb well and the pragmatic marker well in “the same framework
of appraisal”, which allows Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen to put together a semantic and a
pragmatic explanation (ibid).

With respect to the multifunctionality, Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (ibid: 9)
claim that the specific function of well is dependent both on the context, especially on the
preceding context, and on the relationship between the speaker and the hearer; and as such it
will thus vary accordingly. When summarizing, Aijmer and VVandebergen (ibid: 10) argue that
the most suitable approach is to treat well as a lexical item with a core meaning and a core
function but “whose value depends very much on the contextual use that is made of it.” They
suggest that well has the core meaning of positive appraisal and whose core function is to
“express the speaker’s heteroglossic stance, signaling awareness of heterogeneity, and more
specifically counter-expectation.” Nevertheless, it is possible to use well for a number of
different ‘rhetorical ends’, including those contexts where “no approval or acceptance is
involved”, but where the speaker evaluates the whole situation as ‘problematical’ and “the
possibility of choosing between divergent positions needs to be negotiated.” Therefore, the
meaning of well is in accord with the meanings of ‘acceptance’ and ‘conformity with a norm’,

suggested by Carlson (1984) and Bolinger (1989) respectively (ibid).



2.2.1.6 Diane Blakemore’s survey of well studies

A completely different stance is held by Blakemore. In her book Relevance and
Linguistic Meaning: The Semantics and Pragmatics of Discourse Markers, she says that she
is not going to give any comprehensive overview of the expanding literature on well
(Blakemore 2002: 129).* Nevertheless, for the sake of her own analysis, she discusses two
main approaches. She says that for some linguists, well is a signal that “something has gone
wrong with the discourse, or in other words, that things are not well.” On the other hand, for
some of the linguists it signals that all is well (ibid). Similarly, when Johansson (2006: 115)
tries to capture the meaning of well (cf. 2.2.1., Johansson’s rhetorical question and the use of
the word ‘enigmatic’), he mentions in his study that Blakemore shows that there are many
different interpretations that range from ‘all is not well” to ‘all is well’. Blakemore (ibid) then
goes on and talks about what we have covered in the previous subsections of our theoretical
part, i.e. the individual approaches discussed. In addition, she mentions one more linguist that
was not covered in the overview so far. Deborah Schiffrin, whose contribution to the field is
more than important. Blakemore (ibid) thus claims that what is well or not well is clarified in
many different ways and she says that although both Schiffrin (1987) and Jucker (1993) sees
the pragmatic marker well as a signal that something is not well, it is rendered by each in a
little different way. Blakemore (ibid) continues saying that for Schiffrin well is an indication
that “the speaker has diverged from coherence”, while Jucker treats it as “a signal that the
speaker has diverged from relevance” (cf. 2.2.1.4 , Jucker and Smith’s ‘repairs’ to the
common ground). Similarly, says Blakemore (ibid), while for both Bolinger (1989) and
Carlson (1984) well is used to imply that the speaker accepts something, Bolinger takes this to
be the acceptance of a norm (with the norm’s depending on a different situation), while for
Carlson well is used for “the acceptance of a move in a dialogue game” (cf. 2.2.1.2 and
2.2.1.3). Blakemore (ibid) considers her own attitude to well similar to the accounts of both
Carlson and Bolinger rather than to Schiffrin’s and Jucker’s approaches in that her analysis
treats well as “encod[ing] the information that the utterance it introduces is consistent with the
principle of relevance, and hence that things are well” (cf. 2.2.1.3). However, she goes against
Carlson’s and Bolinger’s notion of the semantic identity of the discourse marker well and the
adverb well. Particularly, her main argument is that while the adverb “encodes a constituent of

a conceptual representation, the discourse marker encodes a procedure.” By this, she partially

* We, in fact, did right the opposite, but that was thought to be appropriate with respect to our thesis.
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agrees with the proposed attitudes, on the other hand she holds her own stance to the

phenomenon in question.
2.2.1.7 A contrastive approach to pragmatic markers with a focus on well

As was shown in section 2.2.1, extensive literature has been devoted to the study of
the nature of well. Additionally, well has been studied from a contrastive, or cross-linguistic,
point of view. In connection with this, the role of translation arises, which is crucial for the
present analysis. Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (2011: 235) mention for example the
following contrastive studies: English-Swedish-Dutch, Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen
(2003); English-Norwegian, Johansson (2006); English-Italian, Bazzanella and Morra (2000);
English-Spanish, Garcia Vizcaino and Martinez-Cabeza (2005); English-Spanish-Catalan,
Cuenca (2008). In section 2.2.1 we mentioned Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen’s contrastive
study. In this section, we will focus on Johansson’s (2006), and Aijmer and Simon-
Vandenbergen’s (2003) contrastive approaches to well. Their contrastive studies deal with the
role of translation and they help to throw light on the pragmatic marker well.

Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (2011: 236) say that pragmatic markers have also
been a very interesting field for translators. Similarly, Johansson (2006: 115) mentions that
Jan-Ola Ostman (1979: 177) makes a suggestion that a cross-linguistic perspective may make
the description of textual particles (Ostman’s term — again we can see how terminology
varies) much easier in a way that it can a) widen our horizons about the phenomenon itself;
and (b) aide both language-specific and contrastive-linguistic description. In his paper,
Johansson (ibid: 115) also asks: “To what extent can the meaning of well be illuminated by a
cross-linguistic study? To what extent can its meaning be conveyed in other languages?”
Similarly, Aijmer and Simon-Vandebergen (2003: 11) say that for the linguistics “in the field”
the translations and translation corpora are useful and make a rewarding contribution to the
further research of a particular item in the source language (see e.qg. the articles in the volume
edited by Johansson and Oksefjell 1998 and Hasselgard and Oksekfjell 1999; see also Noél
forthcoming, showing how a translation corpus can work well with a monolingual corpus and
how both corpora together can be used for evidence of the meaning of the source language
items). As Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (ibid) continue, there are a number of different
advantages of how translations may be useful for analysis of discourse markers. First,
translations can be used when focusing on the comparison of discourse markers of two or
more languages (cf Carlson 1984, Fleischman and Yaguello 1999). Secondly, if a pragmatic
marker in the source language is translated by a number of different items in the target
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language, it indicates that the contextual meanings adopted by the source language item
should be taken into account and analyzed more in detail. Therefore, the translations may
“highlight” the contextual factors that contribute to the “chaotic picture” that words such as
well present (ibid). As can be seen, the role of parallel corpora, and more specifically the role
of translation, may thus help to bring the phenomenon of pragmatic markers into focus more
clearly.

Pragmatic markers generally are a typical feature of spoken discourse. Aijmer and
Simon-Vandebergen (2003: 1) claim that well is used very frequently in English
conversation®. However, in our sample, the individual examples discussed and excerpted from
the parallel corpus InterCorp come from the written sources, or more specifically from
fictional dialogues. Nevertheless, Johansson’s study deals with the subject matter similarly.
Johansson (2006: 117) believes that it is important to mention a serious though excusable
shortcoming of the material. He says that the pragmatic marker well is “characteristic of
conversational interaction, where the speaker and the addressee are in direct contact and
where prosody is crucial for the interpretation, but all [Johansson’s] material is written.” He
goes further and mentions that the closest one can get to real conversation is in fictional
dialogue, and this is of course where the majority of the instances can be found. He thinks that
his material has the advantage of having been interpreted independently by translators in the
process of translation. Therefore, he analyzes “the result of this interpretation (and recreation)
process, which simultaneously illuminates the function of well and shows how and to what
extent it can be conveyed in other languages (ibid).” He mentions that Aijmer and Simon-
Vandenbergen’s study (2003) is also based on corpora of English fiction texts and their
Swedish and Dutch translations (ibid: 115) (cf. 2.2.1.5). Despite the fact that the pragmatic
use of well is particularly frequent in and characteristic of English conversation discourse,
Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (2003: 13) see fictional dialogues as even better than the
real conversation and they claim that one might believe that, especially in the case of
pragmatic markers, naturally occurring data are to be perceived as better than fictional texts.
They say that despite the fact that undoubtedly the dialogues in fiction are immediate
reflections of the authors’ decisions regarding discourse representation, and as such they are
to be considered as their own individual “literary stylistic preferences”, there are many
different aspects that “override the problem” in this case. First, they continue, it has been

demonstrated that if the natural spoken data are interpreted simultaneously, it causes that the

> ltis among the 100 most frequent words in the conversational part of the London-Lund Corpus, where it
occupies rank 14 (Svartvik 1990: 66).
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pragmatic markers in the target language are often omitted (Fischer 2000: 200). Therefore, for
the purpose of their analysis, Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (ibid) do not consider natural
data as an appropriate source of information (ibid). Second, “fictional texts are translated by
professionals, who make a conscious effort to produce a text for a new audience, the target
language community” (ibid). In addition, this text is very often subject to revision by editors
and publishers, who are “further and further removed from the source language data, so that
the final product becomes a target language text with its own history.” Finally, one can expect
that fiction writers use pragmatic markers very frequently in order to characterise personages
and situations. For the same reason, one can also expect that the translators of fictional texts
will search for target language equivalents (ibid).

As can be seen, both Johansson, and Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen are in
agreement and they all treat the written data from the corpus, i.e. the fictional dialogues, as a
good source when analyzing pragmatic markers. Moreover, they also do not see the role of a
translator as a mediator between the source text and the target text as a problem. Aijmer and
Simon-Vandenbergen mention that a translator in fact creates a completely new text for a
target community of readers. Johansson claims that the material (i.e. Johansson’s material)
has been interpreted independently by translators (mentioned above). Similarly, Johansson
(2006: 116) points out that “the translations were made by professional translators and have
presumably gone through and editing process before publication” (cf. Aijmer and Simon-
Vandenbergen’s note above that the texts are revised by editors and publishers). Although the
editing process and the role of a professional translator are important aspects of a good corpus
contrastive study, it is more important for this thesis that both Johansson’s, and Aijmer and
Simon-Vandenbergen’s studies work with written corpus data that are represented by a
variety of different authors and the respective translators. This is crucial for eliminating the
effects of a translator’s personal style. In the case of Johansson this problem is avoided, since
“a wide range of authors and translators are represented” (ibid: 116). Aijmer and Simon-
Vandenbergen (2003: 12) similarly concede that “not only the source language but also the
translator’s personal style may leave traces on the translation.” The main concern is that
translators may prefer and try to look for a particular target language item, which is
consequently recurring, despite the fact that another item may be perceived as “contextually
more appropriate.” In their study “this risk has been minimized”, since they studied extracts
from target texts that have been produced by many different translators (ibid). Both studies
thus eschewed the possible risk of an individual translator’s preferred style. Similarly, in this

thesis, this problem was avoided not only by choosing corpus data written by different source
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language authors (thus the risk of a source language author’s personal style was avoided as
well), but also by a variety of different translators, and this is crucial for the whole analysis. In
short, like Johansson, and Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen, | used fictional dialogues from a

written corpus as the source material.

2.2.1.8 Johansson’s, and Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen’s contrastive studies of well

As was made clear above, | will now focus on the two contrastive studies and their
results concerning the perception of well as a pragmatic marker. The reason for mentioning
the two studies is not only to provide a mere summary of their results and to compare them.
The two studies are particularly relevant with respect to this thesis in a way that they also deal
with the pragmatic marker well cross-linguistically®.

Commenting on how the pragmatic marker well should be translated into the target
language, Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (2003: 11-12) say that pragmatic markers present
a “challenge” because the main problem for a translator is to find an appropriate translation
equivalent that would sound natural in the target language. Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen
say that Bazzanella and Morra (2000) point out that this is much more complex than in “other
areas of the language because the discourse-boundness and multifunctionality of [pragmatic
markers] will result in the choice of particular ‘equivalents’ which are, however, "unlikely to
preserve the different shades of meaning and all the different functions" of the source item”
(Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen 2003: 11-12). Similarly, Johansson (2006: 135) claims that
it happens very often that translation causes complications and he goes on to quote his teacher
Bertil Malberg from Lund University, who said: “translation is theoretically impossible, but
feasible in practice.” Johansson thus concludes saying that “it is feasible in spite of cross-
linguistic and cross-cultural non-equivalence, because the translator serves as a negotiator
across languages and cultures” (cf. the term ‘mediator’ in 2.2.2). As can be seen, not only due
to the fact that translation as such is a mere mediation between or among cultures, an
approximation, but largely due to the multifunctional nature of pragmatic markers (and in the
case of well this is more than evident), translation (although seen as a helpful means to
understand the nature of pragmatic markers), on the other hand, presents a problem with
respect to the individual translation equivalents in the target language(s).

In their contrastive study, Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (2003: 17) summarize

their results by saying that the Swedish translations highlight different aspects of the meaning

® Well is of course one of totally two pragmatic markers that are in focus in this thesis, the other being now, but
as the two studies focus on well, we will thus treat them in connection to well in our thesis. This fact
notwithstanding, there is provided a relevant connection to now when necessary.
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of the pragmatic marker well. They find it difficult to describe the outcome of translation in
functional terms and have problems identifying the core meaning of the source item. They
attempt to relate the translation equivalents and the meaning aspects of well as they believe
they provide a clue to understanding of the pragmatic marker well. Furthermore, Aijmer and
Simon-Vandenbergen (ibid: 25) come to the conclusion that in Swedish there is no pragmatic
marker that would have the same meaning as the English well. Still they find many translation
correspondences which all reflect some aspect of what well may mean in English. In addition,
they add that analyzing the data is worsened by the fact that individual translation equivalents
overlap in certain cases. Therefore, we speak about many different “contextual equivalents”
(ibid: 36). The term ‘contextual equivalent’ is important, since it highlights the role of context
in translation. Moreover, Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (2003: 40) say that “if an item in
the source language is translated by a wide range of target language items this variety will
bring the polysemic nature of the item in question into focus more clearly.” Referring to other
contrastive studies, they also add that their finding that well has so many translation
equivalents (or contextual equivalents) in both Swedish and Dutch is, however, in line with
earlier translation research on both “discourse and modal particles™ in other languages’ and
highlights the “polysemic nature and multifunctionality of [these] words” (ibid: 15).
Furthermore, they claim that the number of different translation equivalents is “indefinite”,
due to the new correspondences that are context-specific and will occur in the new contexts.
Nevertheless, these contextually restricted translation equivalents will appear in “decreasing
frequencies, and become less interesting from a system-descriptive point-of-view” (ibid).

Additionally, Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (2003: 41) conclude, saying that the
fact that there exist so many different translation equivalents proves how well is
multifunctional and how it can be strategically used in a wide range of contexts. While some
translation equivalents reflect the textual function of well, others focus primarily on its
interpersonal function (cf. the terms ‘heteroglossic’ and ‘interpersonal’ in 2.2.1.5). To put it
differently, “some target language equivalents have a clear connective function, others a clear
emotive one and most have both at the same time.” Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (ibid)
provide an explanation for these two aspects of the meaning of well (the linking function and
the interpersonal function) using the already mentioned model of heteroglossia. By doing this
they suggest for the pragmatic marker well a “general function”. They call this function

7 See for instance Fischer (2000: 206), demonstrating that German ja has 13 translation equivalents in English;
Abraham (1984) and Heinemann (1985) on many different German translation equivalents of Dutch wel;
Bazzanella and Morra (2000) on the wide range of translation equivalents of well in Italian (Aijmer and Simon-
Vandebergen’s note).
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“modal in a broad sense”, which means that an utterance is transferred into a “heteroglossic
one, signalling the speaker’s awareness of the heterogeneity of views, positioning the
utterance in the context of preceding and following texts.” This allows the speakers to connect
their utterance to other utterances and simultaneously to “orient to addressees’ expectations”
(ibid).

Johansson’ study offers similar results. He finds that the interpretations made by the
translators offers a “good picture” of the type of meaning the pragmatic marker well can have
(Johansson 2006: 131). He mentions that there is a wide range of means how to “pick up
facets” of the meaning of well and that the large number of the correspondences clearly
demonstrates that the translation of well is “far from straightforward” (ibid: 135). Johansson’s
results show that the correspondences he found may have different meaning and use, but they
undoubtedly reflect the aspects of the meaning of the pragmatic marker well used in the
original. He asks whether some kind of “unity behind diversity” can be found and agrees
with Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen’s claim of a heteroglossic option which the use of well
signals and so even the presence of “other, possibly discordant voices” (ibid: 134-5).

As can be seen, Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen’s results show that there are many
different translation equivalents to reflect the meaning of the pragmatic marker well in
Swedish and Dutch. This adds to the multifunctional nature of well. What seems to be more
important, however, is the fact that also the translation equivalents are overlapping and they
combine the different functions of well at the same time. Thus, the aspect of
multifunctionality arises here not only with respect to the source language, but to the target
language as well. In addition, the aspect of well as a heteroglossic option is emphasized as
well. Johansson takes a similar stance when analyzing his results from his contrastive study.
Both studies offer an insight into the phenomenon in question. The existence of different
studies exploring the ways how well is translated into different languages is very useful for
the description of the Czech equivalents of well. The advantage of this, of course, is that it
helps to connect the individual findings to one another. Also the methodology employed in
the two studies may provide guidance for the investigation of how well is dealt with in the

Czech translations.
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2.2.2 The pragmatic marker now

When comparing the pragmatic markers now and well with respect to the number of
studies or publications in general, the overall number is no doubt in favour of the pragmatic
marker well. The possible reason may be that well is the more prototypical, while now is the
more problematic of the two, exhibiting a wider range of different functions.

Although there are fewer publications focusing solely on the rather problematic
pragmatic marker now, there is, nevertheless, one important book that devotes a whole
chapter to it. The chapter is so relevant and the description it offers so extensive as to provide
the much appreciated theoretical background for the present thesis. This publication is Karin
Aijmer’s (2002) English Discourse Particles. This section will outline the theoretical
background and methodology used in this book.

Although Aijmer’s book uses oral and not written material for analyzing now, this
makes no difference as far as its application to the present study is concerned. It is true that
pragmatic markers are generally characteristic of a spoken discourse, and so the fact that the
present thesis focuses on the use of pragmatic markers now and well in a written discourse,
I.e. in fictional dialogues, may be something of a disadvantage. On the other hand, the
similarities between the treatment of the two pragmatic markers in fictional dialogues and in
naturally occurring speech can be expected to be overwhelming. And so while acknowledging
Aijmer’s (2002: 70) conclusion that now is characteristic of speech rather than of writing®, the
frequent occurrence of the pragmatic marker in fictional dialogue justifies the use of fiction
data.

2.2.2.1 The fuzzy functions of now

In her book, Aijmer introduces her Chapter 2 on now with a citation by Bolinger
(1989: 291): “Now is a discourse marker basically for change of topic.” In fact the chapter is
called the topic-changer now. To begin with, she explains the distinction between the S-use of
now (temporal or sentence now) and the D-use of now (discourse now). She then continues
saying that now has a wide range of properties that are characteristic of discourse particles
(Aijmer 2000 uses the term particle, which has been retained here for the sake of simplicity).
First, it is short and placed initially in the utterance. Second, “it does not belong to the

propositional content of the utterance and it has a discourse-organizing function” (Aijmer

® Structures such as / begin now, let me tell you now, which have the same discourse function as now alone,
may occur more frequently in writing and in formal, planned discourse modes (Schiffrin 1987: 263). According
to Schiffrin (ibid), such examples show “the fuzziness between adverb and marker in actual use” (Aijmer 2002:
70).

16



2002: 57). Although Aijmer studies only those instances where now functions as a particle,
she admits that sometimes in many cases it was difficult to make a distinction between the

adverb well and the particle well, since they can be only

“fuzzily delimited from each other®

(Aijmer 2002: 58). She then continues and mentions that
“there is a great deal of fuzziness between the particle and the temporal adverb” (ibid: 59).
She admits, however, that it is possible to expect this fuzziness in some contexts providing
that now is polysemous and “has developed its pragmatic functions as the result of
grammaticalisation” (ibid: 60). Furthermore, even the immediate linguistic context is not
enough to decide whether now should be treated more as a pragmatic marker or as a temporal
adverb (ibid). This seems to be a different case than with well. In the case of well it is easier to
distinguish between a particle and an adverb, and therefore we have talked only about the
difficulty in distinguishing the two different primary meanings or functions it can have, i.e.
the two major meanings (functions) being textual (connective), or interpersonal, with further
subclassification of the individual, more specified meanings being contextually bounded and
the two major meanings overlapping. However, in the case of now, there seems to be a
difficulty in distinguishing between two completely different uses, i.e. between a temporal
adverb and a particle. Moreover, there is also the possibility of these two uses overlapping at
the same time. Aijmer (ibid) claims that now can have temporal meaning (whose function is
to introduce a “temporal comparison”) or textual function (which introduces a “new step in a
series of actions”)'°. However, the interpretations are not mutually exclusive and there is a
possibility that the speaker’s intention was to use both interpretations at the same time (ibid).
Aijmer (ibid) uses Schiffrin’s words (1987: 231) saying that “there is a fuzzy zone ‘where the
discourse structure of temporal comparisons neutralizes the distinction between now as a time

adverb and now as a marker’.”
2.2.2.2 The role of grammaticalisation

Another important aspect when dealing with the function of now is the role of
grammaticalisation. Aijmer (2002: 62) says that the temporal meaning of now is closely

connected to its function as a pragmatic marker. She thus finds it appropriate to consider

° Aijmer makes an interesting observation:
“The fact that the discourse particle now is not unequivocally a particle excludes it from the core class
of discourse particles according to the criteria used to define discourse particles by Ostman (1982:
153). It can be argued that the distinction between core and peripheral members of discourse particles
is better captured by taking into account degrees of grammaticalisation” (Aijmer (2002: 58).
"% In other words, we can treat now as an “emphatic (modal) particle strengthening the request” (Aijmer 2002:
60).
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whether this might be the result of grammaticalisation. However, Aijmer (ibid) points out that
the development of temporal adverbs to pragmatic markers was not studied as extensively as
the role of grammaticalisation (“pragmaticalisation”; see also Traugott (2004) using this term)
of manner adverbs. She goes further and claims that the primary function of the pragmatic
marker now is to connect items in the topic structure “when there is a break in coherence, e.g.
because there is a topic change or a major boundary between discourse units.” According to
her, in contrast to other connectives now can also function as a “marker of subjective
modality.” For Aijmer, “the diachronic tendency whereby structures and strategies evolve to
express the speaker’s perspective or point of view (subjectification)” can help to account for
the affective or evaluative function the pragmatic marker now has in addition to its textual
function (ibid). She then offers an interesting account by Ochs:

“For many speakers of English, the temporal dimension of the present moment,
‘now’, may help to constitute a stance of affective intensity (as in the utterance
‘Now look at what you have done’). And as well, for many speakers of
English, the stance of affectivity/intensity is part of the meaning of ‘now’
(Ochs 1996: 419)” (Aijmer 2002: 62).

Aijmer also mentions Schiffrin’s (1987: 229) approach in which Shiffrin sees now in
connection to “the speaker’s point of view and evaluation:

[...] deictic center is also subjectively influenced depending upon the point of
view, and the frame of reference, being taken by a speaker. One such
subjective influence is the speaker’s personal evaluation of a state of affairs
(Schiffrin 1987: 229)” (Aijmer 2002: 62).

As it is obvious, grammaticalisation seems to play a crucial role in forming the functions of
now. There is a link between now used as a temporal adverb and its being used as a pragmatic
marker. Moreover, grammaticalisation also seems to be the reason for now’s acquiring an
affective or evaluative function in addition to its textual function. The aspect of
affectivity/intensity and speaker’s evaluation or point of view is very similar to how well was
treated both by Johansson, and by Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen. Let us now once again
mention Johansson’s stating that the translation equivalents provided demonstrate the type of
meaning the pragmatic marker well carries. One of the meanings is classified by Johansson as
‘emotional’ (Johansson 2006: 131, cf. 2.2.1.8). Similarly, Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen
(2003: 26) state that the translation equivalents that occurred less frequently were context-
specific and imply that well is often used with “various emotional meanings.” Moreover,
Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (2002: 3) mention Carlson’s distinguishing many subtypes
of the pragmatic use of well, one of them being a ‘qualifier’ (cf. 2.2.1.2, cf. here the term
‘intensity’). Furthermore, Aijmer (2002: 63) continues saying that an indication that now has
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undergone the process of grammaticalisation is the fact that the “temporal meaning colours
the meaning of the particle. This is compatible with several accounts of grammaticalisation.”
She also mentions Quirk et al.’s observation that the process under which an adverbial
changes into a pragmatic marker occurs when a verb of speaking is implied. To demonstrate
this, she offers Quirk et al.’s direct quotation:

“The succession in time ... conveyed by the adverbial is converted into the
logical succession of discourse when there is the implication of a verb of
speaking (Quirk et al. 1985: 640)” (Aijmer 2002: 63).

Aijmer (ibid) comments on Quirk et al. by saying that the “correspondence can be given the
form: Now [‘I will say now that’, ‘one can Say now that’] this is a success.” She then makes a
final comment in which she claims that in the earliest examples given by OED it is difficult to
say whether now should be classified as an adverb, or as a pragmatic marker, “as it is to be

expected if grammaticalisation has not yet taken place™.”

2.2.2.3 Indicators of now functions

According to Aijmer (2002) there are in fact many ways in which the function of now
can be indicated, e.g. by means of its position in the discourse structure, collocations,
prosody, etc. As we will see, this observation is very important for the analysis in this thesis.
Aijmer (ibid: 61) gives an illustrative example by Schiffrin (1987: 230) on which she
demonstrates that when now is next to another now, as in Now. He is issued now a directive to
all leaders., only one of them can be an adverb, the other one is a pragmatic marker. In
Schiffrin’s example, the first now is a pragmatic marker; “it is placed initially and is
unstressed in contrast with the adverb which is stressed” (Aijmer 2002: 61). Aijmer (ibid)
further mentions that now “together with other particles (well now, now then, now look) has
also been analyzed as a particle.” She then says that she used a “combination of criteria
(position, prosody, collocation)” which helped her to classify about a third (34%) of the
examples of now in the London-Lund Corpus as “particles”. She also claims that “a necessary
but not sufficient condition for particle status is that now is initial in the phrase” and she
finally gives an overview of the conditions, or criteria, employed to distinguish between now

as an adverb and now as a pragmatic marker:

n Aijmer (2002: 63) also gives a footnote on this: “Well and now form a group of early topic changers.
According to Finell (1992: 732), there are examples of well and now being used as topic introducers already at
the end of the 9th century.”
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(1) “now as a separate tone unit (prosodic phrase) has been regarded as the discourse
particle

(2) now when deaccentuated has been regarded as the discourse particle also when the
‘time criterion’ is not unambiguous

(3) now when stressed without a following tone unit boundary has been analysed as the
time adjunct

(4) now with a lexical collocate (well now, now then) has discourse function”
(Aijmer 2002: 62)

There seems to be more to be mentioned when dealing with now and its collocations.
First, now collocating with then, signals “a transition to something new resulting in a fresh
look on a state of affairs” (ibid: 65). Second, the “connective now co-occurs with
metacomments, other discourse particles (e.g. well now, now look, now then)” (ibid: 74).
Furthermore, now is very frequently used to signal the transition to a metacomment such as let
me see (ibid: 87). In Aijmer’s analysis, some of the typical metacomments, or asides*?, which
signal minor breaks in discourse structure, were now let me try and think, now let me think,
now let me see, now let me pause, now where was I, now what was it, now what else have I
been doing (ibid: 88). The instances in which now collocates with you see or | mean are
treated by Aijmer as introducers to an “explanation or justification” (ibid: 86).

Another important aspect is prosody. Prosody (prosodic phrasing, tone and pausing)
helps to differentiate the time adverb from the pragmatic marker (cf. Aijmer 2002: 61-2 and
the example mentioned above; Aijmer 2002: 64). Aijmer (ibid: 65) says that “[a]ccording to
Altenberg (1987: 87), both now and well showed a tendency to be separated by a tone unit
boundary. Furthermore, well has also been studied prosodically in greater detail than now (cf.
Altenberg 1987 and particularly Svartvik 1980).” Aijmer (ibid: 66) uses Altenberg’s findings
to support her own analysis. She says that Altenberg (1987: 136) places well in the category
of “closed items which are ‘fairly often marked by stress’.” Aijmer (2002: 66) says that her
results show that there were by far more examples of well with stress than of now with stress.
She therefore comes to the conclusion that the pragmatic marker now has the prosodic pattern
without stress, while now used as adverb is “‘non-reduced’ by default” (cf. Aijmer 2002: 61-2
and the example mentioned above). Aijmer (2002: 66) also quotes Halliday and Hasan (1976:
268) who treat the reduced variant as having a special function:

“When now carries the tone, certain tendencies can be distinguished. If it is
tonic, now is deictic and not cohesive...If it is reduced, it means the meaning of
a new stage in the communication; this may be a new incident in the story, a
new point in the argument, a new role or attitude being taken on by the

speaker, and so on.”

2 Asides (or self-reflexive comments) are explained as parenthetical comments (Aijmer 2002: 74).
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As can be observed, collocations are important when distinguishing between now as a
pragmatic marker and now as a temporal adverb. Moreover, different functions are assigned to
now when it is found in connection to metacomments or other discourse markers.
Furthermore, there are different aspects at work as well, such as prosody and the position of
now in a text. As it is obvious, the aspects of collocation, prosody and position also seem to
be relevant and crucial with respect to well. They are all discussed by both Johansson, and
Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen. Therefore, for the sake of better organization and
understanding, it was thought to be more appropriate to include these aspects not in the
separate section dealing solely with well, but to mention them with reference to now when
necessary. With respect to both pragmatic markers, we have here touched upon the issues of
prosody, position and collocations. However, the following section (i.e. 2.2.2.4) focuses more
on the comparison between now and well. The main reason is that although this thesis is
structured into the respective sub/sections or headings, each focusing on a different aspect, the
individual aspects seem to overlap, which is characteristic of linguistics. Sometimes it seems
more relevant to look at both pragmatic markers as they operate together rather than to treat
them individually, i.e. separately. As Aijmer and Simon-Vandebergen (2011: 234) claim:
“from an intra-linguistic point of view pragmatic markers can be compared on the basis of
similarities and differences.” Not only the comparison of different pragmatic markers can be
beneficial from an intra-linguistic point of view, but, as was mentioned above, it can
contribute to the overall comprehension of pragmatic markers as their individual meanings

and functions are reflected in translation, i.e. cross-linguistically.
2.2.2.4 Comparing now and well

As our thesis deals with two pragmatic markers, i.e. now and well, let us now look at
the comparison of both pragmatic markers. Aijmer (2002: 71-2) says that well and now are
“close in meaning and there are distributional similarities between them.” Therefore, she finds
it interesting to compare them. She points out that it is frequent for both pragmatic markers to
form a collocation together (well now) and that in many situations they have a similar
function. Furthermore, they are both used to change the topic (viz. Aijmer’s using the label
“topic-changer”) and to signal “transitions to a subtopic.” They are also to be found in
“conversational openings”, where they have a similar meaning (Aijmer 2002: 71). Aijmer
continues and gives an illustrative example of a beginning of a radio conversation (instead of
‘conversation’ she uses ‘transaction’), with now used as a ‘discussion-opener’: Good evening.

Now tonight our guests are... She says that for Quirk et al. (1985: 634) and Sinclair &
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Coulthard (1975: 22) it is possible to use both now and well at the beginning of a transaction.
However, on closer inspection, she continues, we discover that although similar in meaning,
the pragmatic markers now and well are not “freely interchangeable” and we have to take into
consideration in what sort of activity they in fact occur (Aijmer 2002: 71). She says that in the
example mentioned above it is more appropriate to use now because the meaning intended by
the speaker is to put emphasis and the context is formal (ibid).

Therefore, in this case well “would sound ‘informal, improvised, or colloquial as it suggests
that the speaker is not really beginning from the beginning but already responding to his
audience or to his own implicit deliberations. On informal occasions, particularly after an
introduction, such a beginning is quite normal’ (Carlson 1984: 52)” (Aijmer 2002: 71).
Aijmer (ibid: 71-2) also claims that the “distributional properties and the temporal core
meaning of now” can be considered as “compatible with a connective particle” that has
“propulsive or emphatic function” which is very typical of signalling “changes or switches in
the argument or narrative.” Furthermore, she says, there is “additional evidence” comparing
now with well in contexts where although it is possible to use both pragmatic markers, each
implies something different (ibid: 72). To demonstrate the differences and similarities
between the two pragmatic markers, Aijmer (ibid) gives the following example (originally
from Quirk et al. 1985:1470):

(A) That man speaks extremely good English.
(B) Well he comes from a village in Mongolia.
(C) Now he comes from a village in Mongolia.

Both now and well respond to the utterance A and signal a “transition between what has been
said and what is about to be said. Well [is the indication of] acceptance: ‘it is an established
fact (Well, of course!) that Mongolian villages provide excellent bases for learning English’
(Quirk et al., ibid)” (Aijmer 2002: 72). While well would result in closing the whole
conversation, now implies “a continuation or elaboration of what has just been said” (ibid).
As can be seen, now and well are not freely interchangeable. Therefore, if the role of
context has been put in question in relation to delimiting the meaning of well and with
reference to translation, we have here a similar case, i.e. the role of context also plays an
important role when deciding whether to use now or well, despite the fact they show similar
tendencies in terms of meanings or functions. Similarly, Aijmer (2003: 27) believes that when
textual function is concerned the pragmatic marker now is close to well. To support this,
Aijmer (ibid) also quotes Schiffrin (1987: 230), who point out that now indicates “attention to

an upcoming idea, orientation, and/or participation framework.” Aijmer (ibid) continues and
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says that despite the fact that both pragmatic markers are close to each other, they are,
however, different in a way that while well is both backward- and forward-looking, now is
“exclusively forward-looking.” Here, again, Aijmer (ibid) mentions Schiffrin’s (1987: 323-4)
account in which she sees both pragmatic markers as having different indexical functions,
with well indexing an utterance to both the speaker and hearer, and with now indexing an
utterance to the speaker and to the upcoming text. However, Aijmer (2002: 93-94) treats now
both as speaker- and hearer-oriented. “Affective” or “intensifying” now, as she calls it,
implies that the speaker is involved with the hearer (e.g. when in occurrence with imperatives)
(ibid). Furthermore, she continues, affective now is also used by a speaker that cannot wait to
“take control of the conversational floor (now wait a moment).” In collocations such as now
look, now come on, now implies “affective intensity” (cf. 2.2.2.2, ‘affectivity’, ‘intensity’).
Used as an intensifier, now may acquire “an overtone of urgency and interest or a ‘friendly
overtone’ ” (ibid). Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (2003: 27) conclude by saying that
intralinguistically speaking, well and now can be considered as “functional equivalents in
some contexts, although they have different implications.”

Furthermore, when focusing on the already mentioned aspects of collocation, prosody
and position in text with reference to the comparison between now and well, not only are
these aspects relevant for now, but also for well (as was mentioned above, cf. 2.2.2.3). Aijmer
and Simon-Vandenbergen (2003: 12-13) say that prosodic information are missing in the
examples in their contrastive study, since they used written corpus data, which, logically, does
not contain this piece of information. Therefore, they continue, it means that when
interpreting well, they had to do without “important clues.” They, however, do not see this as
presenting a serious problem, since “authors frequently add information about tone of voice
and attitude of the personages, and the context (collocations and higher level contexts) is in
most cases disambiguating.” As can be seen, although Aijmer (2002) deals with the aspect of
prosody on the examples of spoken corpus data, the written corpus data, although being
unable to offer prosodic information, are not entirely at a disadvantage when it comes to
prosody. Clearly enough, again the role of context(s) and collocations are a clue how to deal
with the question of prosody. Similarly, Johansson’s methodology is a result of the aspects of
prosody and position in text. Johansson (2006: 118) says that all instances of well retrieved
from the fiction texts of the ENPC (English-Norwegian-Parallel-Corpus) occurred in
sentence-initial position (Well, he had earned it) and were followed by a comma (e.g. His
eyes were blue, well, maybe more a blue-green). His methodology has an important reason. In

relation to what was mentioned above, in the sentence-initial position, well is more likely to
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function as a pragmatic marker. Moreover, if it is used in a fictional dialogue and if the
immediate context together with the relevant collocations are analyzed in a right way, some
prosodic information may be gained as well (cf. Aijmer 2002 above). A similar methodology
was used in this thesis as well, though independently and in a slightly different manner (cf.

Project and Methodology).
2.2.2.5 The overview of the core meaning and function of now

If we have provided the core meaning and function(s) for well, now should deserve a
similar treatment. Aijmer (2002: 70) states that the core meaning ‘at the present moment’ of
now is an explanation for its functioning as “a stepping-stone to a new topic, new argument or
new stage in a narrative.” She uses Quirk et al.’s (1985: 638) describing it as a ‘discourse
conjunct’ whose primary function is “to shift attention to a new topic” (Aijmer 2002: 71) and
Bolinger’s (1989: 132) account in which now is treated as ‘a prompter’ implying ‘Mind you,
put other considerations aside, don’t give me an argument on this’. In addition, according to
Ochs (1996: 421), the core meaning of now explains why it can also function as an ‘evaluator’
or ‘intensifier’ that can be compared with other markers signalling “emphatic stress, emphatic
adverbs, repetition, etc” (Aijmer: 2002: 71). Furthermore, Aijmer (2002: 95) offers an
exhaustive conclusion saying that now marks a change in a topic in that it draws one’s
attention to “something new.” Another interesting point of Aijmer’s is that the temporal
meaning of now can help us to understand why it also has the textual functions, the affective
meaning, and the evaluative meaning. According to her, in order to interpret now, we have to
take into account how it is indexically related to the preceding and forthcoming text, as well
as we have to consider its “close connection with subjectivity.” She distinguishes between
emphatic, direct and argumentative now and says that it prompts new arguments and topics in
the discourse and highlights the “speaker’s right to control the progression of talk and the
development of the topic.”

Aijmer (2002: 95) also summarizes the main points about the pragmatic marker now:
The primary functions of now are textual and affective. However, when compared to well or
when looking at the collocations with now, now can have many different textual and affective
functions. Generally speaking, now is a “boundary signal between discourse units
(paragraphs, subtopics) in the turns of the same speaker.” It is an indication of a topic-change
(thus now treated as a ‘topic-changer’), or it introduces “a new stage in the conversation (e.g.
coming to the main point after some preliminaries).” Therefore, she continues, there are many

different meanings of now, ranging from those where now indicates a “smooth transition from
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one topic to another”, pointing forwards in the discourse, to those instances where it “marks
‘misplacement’ (e.g. the resumption of a topic).” Aijmer mentions other meanings of now,
including elaboration, explanation or justification in those cases where now functions as an
introductory element to a “subordinate speech act.” The primary function of now, however, is
to indicate “subjective modality because of its link to the speaker.” According to her, this
serves as an explanation for its behaving as an affective intensifier (a subjective modal
particle) that is typically accompanied with metacomments (let me see now), prefaces (my
duty this morning is to...), evaluations (that’s awful), and “subjective opinions” (I think).
Therefore, for Aijmer it is very interesting to analyze the individual uses of the modal particle
(pragmatic marker) now. Furthermore, as she points out, now “represents the end-point of
grammaticalisation from a deictic source.” Another Aijmer’s observation worth mentioning is
that when now is analyzed as “a modal particle (e.g. before imperatives), it may carry friendly
overtones (now come on) as its derived meaning as well as impatience (now wait) or
resistance (well now, now look).” As we will see, this is very important for the analysis in this
thesis as well.

To conclude, as it is obvious, Aijmer provides an appropriate overview that covers
almost all of the aspects we have talked about in relation to the characteristics of now.
Additionally, it mentions the aspects that can also be related to the pragmatic marker well.

2.3 Concluding remarks

As can be seen, there are many different views on how to treat the pragmatic markers
now and well, and pragmatic markers generally. There have been published many studies,
more on well than on now, each, however, both coming up with something new and referring
to the previous respective studies as well. The overall amalgam of opinions thus enables us to
comprehend the nature of pragmatic markers better, although it still remains rather a

problematic issue in linguistics.
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3 Empirical part

The empirical part includes the methodology of the research, the presentation and
analysis of the data and the interpretation of the findings.

3.1 Project and Methodology

The project involves data collection, interpretation and assessment of the data. Its main
goal is to show what the Czech translation equivalents of the pragmatic markers now and well
are like, their distribution and adequacy with regard to the functions of these markers in the
original texts. The selection and collection of the data is described in the methodology below.
On careful consideration, it was decided that rather than collecting the pragmatic markers now
and well on their own the extraction will focus on their most frequent co-occurrences in the
corpus. The marker-collocate sequences identified in the corpus are treated as subgroups and
the distribution of their equivalents is investigated separately. The strategy follows from the
idea that each subgroup may have specific semantic properties and so specific equivalents. It
should answer the question whether collocation may have an influence on the choice of the
equivalent.

The methodological issues that had to be resolved were the source and amount of data
and the procedure to be used when retrieving the data. The source is the parallel corpus
InterCorp, which is part of the Czech National Corpus project of the Institute of the Czech
National Corpus. The material basis of this thesis consists of 100+6 occurrences of the
pragmatic marker now and of 100+6 occurrences of the pragmatic marker well and their
Czech translation equivalents. The reason for the 12 occurrences used as additional material
for this thesis is explained in the analytical section. The procedure involves the following
features. The interface used for the work with the corpus was NoSketch Engine, which was
accessed through the website of the Czech National Corpus, whose link can be found in the
list of on-line sources. The queries used to retrieve the results were Now, and Well,. The
reason for the restriction of both particles to instances with the capital letter and followed by a
comma was to have a greater chance of the particles’ behaving more as pragmatic markers
rather than adverbs. However, all the instances had to be sorted manually in order to eliminate
the occurrences of the particles as adverbs. Sometimes this was difficult, especially in the case
of now, when occasionally, as mentioned in the theoretical part, both the temporal and the
pragmatic meaning overlap. As pointed out in the theoretical part as well, pragmatic markers
are characteristic of spoken discourse, but fictional dialogue may well serve as a good source

instead, or, as was discussed already, may even be better for analysis. Therefore, the material
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used for this thesis is based on written data, more specifically fictional dialogues. Even here it
was necessary to sort the instances, i.e. to check if they all occurred in direct speech (in order
to adhere to the criterion of fictional dialogue). The whole of the written material, however,
was subject to further selection as well. Since this thesis focuses on Czech translation
equivalents of the pragmatic markers now and well, it was necessary to restrict the corpus to
the subcorpus where only those instances of now and well were retrieved that occurred in the
English originals, i.e. English was not the target language, but the source language. This was
very important, since the results of the analysis would have been totally different had English
not been a source language only. Furthermore, a wide range of originals, and subsequently
translations, was used in order to eliminate any specific author’s or translator’s style.
Therefore, the sample is widely representative. To achieve this, the occurrences retrieved had
to be randomized. As can be seen, the methodology employed to retrieve the data is in
compliance with what was mentioned in the theoretical part when Aijmer and Simon-
Vandenbergen’s, and Johansson’s own methodologies were discussed (the role of fictional
dialogues, Johansson’s restriction of well to the sentence-initial position and followed by a
comma, the role of prosody, etc.).

In the selection procedure, we took into account other aspects that were already
mentioned in the theoretical part, especially the role of collocates of now and well. In the
distribution span, the collocate’s position was 1 RIGHT. Furthermore, out of the total number
of all these collocates, only those were selected that were not only among the most frequent
ones, but they were symptomatic of both pragmatic markers in a way that they reflected the
use of the marker-collocate sequences with regard to the theoretical background discussed.
For this reason, we can talk about both corpus-based and corpus-driven approaches being
adopted in this thesis. The collocates thus not only serve as a clue to differentiate an adverb
from a pragmatic marker (cf. the theoretical part mentioning the criteria for distinguishing
between the two uses of now, e.g. with a lexical collocate: now then, well now) and are not
only telling us that it is frequent for them to be further expanded to metacomments such as
now let me see, but they may be helpful in analyzing both pragmatic markers cross-
linguistically and in broader context, which is the main aim of this thesis. It was thus thought
to be appropriate to take only those instances of Now, and Well, that were followed by the
first collocate to the right. The reason is that in order to obtain the most reliable results in a
contrastive (translation) study, the best way seems to be to have an identical, or parallel,
structure. Such a restricted structure is much more useful as a starting point for the analysis of

the translation equivalents. To give an example, one of the aspects that will be analyzed is

27



cases in which both now and well share the same collocate, e.g. then. Therefore, the retrieved
items to be analyzed are Now, then and Well, then. In the empirical part, we will look at both
instances and at the Czech translation equivalents. Such a procedure seems to be helpful for
another reason. Restricting the occurrences to the combination of a pragmatic marker and a
collocate will also result in restricting or narrowing the meaning or interpretation of the
pragmatic markers, and therefore can help to provide a better starting point for the analysis of
the Czech translation equivalents as well, since the narrower the interpretation of the
pragmatic markers, the better it is for the comparison of the individual translation choices. Of
course, for even a deeper analysis it was necessary to treat every individual instance on its
own. For example, it was necessary to subject the final occurrences to additional semantic
sorting. To demonstrate this, let us consider the example with Now, then. Only those instances
were analyzed in which then was used not as a temporal adverb, but as a pragmatic marker.
Exceptions to this criterion will be commented upon as they arise.

Next, the overall number of occurrences of both pragmatic markers found in the
corpus was different. There were in all 128 occurrences of Now, + the selected collocates in
the position IRIGHT, and 730 occurrences of Well, + the selected collocates IRIGHT.
Obviously, the results are in favour of well, which, as mentioned in the theoretical part, can be
regarded as the more prototypical of the two. Although this thesis works with a smaller
sample (200+12 items), it was thought to be appropriate to give both the total number of
occurrences of the respective collocations in the whole corpus and the actual number of
occurrences selected for the analysis at the beginning (Tables 1 and 2). The total number of
occurrences shows the frequency and rank of the individual collocates in the whole corpus,
while the actual number presents the number of occurrences after the semantic sorting (i.e.
counting only the uses as a pragmatic marker and not as an adverb) and after the overall data
sorting (i.e. counting only those instances that occurred in a fictional dialogue).

As the overall number of 858 occurrences of Now, and Well, found in the corpus is too
large for the purposes of the thesis it had to be cut down to a manageable size. In principle,
there are two strategies that can be applied here: (a) to scale down the representation of
marker-collocate subgroups proportionately, and (b) to preserve the range of marker-collocate
subgroups. The proportionate scaling down, which would reduce the range of marker-
collocate subgroups (due to the disproportion between the occurrences of the markers), was
ruled out as the goal of the thesis is to review and compare the translation equivalents of the
two markers for which as large a range of marker-collocate subgroups is useful. So the second

strategy was chosen — to preserve all the 12 marker-collocate subgroups of Now, and 11
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subgroups of Well,. As the target number for the sample was 200 items, it was still necessary
to reduce the 128 occurrences of Now, to 100 (actually to 106, including the special case of
Now, now — viz. Footnote 13). This was done by randomly omitting 22 occurrences from the
largest subgroups (especially Now, I). Once the number of Now, occurrences in the subgroups
was reduced to 106, the subgroups of the marker Well, were randomly reduced to the same
size as those of the Now, subgroups, 9 of them with the same collocates (I, if, you, do, my,
then, look, let and now) — 3 Now-specific (listen, wait, tell) and 2 Well-specific (well, see).
The size of marker-specific subgroups is either equivalent to the number of occurrences in the
whole corpus or is randomly reduced. Although this method disregards the actual distribution
of the two pragmatic markers in the corpus, it allows comparing the translation equivalents of
Now, and Well, with the same collocates. In spite of possible objections to the way the sample
was constructed, the analysis yielded some interesting results and made it possible for

conclusions worth mentioning to be drawn.

3.2 Analysis

The application of the above methodology and selection restrictions resulted in the
final sample for analysis consisting of 100+6 occurrences of now and 100+6 occurrences of
well. When presenting and discussing the 200+12 occurrences of Now, and Well, and their
respective Czech equivalents we will focus on illustrative examples only, since commenting
on every individual occurrence and its translation would go beyond the scope of this thesis.
These examples, however, are carefully chosen to illustrate the relevant aspects discussed in
the theoretical background. The complete data on which the analysis draws is presented in the
Appendix (i.e. all the occurrences and their Czech translations). Whenever necessary, the
illustrative examples discussed in the analysis are supplied with a broader context as well.

3.2.1 Collocates of Now, and Well,

We will now look closer at the overall frequency breakdown of the collocates of Now,
and Well, that are the focus of this thesis. The collocates in blue are those shared by both
pragmatic markers. The collocates in red are those that are either now-specific, or well-

specific. The collocates of Now, and Well, are presented in Tables 1 and 2 respectively:
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Table 1: Now, + the selected collocates 1IRIGHT

Collocate | Rank | Occurrences | Occurrences used for analysis
I 1 37 23
IF 4 24 22
YOU 7 14 11
DO 12 12 12
MY 14 10 9
(NOW)™ [ (18) (8) (6)
LISTEN 24 5 5
THEN 27 4 4
TELL 28 4 4
LOOK 31 4 4
WAIT 35 3 3
LET 40 3 3
TOTAL 128 106

Table 2: Well, + the selected collocates 1IRIGHT

Collocate |Rank | Occurrences|Occurrences used for analysis
I 1 357 23
YOU 2 122 11
IF 6 68 22
THEN 11 40 4
WELL 13 37 9
LET 16 31 3
(NOow) [ (17) (29) (6)
MY 26 17 9
DO 28 15 12
SEE 45 8 3
LOOK 55 6 4
TOTAL 730 106

We can see that there are quite a large number of the collocates that are typical of both
pragmatic markers, and some are characteristic of either now (listen, wait, tell), or well (well,
see) only. In the following subsections of this thesis the individual collocates are going to be

discussed with respect to both pragmatic markers and the Czech translation equivalents.

3 Now as a collocate to Now, makes the additional 6 occurrences to the 100. Since it is rather a specific case, it
was included only additionally and was given the green colour. This similarly applies to Well, now, although to a

certain extent only. This will be analyzed in detail later in this thesis.
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3.2.2 Now, | and Well, |

The instances of Now collocating with the personal pronoun I and their Czech

translation equivalents are presented in Table 3:

Table 3: Czech translation equivalents of Now, |

Translation equivalent Occurrences | Percent
omission/zero translation 11 47.8
ated 3 13.0
ted’ 1 4.35
ale 1 4.35
nadto 1 4.35
podivej 1 4.35
a koukej 1 4.35
vSak 1 4.35
tak 1 4.35
tak tedy 1 4.35
vim 1 4.35
Total 23 100

They provide good examples of the theoretical issues discussed earlier in this thesis. To begin
with, a brief note on why to choose collocations with the personal pronoun I. Not only were
they chosen because of their highest frequency, but since now is believed to behave primarily
as a “marker of subjective modality” of the speaker (Aijmer 2002: 62; cf. 2.2.2.2), the
personal pronoun | appears to highlight the speaker-oriented aspect of now, as it explicitly
refers to the speaker. So the choice was not only logical, but also inevitable.

As can be seen, in more than 52% of the cases, omission was used as a means of
translation. As was pointed out already, the uses of now may sometimes overlap. It can be
difficult to distinguish between the temporal adverb and the pragmatic marker, and both uses
can be present at the same time, as we could see. Furthermore, even when the distinction is
made, in the case of now as a pragmatic marker, it can have many different functions as well.
Therefore, the solution in the form of translation by omission suggests itself as the easiest and
safest way out when translating the marker. In this way the translator avoids making a
mistake, and at the same time bearing the responsibility for deciphering the most probable
meaning of the original and for choosing the most appropriate translation equivalent. The
second most frequent translation equivalent was a fed’ with 3 occurrences. The rest of the
translation equivalents have each one occurrence only and they thus obviously demonstrate
that contextually-restricted translations are less frequent, i.e. we talk about contextual

equivalents (cf. 2.2.2.2 and 2.2.1.8 respectively). Given the aspect of context-specificity, it is
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therefore much more difficult for a translator to choose a contextual equivalent, but, if chosen
correctly, it can convey the meaning closest to the original and it can highlight some of the

specific uses of the pragmatic marker. Let us now look at Example 1:

(1) Now, I suppose I should tell you a little about this ball.
Ted’ bych vam asi méela néco rict o dnesnim plese.

The example illustrates several theoretical aspects mentioned above. Now functions here as a
topic-changer, or as a marker of drawing ““attention to an upcoming idea” Schiffrin (1987:
230; 2.2.2.4). It indexes the utterance both to the speaker and to the upcoming text. By ‘text’
we mean any discourse, in this case the utterance of the speaker. Furthermore, it has also
interactional meaning, and as such it is also hearer-oriented. By the speaker’s saying | should
tell you, the hearer is explicitly involved in the conversational discourse. Furthermore, the
aspect of subjective modality, and therefore the use of now as an affective intensifier when in
conjunction with subjective opinions such as | think (cf. 2.2.2.5), is enhanced here similarly
by I suppose. The translation equivalent zed’ is an appropriate solution here, since despite its
interactional meaning, now seems to have predominantly temporal meaning here. Yet, it
would not be advisable to classify now as an adverb in this case, since it definitely behaves
more as a pragmatic marker. What we have here is a good example of the meanings or
functions overlapping. And, as was mentioned above, it is up to the translator which meaning
they will highlight (cf. 2.2.1.8). Here the temporal meaning was stressed, yet this now must be
classified as a pragmatic marker. However, it is in line with the view that now’s core meaning
‘at the present moment’ explains its function as a marker for a new topic or a “new stage in a
narrative” (cf. 2.2.2.5.). In this case, the new topic is the ball about which the speaker is going
to tell the heare(s).

A very interesting is the Czech translation equivalent a koukej. In this case, we can

undoubtedly speak about a contextual equivalent. The example in point is:

(2) “Now, I want you in bed at your normal time, young lady,” Tracy said.
,, A koukej jit véas do postele, princezno, “ nabadala ji Tracy.

The example clearly shows the interactional, or more specifically the affective (intensifying),
meaning of now. However, the role of context arises here as an important disambiguator when
delimiting the meaning of now. In this case, it is the | want you which makes the whole
utterance understandable in terms of the speaker’s subjective modality. Now highlights the
affective (emotive) aspect and, more specifically, we can talk about now having not a

‘friendly overtone’, but rather indicating the speaker’s impatience (cf. 2.2.2.5) with the hearer.
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Therefore, now is in this case clearly both speaker- and hearer-oriented, but it may be directed
more towards the hearer, which is very interesting, since, as was mentioned above, now is
primarily treated as speaker- or text-oriented rather than hearer-oriented (cf. 2.2.2.4). The
Czech translation equivalent a koukej is an appropriate solution here, as it reflects the
speaker’s impatience, or rather irritation.

Turning to Well, 1 collocations, we can see another, yet quite different example of
what we have found with Now,. First of all, we can justify the choice of collocations with the
personal pronoun I for the analysis on similar grounds. Also, like Now the marker Well is
treated unambiguously as both speaker- and hearer-oriented. We will see too that the core
meaning of well was successfully rendered in some of the translations. The results of the
analysis are given in Table 4 which shows the overall distribution of the Czech translation

equivalents of Well, I:

Table 4: Czech translation equivalents of Well, |

Translation equivalent Occurrences | Percent
no 10 43.5
omission/zero translation 4 17.3
ale 2 8.7
a (ja) zas 1 4.35
viastne 1 4.35
inu 1 4.35
prece 1 4.35
jen tak 1 4.35
dobrd 1 4.35
no dobre 1 4.35
Total 23 100

Whereas Now, | was translated by omission in an overwhelming majority of the cases (nearly
48%), Well, 1 was translated in more than 43% by the Czech particle no. Translation by
omission is, however, the second most frequent means of translation, with more than 17%. As

with Now, we have here many different contextual equivalents as well. Consider Example 3:

(3) Speaker A: “Please don't destroy our illusions”
Speaker B: “Well, | was merely pointing out that there's nothing conceptually novel
about Rama, though its size is startling. ”
Speaker A: Prosim, abyste nam nenicil iluze.”
Speaker B: No dobie, chtél jsem jenom zdiraznit, Ze na Ramovi neni nic principialné
nového, ackoli jeho velikost ohromuje.
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Here we have a clear example of how several features of well are at work at the same time.
First, although we treat the Czech translation equivalent no dobre as a separate equivalent, it
is in fact a combination of two equivalents in one, i.e. of no and dobre (a variant of dobra,
which is labelled as another equivalent on its own). It is thus a combination that consists of
the most frequent equivalent (no) and of the contextual equivalent (dobre). If we look at the
original and its translation closer, we will see that well behaves as a pragmatic marker
signalling the “shift in context, in the sense that the speaker signals that the background
assumptions need to be renegotiated in order to establish common ground” (see Jucker in
Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen 2003: 4; cf. 2.2.1.4). Therefore, we have here an obvious
instance of well as a “facilitator’ (cf. 2.2.1.4). Speaker B facilitates the whole conversation, for
he may be feeling that there is a “discrepancy between propositional attitudes of the
[participants] in conversation” (Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen 2003: 4; cf. 2.2.1.4),
speakers A and B in this case. Speaker B reacts to Speaker A’s request not to destroy the
illusions of the participants in the conversation. Speaker A’s utterance obviously contains
something that is negative, i.e. destroying one’s illusions, therefore, in order to re-
establish/renegotiate the common ground between the speakers, Speaker B decides to use the
pragmatic marker well. Interestingly enough, this is further enhanced by the fact that Speaker
B uses a mitigator merely (the Czech translation equivalent being jenom). Moreover, we have
here another interesting fact worth mentioning. The Czech translation equivalent no dobre
shows that the translator decided to highlight the core meaning of well, i.e. ‘positive
appraisal’ signalling Speaker B’s being aware of counter-expectation (cf. 2.2.1.5). The aspect
of counter-expectation is better rendered by choosing no dobre than it would have been by
choosing dobre only, since it would not reflect the subjective modality of Speaker B so aptly.
And since in the original this is done by using well in combination with merely, this had to be
translated into Czech somehow. The translator’s strategy was to use the Czech particle no in
combination with dobre.

Let us now look at Example 4:

(4) “Well, I tried to swing the wheel -” He broke off, and suddenly I guessed at the truth.
,, Inu, pokusil jsem se strhnout volant —"Zarazil se a ja jsem najednou uhodl pravdu.

Here we have an example of the translator’s trying to find an appropriate equivalent in Czech
that would highlight the pragmatic use of well that establishes the common ground between
the participants in conversation, and so has interactional meaning. In order to achieve this, the
translator decided to use a translation equivalent inu, which is one of the particles in Czech
that prototypically reflect interactional meaning. Although it may sound archaic to some of
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the native speakers of Czech, inu as a pragmatic marker is at the same time characteristic of
fictional prose, and therefore as a translation solution it serves well to highlight the

interactional meaning of well.
3.2.3 Now, if and Well, if

The next marker-collocate subgroups are those with if. Table 5 shows the Czech

translation equivalents of Now, if:

Table 5: Czech translation equivalents of Now, if

Translation equivalent Occurrences |Percent
omission/zero translation 7 31.8
ated 6 27.3
tak 4 18.2
ale 1 4.54
ted’ 1 4.54
tedy 1 454
nu 1 4.54
hm 1 4.54
Total 22 100

As we can see, with more than 31%, omission was the most frequent means of translation.
More interesting, however, from the linguistic point of view, is the translation equivalent a
ted’, with more than 27%. For the analysis to be more accurate, however, it is not sufficient to
look at the collocate if only. It is necessary to see a broader context, therefore the lexical items
immediately following Now, if are analyzed as well. Consider the following illustrative

examples:

(5) “Now, if you’ll excuse me, | have to get back to work.”
A ted’ mé laskavé omluvte, musim se vratit ke svy prdci.’

(6) Now, if you gentlemen will leave us for a few minutes, | need to talk with Mr. Ladd
and his client in private.”
A ted’, panové, jestli nas na par minut opustite, rad bych si promluvil s panem
Laddem a jeho klientem soukrome.”

(7) Now, if you’ll excuse me-"
A ted’, jestli mé omluvite...’

(8) Now, if you don’t mind, I'm going to bed. ”
A ted’, jestli vam to nevadi, si pujdu lehnout

)

’

In all cases, the Czech translation equivalent is a ted’. The translator obviously highlighted the
core meaning ‘at the present moment’ of now. However, the pragmatic meaning is included as
well, since the equivalent is not zed’, but a ted’. It might be argued that the conjunction a
carries the pragmatic meaning and zed’ implies the temporal meaning, with the whole
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equivalent a ted’, however, conveying both meanings at the same time, which is typical of
now (cf. 2.2.2.1; the “fuzziness” of now; the functions overlap). Now functions here as an
indicator of a transition to a new stage in the conversation (cf. 2.2.2.5), it indexes to both the
speaker and to the upcoming text (i.e. conversational discourse), and as such it is forward-
looking (cf. 2.2.2.4). All these aspects are further enhanced by the speaker’s using the verb to
excuse oneself in combination with will, that functions here as a marker of politeness (and as
such it saves the addressee’s face; cf. 2.2.1.5), or by the phrase if you don’t mind, and by the
speaker’s implying that he will leave the conversational floor himself (getting back to work,
going to bed), or that he politely asks others to leave him and the other participant(s) (if you
gentlemen will leave us). In all cases, however, as the speaker is politely expressing that he
will leave the conversational floor, he is also interacting with the hearer. Therefore, now is
here hearer-oriented as well. The translation equivalent a ted’ is therefore justified, since it
preserves the shade of the core meaning ‘at the present moment’, it marks a transition to a
new stage in conversation (the forward-lookedness), and is interactional (hearer-oriented).
There is another important observation to be made. The phrases that immediately follow Now,
if (if you will excuse me, if you will leave us, if you don’t mind) may be classified as the
instances of Aijmer’s ‘metacomments’, ‘parenthetical comments’, or ‘asides’, marking minor
breaks in discourse structure. Therefore, their use proves that now is very frequently
employed to signal a transition to metacomments (cf. 2.2.2.3).

Table 6 presents the Czech translation equivalents of the sequence Well, if:

Table 6: Czech translation equivalents of Well, if

Translation equivalent Occurrences | Percent
omission/zero translation 8 36.4
no 6 27.3
dobrd 2 9.09
nu 2 9.09
takze 2 9.09
tedy 1 4.54
dobre 1 454
Total 22 100

As is the case with Now, if, translation by omission was most frequent, with more than 36%.
The second most frequent means of translation was the particle no, occurring in more than

27%. Let us now look at some of the examples:

(9) Now he grumbled, “Well, if you wish, but...”
Presto brumlave ustoupil: “Dob¥e, jak si prejes, ale...”
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(10) “Well, if it makes you feel any better,”she continued, “Ellis Cutler is not a hot date.
., Jestli té to uklidni, "pokracovala, ,,s Ellisem Cutlerem nic nemdam.
(11) “Well, if that’s what you like,”Marion was saying," ‘maybe I’ll surprise you!”
,, TakZe ten se ti libi? "ptala se. “Mozna té prekvapim!”
(12) “Well, if you don’t mind when we get back, I don’t!”said Leo heroically.
,,No, jestli vam na tom nesejde, kdy se vrdtime, mné jisté ne, "odpovédeél Leo
hrdinsky.

All these are once again instances of metacomment (see the lexical items in red colour).
Apparently, it is not only now that can mark a transition to metacomments; well may fulfil the
same function. Furthermore, from the semantic perspective, all the metacomments have
positive meaning (wish, feel better, like), or they function as markers of politeness (if you
don’t mind), which is positive in nature as well. The translation equivalents are dobre, takze,
no, translation by omission. In the majority of these examples, the translator retained the
interactional aspect of well by choosing a relevant equivalent in Czech. Besides, in Example
9, the core meaning of well (‘positive appraisal’), i.e. signaling the speaker’s awareness of
counter-expectation (cf. 2.2.1.5 and 3.2.2), was highlighted as well, by the translator’s use of
the equivalent dobre. If we have a closer look at the example, we will see that the emotive
quality is further enhanced by the metacomment if you wish and the aspect of counter-
expectation by the adversative conjunction but. This was appropriately conveyed by the
Czech translation dobre, jak si prejes, ale..., where, in addition, the if-clause was not
translated as a conditional clause jestli si prejes, but as jak si prejes, which makes the aspect
of counter-expectation much more prominent.

Example 12 is a rather different case. Here, unlike in Example 9, if was translated as
jestli; the reason for this is that the clause should be interpreted as conditional per se. In
addition, Example 12 is interesting if compared to Example 8. Both use the same
metacomment (if you don’t mind), the difference being that whereas Example 8 contains the
temporal meaning in translation in addition to the pragmatic meaning (a ted’), Example 12
expresses only the pragmatic meaning. Accordingly it is translated by the Czech particle no,
which is due to the difference in the core meanings of now and well. Furthermore, Example 8
is interesting from another perspective. With reference to Aijmer’s quoting Quirk’s example
indicating the interchangeability of now and well (cf. 2.2.2.4), we can pose a question whether
both now and well could be used in Example 8. | think that it proves Aijmer and Simon-
Vandenbergen’s (2003: 27; cf. 2.2.2.4) point when they claim that now and well are
“functional equivalents in some contexts, [but] they have [each] different implications”, and
therefore they are not “freely interchangeable” (Aijmer 2002: 71; cf. 2.2.2.4). Let us
demonstrate this by the following substitution test:
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Now, if you don’t mind, I’'m going to bed.

?Well, if you don’t mind, I’'m going to bed.
The use of well instead of now is rather infelicitous in this case, since the combination of a
transition to a new stage in conversation, forward-lookedness, and temporal meaning that now
imparts can hardly be expressed by well; consequently, the translation equivalents such as
dobre, no, takze, tedy would not be suitable either.

3.2.4 Now, you and Well, you

While the reason for choosing the sequences Now, | and Well, | was that the personal
pronoun | reflects especially the speaker-oriented aspect of both pragmatic markers, with
Now, you and Well, you the focus is on the hearer, which is enhanced by the use of the
personal pronoun you, directly addressing the hearer. First, Table 7 shows the Czech

translation equivalents of Now, you:

Table 7: Czech translation equivalents of Now, you

Translation equivalent Occurrences | Percent
omission/zero translation 5 45.5
a ted’ 2 18.1
takze ted’ 1 9.09
nu 1 9.09
a 1 9.09
hezky 1 9.09
Total 11 100

With more than 45%, omission is again the most frequent way to deal with translation into
Czech. Although Johansson (2006: 127) claims that in his contrastive study it was often
impossible to “identify a plausible reason for omission”, we will see that even translation by
omission can be an appropriate means of translation. Let us now look at the following

examples:

(13) Now, you come along with me.
Pojd’ hezky se mnou, ...
(14) Now, you get a bit of paper and write down
Ty si vem kousek papiru, Jerome, a pis, ...
(15) “Now, you want to tell me what you learned in school today?”
., Nechces mi povédet, co jste se dneska ucili ve skole?”
(16) Now, you two — this year, you behave yourselves.
, A Vy dva — chovejte se slusné!
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As is obvious, you functions here as an emphasizer of the imperative mood (see the respective
verbs in red colour), and Example 16 is the most prominent instance of this (you two...you
behave yourselves). Accordingly, the Czech translation equivalents tried to reflect this.
Example 13 with the equivalent hezky emphasizes the imperative mood more than aptly.
Similarly, as was already mentioned above, Aijmer says that for the modal particle now it is
typical to occur with imperatives and that it may either have a ‘friendly overtone’, or imply
impatience (cf. 2.2.2.5 and Example 2 in 3.2.2). Example 15 is another interesting case, yet it
is very different in meaning. Here, the question mark at the end of the sentence together with
the expected intonation signal that the indicative sentence structured by means of the informal
use of omission of the auxiliary do has the function of a polite inquiry. Using the verb want in
this way is more likely to express a ‘friendly overtone’ rather than impatience, but of course
this depends on context. The context of Example 15 involves two female speakers — Lauren
and Delphine. Delphine is trying to talk to Lauren in as pleasant a way as possible. The
example illustrates Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen’s point (2003: 12-13; cf. 2.2.2), i.e., that
“authors frequently add information about tone of voice and attitude of the personages” as
well as the importance of the role of “higher level context” (ibid) and the specific function of
a pragmatic marker dependent on the relationship between the speaker and hearer (ibid: 9; cf.
2.2.2.). A similar pattern can be seen in Example 2 in 3.2.2 (“Now , | want you in bed at your
normal time, young lady, ” Tracy said./,, A koukej jit véas do postele, princezno,” nabddala ji
Tracy.). As far as the translation equivalent is concerned, even though not an explicit Czech
equivalent was used, i.e. translation by omission was employed, the translation in the form of
nechces seems to be a good choice. The negative question maintains a polite relationship
between the speaker and the hearer and as such it carries with it a ‘friendly overtone’. Such a
solution is possible in Czech where, unlike in English, the positive and negative yes-no
questions are almost in free variation, the negative form semantically expressing greater
politeness etc. (cf. Chces/Nechces cigaretu? vs Do you want a cigarette/Don 't you want a
cigarette?, the latter implying surprise or annoyance in English).

The Czech translations of Well, | are summed up in Table 8:
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Table 8: Czech translation equivalents of Well, you

Translation equivalent Occurrences | Percent
no 3 27.2
dobre 2 18.2
ale 2 18.2
no nic 1 9.1
Jisté 1 9.1
vzdyt 1 9.1
omission/zero translation 1 9.1
Total 11 100

In this case, the translation equivalent no is the most frequent translation solution, with more
than 27%. The Czech translation equivalents dobre and ale have each 2 occurrences.
Of the 11 occurrences three examples are particularly interesting:

(17) Well, you two think on it and come back tomorrow.
No nic, tak si to oba nechte projit hlavou a zejtra prijdte.

(18) “Well, you’ll be wanting more definite information than that, won’t you?”
Potreboval byste ale néjaké presnéjsi vyjadreni.”

(19) “Well, you know, not happy as such, but...”
,,No vis, ne tak docela, ale...”

Examples 17 and 18 are similar to the above examples with now, i.e. we have here the
imperative meaning (request, order) emphasized by the personal pronoun you, which is even
more prominent in Example 17 (you two). On the other hand, although Example 17 is such an
instance, the aspect of impatience is more likely not to be present here'*, unlike with now and
Example 16. Example 18 is similar to Example 15, the only difference being that the verb
want is used in the future continuous tense, which is, by the way, grammatically and
semantically interesting on its own (expressing the speaker’s conviction, i.e. modal meaning),
since the future continuous form of the verb want is not so frequent (cf. want in Examples 15
in 3.2.4, and Example 2 in 3.2.2). However, even here it seems to signal a good relationship
between the participants of the conversation, enhanced by the use of the question tag won 't
you. From the translation point of view, the Czech equivalent ale not only suitably renders the
use of well, but it also covers the question tag won  you, and thus incorporates both meanings

into one lexical item.

' Rather than to talk about impatience in all of the examples analyzed so far, we should talk about a speaker’s
irritation.
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3.2.5 Now, do and Well, do

The sequences Now, do and Well, do include both the positive and the negative form of the
auxiliary (Now, don't, and Well, don’t). Apart from frequency, the reason for their inclusion is
that these sequences are semantically salient which results in some specific translation

equivalents. The equivalents of the Now, do sequences are given in Table 9:

Table 9: Czech translation equivalents of Now, do

Translation equivalent Occurrences |Percent
omission/zero translation 2 16.7
hlavné 2 16.7
ted’ 2 16.7
tak a ted’ 1 8.3
poslys 1 8.3
nu, ted’ 1 8.3
ale nic 1 8.3
vite 1 8.3
prece 1 8.3
Total 12 100

The table shows that the range of equivalents is rather wide (9 different translations) and that
there is strictly speaking no most frequent translation equivalent in this case. However, one
more statistical fact deserves to be mentioned. In all but two cases, we have instances with do
being followed by the negative not in the contracted form, i.e. n’z. As n’t is tagged in a corpus
as a separate lexical item, the finding was made when analyzing the broader context. On
closer inspection, some interesting features emerged deserving comment. They are illustrated

by the following examples:

(20) “Now, don’t forget that nice wrist movement we’ve been practicing”

., Hlavné nesmite zapomenout na ten pekny pohyb zapéstim, ktery jsme nacvicovali!”
(21) “Now, don’t forget it’s Locomotor Mortis,”...

., Hlavné nezapomen, ze formule zni Locomotor mortis,” ...
(22) Now, do you want the gun?”

Tak a ted’ znovu: chces tu pistoli?”

Examples 20 and 21 are interesting in that they both use the same construction Now, don 't
forget in which Now is in each case translated by the word Zlavné. As far as the translation of
the verb phrase is concerned, don 't forget has two slightly different equivalents in Czech, with
the Example 20 translation using a modal in the negative (nesmite zapomenout), and the
translation of Example 21 using a lexical verb (nezapomeri). The use of the modal nesmite is

of course more emphatic and the command is stronger. However, the fact that both
41



translations use the same word Xzlavné is more prominent than the variation in the verb
structure. It may be argued that the reason for using ilavné is that now functions here as an
affective intensifier, and as such, it may develop “an overtone of urgency” (Aijmer (2002: 93-
94); cf. 2.2.2.4). Therefore, hlavne seems to be a good translation solution, since it works as a
sufficient intensifier which combines the intensity of the modal and the urgency of now. as
well.

Example 22 is interesting for another reason. It is one of the two occurrences in the
subgroup which do not use the auxiliary do to form the negative, but a question in the present
simple tense. Here we can talk about a prototypical example of now signalling impatience.*®
The note of impatience is very forcefully rendered in the translation by the equivalent tak a
ted znovu. Although the translator chose an equivalent which is the combination of both
temporal and interactional meaning that we could see in some of the examples above, the
reiterative adverb znovu seems to add greater urgency to the interactional meaning, with the
aspects of affective intensity, urgency, and impatience thus being made much more
prominent.

The equivalents of the next marker-collocate subgroup Well, do are outlined in Table
10:

Table 10: Czech translation equivalents of Well, do

Translation equivalent Occurrences | Percent
tak 3 25
omission/zero translation 2 16.7
no 2 16.7
no jo 1 8.3
no dobra 1 8.3
no proste 1 8.3

a 1 8.3
dobra 1 8.3
Total 12 100

Although the Czech translation equivalent tak is the most frequent of all the translation
equivalents (3 occurrences, 25%), closely followed by omissions, in actual fact the particle no
appearing both on its own and as part of three more equivalents (no jo, no dobra, no proste)
with 5 occurrences in all has the same frequency as tak and omissions together. Let us have a

look at two examples with the equivalents tak and one with omission:

" This example seems to be more prototypically implying the aspect of impatience than the instances analyzed
above, where we should rather talk about irritation (see footnote 14).
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(23) “Well, do tell me then, Matsuda.
Dobrd. Tak mi tedy, Macudo, prozrad. ...
(24) Well, do hurry.
Tak honem!
(25) “Well, don’t I have a right?”
,, Copak na to nemam pravo?

In the case of now, most of the instances occurred with the negative form don 't. With well,
don’t is frequent as well, but at the same time there is a new aspect that is worth mentioning.
While in Now, you and Well, you it was you that served as a means of emphasizing the
speaker’s will (see the examples in 3.2.4), here in Examples 23 and 24, something similar is
expressed by the use of the emphatic do. In Example 23 the emphasis is even further
enhanced by the use of then. The translator’s solution was to separate the interactional aspect
of the pragmatic marker well and the emphasis into two parts, dobra and tak tedy, which
operate together. This appears to be a reasonable strategy, since it gives prominence to both
the pragmatic marker well and other means of emphasis (emphatic do, then). The translation
equivalent dobra conveys the meaning of well that was already mentioned in 2.2.1.5 and
demonstrated by the examples in 3.2.2 and 3.2.3. That is the core meaning of well (‘positive
appraisal’) is closely connected to interactional meaning involving the speaker’s awareness of
possible counter-expectations and of the need to establish common ground. Example 25 once
again illustrates the difference between Czech and English negative questions (cf. Example 15
in 3.2.4, and the distinction chces-nechces/do you want/don’t you want). The particle copak
correctly translates the speaker’s annoyance expressed by the negative question, while the
pragmatic marker well remains untranslated. Nonetheless, the Czech copak likewise may be
said to have an interactional function and so it translates both the meaning of well and that of
the negative question don’t. Hence, when looking at the translation as a whole, the use of the
Czech particle copak incorporates two meanings into one lexical item only (cf. Example 18 in
3.2.4).

3.2.6 Now, my and Well, my

Like the other collocates of now and well, my definitely does occur with the two
markers by accident. Rather than expressing possession it is a familiarity marker indicating
the speaker’s attitude towards the addressee which makes it a logical companion to the
interactional uses of now and well. And as with the other marker-collocate subgroups the
absence of a fully corresponding Czech equivalent forces the translators to use a range of
different, for occasion-specific, solutions. First, Table 11 shows the Czech translation

equivalents of the collocation Now, my:
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Table 11: Czech translation equivalents of Now, my

Translation equivalent Occurrences |Percent
a ted’ 2 22.2
omission/zero translation 2 22.2
taky 1 11.1
no tak 1 111
ale tak 1 111
podivej 1 11.1
ted’ 1 11.1
Total 9 100

As expected, now in this sequence does not have a predominant Czech translation equivalent,
although a ted’ and translation by omission have 2 occurrences each. The following examples

were chosen for a discussion:

(26) “Now, my dear,” said she, “I’ll tell you what you shall do.
., 1ed’, drahy, poslouchejte.
(27) Now, my dear, don’t be a fool.
., Podivej, mildacku, prestan blaznit”
(28) “Now, my little fellows, where be you a-going to, puffing like a bellows?
,,No tak, chlapicci, kampak se to Zenete a funite jako méchy?
(29) “Now, my boy, | hope you’re good and hungry...
A ted’, chlapce, doufam, Ze mas poradny hlad...

A look at the examples shows that my collocates with a noun (my dear, my little fellows, my
boy) to form a vocative used in addressing a person. As such, they are undoubtedly
interactional, and therefore strengthen the interactional meaning of now. However, now has
temporal meaning as well and so there are instances in Czech where the translator either
decided to emphasize the temporal meaning, or the interactional meaning. Examples 26 a 29
demonstrate this with the equivalents fed’ and a ted’, both highlighting the temporal meaning.
On the other hand, the translation equivalents in Examples 27 and 28 (podivej, no tak) are
typical instances of the translator’s opting for the interactional meaning. In addition, the
translation equivalent podivej in Example 27, skilfully preserves the meaning of the whole
original utterance, by taking into consideration the broader context. The speaker wants to
address the other participant of the conversation in as politely as possible. The reason is that
telling someone don 'z be a fool can be rather offending unless a redressive action is taken.
Therefore, we might say that in this case the offensive nature of this phrase is mitigated to a
certain extent by the use of now, my dear, the whole structure together can be perceived as a
form of face-saving. The translator handled this by using podivej, which, in the context of the
whole utterance, has a softening effect and so is more appropriate than, for example, the
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translation equivalent zed, which is used in Example 26 with the same form of addressing the
hearer, i.e. my dear. For a Czech speaker switching the translation equivalents, podivejte,
drahy, poslouchejte and ted’, milacku, prestan blaznit, would sound rather awkward. The
main problem would be that it would not preserve the meaning of now in the respective
examples. In Example 26, although the meaning of now can be interactional, the temporal
meaning is more prominent, viz. the translation substitution test. By contrast, Example 27 is
more interactional than temporal. As regards the role of podivej as a mitigator, on closer
inspection, it might be argued that if the mitigating effect were to be made even stronger, a
better and more appropriate translation equivalent would be no tak, as in Example 28. As we
can see, the examples analyzed clearly illustrate how important the role of context and
translation are in determining the meaning of a pragmatic marker.

The translation equivalents of the sequence Well, my are listed in Table 13:

Table 12: Czech translation equivalents of Well, my

Translation equivalent Occurrences |Percent
tedy 2 22.2
no 2 22.2
nuze 1 11.1
nu 1 11.1
tak 1 11.1
totiz 1 11.1
omission/zero translation 1 11.1
Total 9 100

Well, my has the same numerical distribution of the Czech translation equivalents as Now, my:
there are 2 equivalents (tedy and no) with 2 occurrences each, and 5 other equivalents, each
with 1 occurrence only. The difference is in the actual equivalents, i.e. now and well do not
share a single Czech translation equivalent as far as the collocation with my is concerned. It
indicates that the two marker-collocate sequences are associated with different meanings. Let

us now analyze the following typical examples:

(30) “Well, my dear,” says he.
., Tedy, drahd,...”

(31) “Well, my fellow delegates, Mercury has done more than this”
., NuZe, mi kolegové delegati, Merkur udeélal vic nez jenom tolik.”

(32) “Well, my young pathologist friend, Lucy Grainger expects an answer today.
,, Tak, mily kamarade!” Lucy Graingnerova ocekadva odpovéd dnes!

All of the examples contain the same structure my + noun, functioning as a vocative. We find

here three different translation equivalents, each, however, reflecting the same function of
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well. This function is both interactional and textual: it indexes both to the speaker and at the
same time it marks a new stage in the conversational discourse, i.e. the aspect of forward-
lookedness is present here as well. For this reason, it seems that all of the equivalents are
well-chosen to translate the functions of well in all of the instances. This finding is in line
with Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen’s (2003:41) claim that the existence of a variety of
translation equivalents is evidence of the multifunctional character of well in different
contexts. While some translators highlight the textual function of well, others stress the
interpersonal (interactional) function, therefore “some target language equivalents have a

clear connective function, others a clear emotive one and most have both at the same time”

(cf. 2.2.1.8).
3.2.7 Now, look and Well, look

Although the sequence Now, look (and similarly Well, look, well) is represented only
by four occurrences (see Table 13), it nevertheless exhibits some interesting features. For one,
the verb look appears in two distinct roles in the collocation, as a default lexical verb and as a
pragmatic marker. We will now focus on the translation equivalents of Now, look and on the

relevant examples:

Table 13: Czech translation equivalents of Now, look

Translation equivalent Occurrences Percent
look omission/zero translation 1 25
as a lexical verb tak 1 25
look ated 1 25
as a pragmatic marker | poslys 1 25
Total 4 100

As it was found that in some instances, look behaves either as a lexical verb, or as a pragmatic
marker, it was thought useful to make a distinction between the two uses. The reason for the
distinction is that the different function of look was marked by different equivalents. All of
the occurrences are presented below, the first two involve look as a pragmatic marker, in the

other two look is used as a verb of perception. Let us now analyze the examples:

(33) He groped for her cheek in the darkness and patted it. It was wet. Using his pajama
sleeve, he carefully wiped her eyes. “Now, look,” he said tenderly, “you’re being a
baby.”

,, PoOslys, rekl nézne, ,, chovas se jako dite.’

(34) Now, look — I’11 give him the work tickets, but you ain’t gonna say a word.
Ated’ dej pozor. Ja mu dam ty karticky, a ty nesmis ani ceknout.
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(35) Now, look there.
,, Podivej se tamhle.’
(36) Now, look me in the eyes and tell me if you’re clean.”
Tak se mi podivejte do oci a reknéte mi, jestli jste Cista.”

’

For the analysis, it is relevant to recall the theoretical comments of Ochs and Aijmer, who
claim that now can imply ‘affective intensity’. However, they each see it from a different
perspective. Ochs mentions the role of grammaticalisation and makes a correlation between
the temporal meaning of now and the pragmatic meaning of now (‘affective intensity’). To
substantiate this, he gives the following example: ‘Now look at what you have done’ (cf.
Ochs’s quotation and the example in 2.2.2.2). This example shows not only how the temporal
meaning and the pragmatic meaning overlap, but also — with reference to the distinction
between look as a lexical verb and look as a pragmatic marker — that in Ochs’s example look
is used as a lexical verb, similarly as in (33) and (34). On the other hand, some of Aijmer’s
observations treat look as a pragmatic marker. She says that in combination with other
pragmatic markers, such as in the collocation now look, now is analyzed as a pragmatic
marker (cf. 2.2.2.3), where it implies ‘affective intensity’, and as an intensifier, it may have
“an overtone of urgency and interest or a ‘friendly overtone” ”” (Aijmer 2002: 93-94: cf.
2.2.2.4; cf. also 2.2.2.2: “affectivity’ and ‘intensity’). In now look, now can also imply
resistance (Aijmer 2002: 95; cf. 2.2.2.5). Moreover, Aijmer (2002: 74) claims that
“connective Now co-occurs with [...] other discourse particles [such as] now look” (cf.
2.2.2.3).

With these observations in mind, we may now analyze the translation equivalents in
detail. As noted above, in Examples 33 and 34, look is a pragmatic marker, in Examples 35
and 36, a lexical verb, and the collocations are translated by three different Czech equivalents
(tak, a ted, poslys) and once by omission. Example 33 is interesting in that poslys may be
either referring to the pragmatic marker look only, or to both now and look, the latter being
more probable. Therefore, it was counted as a translation equivalent per se, not as a
translation by omission. Poslys in Example 33 seems to emphasize the aspect of affective
intensity without the implication of temporal meaning. The affective intensity is in this case
the primary meaning of now, which is further enhanced by look behaving as another
pragmatic marker. Looking at the broader context, both the preceding and following text, it is
obvious that the speaker is comforting the other participant of the conversation. Therefore,
rather than to talk about ‘affective intensity’ in this case, it would be better to speak of
Johansson’s (2006: 131) ‘emotional’ use ( cf. 2.2.1.8 and 2.2.2.2) and similarly, of Aijmer
and Simon-Vandenbergen’s (2003: 26) ‘emotional meaning’ (cf. 2.2.2.2). Example 33 thus
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clearly demonstrates that the context and collocations (in our case look as another pragmatic
marker) can help when determine the meaning of now, which is in this case to imply positive
emotion, or more specifically consolation. The Czech translation equivalent poslys seems to
cover all these nuances well. It is also worth noting that it is a verb of a different kind of
perception; the literal Czech translation equivalent to the English look would be podive;. The
same applies to the other examples.

While Example 33, Now, look is an indivisible unit of pragmatic meaning, which in
the given context reflects affective intensity aptly translated by poslys, Example 34 clearly
demonstrates how interactional meaning can overlap with temporal meaning, i.e. both
meanings can be present at the same time. However, the translation equivalent a ted’, although
rendering both meanings, seems to refer to now only. Therefore, unlike in (33), now and look
are analyzed separately, which is logical, since a ted’ alone does not function as poslys, i.e. it
cannot reflect now, look as an indivisible unit of pragmatic meaning. As a result, the verb
look has a separate translation equivalent, dej pozor. Once again, as in Example 33, the Czech
uses a different type of verb.

While (33) and (34) use different verbs than the literal equivalent podivej, Examples
35 and 36, by contrast, both use the default equivalent (i.e.e, podivej and podivejte
respectively). Apparently the main reason for this is that whereas in Examples 33 and 34, look
is a pragmatic marker, in Examples 35 and 36, look is a lexical verb, as so literal translation
makes sense. This justifies our decision to analyze the pragmatic marker now separately, and
why it was translated into Czech by omission in (35) and by tak in (36).

Let us now look at the collocation Well, look and its translations listed in Table 14:

Table 14: Czech translation equivalents of Well, look

Translation equivalent Occurrences Percent
look omission/zero translation 1 25
as a lexical verb no 1 25
dobra 1 25
look
as a pragmatic marker | poslouchej tedy 1 25
Total 4 100

The overall distribution of the Czech translation equivalents is the same as with Now, I, each
has occurred only once. The only difference is that in 3 out of the 4 occurrences, the verb look

in the collocation was used as a lexical verb:
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(37) “Well, look at this,” he said.
,,NO, to se na to podivejme,” prohlasil
(38) “Well, look in my cupboard, Tiger dear, and see what you’d like.”
,, Podivej se, mily tygre, do spizky, co bys rdad.”
(39) “Well, look to it then that thou dost not kill the man-cub.
,,Dobra; jenom hled, bys lidské mladeé nezabil.
(40) Well, look.
Poslouchej tedy, Lennie.

The verb look is used as a lexical verb in Examples 37, 38, and 39. Therefore, they can be
analyzed and their translation interpreted in the same manner as the Now, look collocations,
i.e. now and look are viewed as two different lexical items, each with a different meaning, and
as such, they have different translation equivalents. In Example 39, the translation equivalent
of look is hled. The reason for this equivalent is in the broader lexical context (see the green
colour). Look is part of the phrasal verb look to (it), and has to be translated accordingly.
Example 40 is the only instance where look is used as a pragmatic marker and, again, it is not
translated by the literal Czech podivej. This equivalent is the same as in the case of Now, look,
in (33), i.e. the verb look is replaced by poslouchat, to listen. However, if in Example 33 we
analyzed the equivalent poslys as rendering Now, look together, here the equivalent
poslouchej translates only look, and now has its own translation equivalent tedy, with the
equivalents in reverse order compared to the original. The translator obviously wanted to
capture the interactional function of Well, look, emphasized by the two items and therefore
assigned each of the pragmatic markers its own Czech translation equivalent. It is interesting
that when look is understood as a pragmatic marker, both Now, look and Well, look, are
translated by the verb poslouchat, the only difference being the different variant of the verb,

i.e. poslys and poslouchej respectively.
3.2.8 Now, let and Well, let

The next subgroup featuring the collocation of the marker and let is very small. Let
introduces the periphrastic imperative both singular and plural. We will now look closer at the

Czech translation equivalents of Now, let and the respective examples:

Table 15: Czech translation equivalents of Now, let

Translation equivalent Occurrences | Percent
a ted 2 66.6
tak a ted’ 1 33.3
Total 3 100
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(41) Now, let’s keep quiet for a while and see if you fall asleep.”
A ted’ uz budeme chvili zticha, abych zjistil, jestli dokazes usnout.”

(42) As soon as they got downstairs, Regina told her, “Now, let me see how you walk.
Jakmile sesly dolii, Regina ji vyzvala: ,, A ted’ mi predvedte, jak chodite.

(43) Now, let’s get the hell outta here!
Tak a ted’ odsud vypadneme.

As can be seen, all three were translated by a fed’ which in one case was expanded to tak a
ted’. The translation highlights the temporal meaning of now, which is in keeping with the
context: in all of the cases, now implies ‘at the present moment’ and at the same time it
anticipates an action in the immediate future, which is enhanced by let. All this is adequately
expressed by a ted’. Moreover, all of the examples support what has been said about
metacomments (cf. 2.2.2.3.; 4.3). Aijmer (2002: 87) says that now is used frequently to mark
a transition to a metacomment such as let me see. In her analysis, now let me see was among
the most frequent typical metacomments (cf. 2.2.2.3). Furthermore, Aijmer (ibid: 95) claims
that the primary function of now is to express “subjective modality because of its link to the
speaker.” This explains why it behaves as an affective intensifier (a subjective modal particle)
which is typically accompanied with metacomments such as let me see now (ibid: 95; 2.2.2.5).
Example 42 uses exactly the same metacomment let me see as Aijmer mentions, and it might
be argued that Examples 41 and 43 may not be strictly speaking metacomments as they do not
signal the “minor breaks in discourse structure” (ibid: 88, cf. 2.2.2.3). If anything, they can be
analyzed as phrases (see the red colour). In all of the cases, however, we can talk about the
speaker’s subjective modality, therefore now behaves as an affective intensifier.

The situation in the Well, let sequences described in Table 15 is somewhat different in

terms of equivalents:

Table 16: Czech translation equivalents of Well, let

Translation equivalent Occurrences | Percent
omission/zero translation 2 66.6
tak (proboha) 1 33.3
Total 3 100

Well, let has strictly speaking only one Czech translation equivalent (tak (proboha)), the other
two were not translated (2 occurrences of omission). Let us now consider the following

examples:

(44) “Well, let’s forget it, shall we?”
,, MuiZeme na to zapomenout, ne?”

50



(45) “Well, let’s see if | do?”
Presvedcme se, zda chapu.
(46) “Well, let’s call her,” Kim sputtered.
,, Tak ji proboha hned zavolejte,” vyhrkl Kim.

All of the examples, similarly as Now, let, are instances of anticipation of an immediate future
action, only the temporal meaning is absent here, which is of course due to the different core
meanings of now and well. Example 45 uses a variation of the metacomment let me see, i.e.
let’s see. Well in this case was not translated by an explicit equivalent, but by omission.
Example 44 is translated in the same way. The reason in this case could be that since the
utterance contains the question tag shall we, the translator may have thought an equivalent for
well to be redundant. Example 46 is an interesting example of how context plays an important
role in translation. The Czech translation has the additional interjection proboha and the
adverb hned. Neither is in the original, but the context does imply a large degree of urgency
(cf. 2.2.2.4 and an ‘overtone of urgency’). This is further strengthened by the choice of the
verb, i.e. Kim sputtered. The verb to sputter implies speaking in fast, incoherent bursts. The
sense of urgency was what the translator aimed at. This, however, could not be done by
choosing tak only. Therefore, other lexical elements were used in combination with tak, i.e.

proboha and hned.
3.2.9 Now, then and Well, then
Let us now proceed to the analysis of another tiny subgroup, Now, then (Table 17):

Table 17: Czech translation equivalents of Now, then

Translation equivalent Occurrences | Percent
nuze tedy 1 25
tak tedy 1 25
a 1 25
omission/zero translation 1 25
Total 4 100

Of the four instances of Now, then, all but one case had an explicit Czech equivalent. Let us

consider the following examples:

(47) “Now, then, I promised this would be to the benefit of Spacetown’s project, so —
Wait, he’s coming to.”
»IVuze tedy, slibil jsem, Ze to bude ve prospech planu Vesmirného Meésta, tak ...
Okamczik, prichazi k sobe.”
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(48) “Now. Now, then. We 'll have our supper in a minute.”
., A za minutku si dame veceri.”
(49) “Now, then!”
Tak tedy!
(50) Now, then, let that learn you!”
Podruhé si das lepsi pozor!”

Aijmer (2002: 61) mentions that now together with other pragmatic markers, such as now
then, is also analyzed as a pragmatic marker (cf. 2.2.2.3 and 3.2.7). Undoubtedly, this is the
case of all examples here. Both now and then are used as pragmatic markers, therefore the
overall pragmatic aspect is strengthened. Example 48 is relevant with reference to Schiffrin’s
(1987: 230) example showing that when now is next to another now, as in Now. He is issued
now a directive to all leaders., only one of them can be an adverb, i.e. the first one is an
adverb and the second one is a pragmatic marker (cf. 2.2.2.3). Similarly, in Example 48, the
first now is an adverb, and the second one is a pragmatic marker. Examples 47 and 49, when
analyzed from another perspective, are interesting in that the Czech translation equivalents
reflect the overall pragmatic meaning that is strengthened in the original by using two
pragmatic markers, i.e. now and then together. Therefore, the respective Czech equivalents
emphasize this, by using two pragmatic markers as well, i.e. nuze tedy, and tak tedy.

Also the Well, then sequences are represented only by four examples (Table 18):

Table 18: Czech translation equivalents of Well, then

Translation equivalent Occurrences | Percent
no 2 50
tak tedy 1 25
dobra 1 25
Total 4 100

None is translation by omission, the particle no was used as a translation solution twice,
dobra and tak tedy only once (the latter appearing also in the Now, then). We have thus three

different Czech equivalents in the following four sentences:

(51) Well, then, you really can’t blame Joe too much, can you?”
No, potom ale Joea doopravdy tolik odsuzovat nemiizete, vidte?”
(52) “Well, then, Becky, we must stay here, where there’s water to drink.
,, Tak tedy, Becky, musime zustat tady.
(53) “Well, then, maybe she won’t kill anybody else.”
,,NO, aspon uz tam nikoho neoddela.”
(54) “Well, then, do we have a settlement?”
,Dobrd,” rekl. ,, Takze jsme se dohodli?”
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When compared to Now, then, there is only one instance in which the translator attempted to
highlight the overall pragmatic meaning, which is signaled in the original by the use of two
pragmatic markers, i.e. well and then. This instance is Example 52, with the Czech translation
using two pragmatic markers as well, i.e. tak and tedy. In the rest of the examples, only one
pragmatic marker was used in the translations, i.e. no and dobra. Example 51 is, however,
interesting with reference to Example 44 in 3.2.8: “Well, let’s forget it, shall we?”/ ,, Muzeme
na to zapomenout, ne?” If we said that in (44) the translator did not want to translate well
because of the possible redundancy or awkwardness of the whole utterance, (51) seems to be
a different case. The translator translated both the pragmatic marker now (no) and the question
tag can you (vidte). It remains unclear, however, whether the Czech translation equivalent no
refers to now, or to then. Still, although both the question tag and one of the pragmatic
markers at the beginning was translated (whether now, or then), the translator clearly decided
not to translate both pragmatic markers. As in Example 44 in 3.2.8, he may have thought
redundant and/or awkward, all the more that while in Example 44 in 3.2.8 there is a
combination of one pragmatic marker and a question tag, here, on the other hand, the possible
redundancy and/or awkwardness would be made much more prominent, since we have a

combination of a question tag and two pragmatic markers.

3.2.10 Now, now and Well, now

These two collocations with now include one reduplication (Now, now) which it is
interesting to compare with Well, well. First the analysis of the Czech translation equivalents

of Now, now presented in Table 19:

Table 19: Czech translation equivalents of Now, now

Source: Author | Translation equivalent [ Occurrences | Percent
Brown omission 1 16.7
Frost tak (jaképak) 1 16.7
Tolkien no tak 2 33.3
no tak, no tak 1 16.7
hele, hele 1 16.7
Total 6 100

As we can see, the examples were sorted according to the name of the author of the source
material in which the collocation Now, now occurred. This sorting was used because of the
possible effect of author’s personal style (cf. 2.2.1.7) which may, in turn, influence the

translator’s choice of equivalents. A suggestion of this is in the translation of Tolkien. The
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translator used the same Czech equivalent no tak in three cases out of four to render Tolkien’s
Now, now, with one occurrence being reduplicated (no tak, no tak). Although it is typical for
now to appear together with other pragmatic markers, the reduplicated collocation now, now
is somewhat special and its repeated use may be indicative of Tolkien’s personal preferences.
Let us discuss the following three examples selected, with each representing a different author
in order to have as representative a sample of examples as possible:

(55) Let it go! And then you can go yourself, and be free.” “I ‘Il do as I choose and go as |
please,” said Bilbo obstinately. “Now, now, my dear hobbit!” said Gandalf.
,No tak, no tak, mily hobite!” rekl Gandalf.

(56) Dean remembered shoving Curtis out of his way as he ran for the exit. He had gained
a little ground when Curtis shouted over his shoulder for units to be dispatched to the
radio station. “SWAT, too! Now, now, move it!” Dean was n’t going to hang around
and see that the sergeant’s orders were carried out, and apparently Curtis shared his
urgency. They burst through the double doors and clambered down the staircase,
taking two or three at a time...

Dean se pamatoval, ze odstrcil Curtise z cesty a hnal se k vychodu. Ziskal maly
naskok, kdyz Curtis hulakal pres rameno, aby poslali k rozhlasové stanici hlidkové
vozy.,, A taky specialni jednotku! Pohyb, pohyb!* Dean se nezdrzoval, aby videl, jestli
se rozkazy plni, a Curtis byl ziejmé stejného ndhledu. Vyritili se z litacich dveri a
hnali se po schodech, brali je po dvou, po tiech...

(57) “Now, now what seems to be the trouble here?” asked Doyle, slipping into his best
bedside manner.

,, Tak jaképak mate potize?” vpravil se Doyle do svych nejlepsich osetrovatelskych
zpusobii.

When looking at much broader context in the examples above, we can see that in examples
55 and 56, both now’s in the collocation now, now have the temporal rather than interactional
meaning. In addition, the temporal meaning is not the temporal meaning understood as part of
the pragmatic meaning as we have talked about. It is more to be analyzed as the temporal
meaning of now as an adverb. In Example 55, the translator, on the other hand, decided to use
a Czech equivalent in the form of a reduplicated pragmatic marker (no tak, no tak), therefore
he treated the whole collocation now, now being used as a pragmatic marker. In Example 56,
however, he left now, now without an explicit Czech equivalent and decided to translate the
phrase move it as pohyb, pohyb. It remains unclear, however, whether the translation
emphasizes in fact the phrase move it and thus treats now, now as having the temporal
meaning of an adverb, or whether now, now was analyzed by the translator as having the
pragmatic meaning and thus the Czech translation equivalent reflects the pragmatic meaning.
Analyzing the Czech translation equivalent as an emphasis of the phrase move it would be,
however, more logical, since, given the context, the phrase in the original expresses a strong

order. Therefore, the Czech equivalent in the form of reduplication (pohyb, pohyb) thus seems
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to be more appropriate than the form without reduplication (pohyb).'® On the other hand,
analyzing the collocation now, now as having the pragmatic meaning, which is on its own
strengthened by now’s being reduplicated, the Czech reduplicated equivalent pohyb, pohyb
might thus be understood as trying to reflect the emphasized pragmatic meaning, rather than
to emphasize the phrase move it. However, it might also be argued that if now, now really has
the pragmatic meaning, this could be rendered in the translation so that both the pragmatic
meaning and the emphasized phrase move it could be made prominent. Consider the following
hypothetical translation solution: No tak, pohyb, pohyb! For this reason, | am personally more
inclined to treat now, now as having the temporal meaning of an adverb, and subsequently, to
believe that the translator did the same. Example 57 is interesting with reference to the
already discussed and analyzed comment by Schiffrin on treating two now’s next to each
other, with the former being an adverb and the latter being a pragmatic marker (cf. 2.2.2.3 and
3.2.9). Similarly, in Example 57, the first now is an adverb and the second now is a pragmatic
marker (the Czech equivalent being tak (jaképak).

To summarize, as we can see in Now, now, it is rather more complicated to determine
its overall function and meaning. For its borderline character, it was included in this thesis as
an additional material. Nevertheless, it was thought to be important and relevant to mention
this aspect with respect to both the overall theoretical observations and to the analysis proper.

Let us now look at Well, now, which is a different case. However, to leave the total
material in balance (with both Now, and Well, having the same number of instances, i.e.
100+6 each), it was decided to include Well, now in the additional material as well.
Furthermore, in this case, now is a collocate that both Now, and Well, share, although each

differently. Let us now look at the Czech translation equivalents of Well, now:

Table 20: Czech translation equivalents of Well, now

Translation equivalent Occurrences |Percent
takze 2 33.3
podivejte se 1 16.7
no (vis) 1 16.7
ale dobre 1 16.7
no dobre 1 16.7
Total 6 100

' SWAT team (Special Weapons And Tactics) is a “squad of policemen who have been trained to deal with
violent and dangerous situations” <http://www.thefreedictionary.com/SWAT+team>. In this context,
therefore, the Czech pohyb, pohyb would be better than just pohyb, which, in the latter case, might not sound
as strong an order as it is implied in the original.
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From the translation point of view, the Czech equivalents are obviously varied, with 5

different equivalents for 6 occurrences. Let us proceed to the examples below:

(58) “Well, now, see, I tried.”
,,NoO, Vis, pokousel jsem se.”
(59) “Well, now, Dad,” Gary said in the low, slow voice...

., TakZe, tati,” rekl Gary hlubokym a pomalym hlasem...
(60) “Well, now — Mr. Potter”.
,, TakZe, pane Pottere.

Example 58 is interesting if we focus on the fact that in the original there is a considerable
number of pragmatic markers used in a relatively short utterance. There are, in fact three
different pragmatic markers (well, now, see). Therefore, if we have analyzed cases such as
well, then (cf. 3.2.9.) as having a strengthened pragmatic (interactional) meaning, then here
this aspect is made even more prominent. Subsequently, the Czech translation equivalent no,
vis tries to capture this, however, using not three, but two pragmatic markers only. The
question is whether in Czech it would not be too much to use more than two pragmatic
markers. Probably it would, since when looking at the total number of the Czech equivalents
so far, there is not a single instance with more than two pragmatic markers used. Examples 59
and 60 are worth mentioning for another reason. In both cases, Well, now is followed by a
proper name in the vocative, whose function is to address the second participant of the
conversation (cf. 3.2.6). Furthermore, in both cases the Czech translation equivalent is the
same (takze). It seems that while in English the overall emphatic interactional meaning is
expressed by the use of two pragmatic markers, in Czech this is expressed by using one
pragmatic marker only. The reason may be that one pragmatic marker in combination with the
proper noun in the vocative might be enough to imply the interactional meaning, and two may
be considered as too many (cf. Example 58 above).

As we can see, whereas Now, did not seem to favour taking now as its collocate, and
thus to become reduplicated, for Well, to take now as its collocate seemed to be perfectly

natural.
3.2.11 Well, well

Let us now look at the reduplicated collocation Well, well and its Czech translation

equivalents whose distribution is summarized in Table 21:
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Table 21: Czech translation equivalents of Well, well

Translation equivalent Occurrences |Percent
omission/zero translation 1 11.1
no, no 1 11.1
hele, hele 1 11.1
dobrd, dobrd 1 11.1
vida, vida 1 11.1
ano, ano, ano 1 11.1
tak 1 11.1
tak dobrd 1 11.1
to se podivejme 1 11.1
Total 9 100

Two instances were chosen to illustrate the use of Well, well in text and the way it is

translated:

(61) Speaker A: “For some elves tease them and laugh at them, and most of all at their
beards.”
Speaker B: “Well, well,” said a voice.
., Vida, vida!” Fekl néjaky hlas.
(62) Speaker A: “My name is Amanda Travis.”
Speaker B: “Yes ?”
Speaker A: “I 'm calling about John Mallins, the man who was ...”’
Speaker B: “Well, well, well.”
Speaker A: “Excuse me?”
Speaker B: “I was wondering when you bozos would get around to calling me.”
Speaker A: ,,Jmenuji se Amanda Travisovd.”
Speaker B: ,,Ano ?”
Speaker A: ,, Voldam vam kvili Johnu Mallinsovi , tomu muzi, ktery...”
Speaker B: ,,Ano, ano, ano.”
Speaker A: ,, Prosim?”
Speaker B: ,, Zajimalo mé, kdy mi nékdo z vas zavola.’

)

Obviously, Well, well has a wide range of different Czech equivalents. The most striking
aspect, however, is that most of the Czech equivalents (5 out of 8, not counting omission) use
the reduplicated form, and so reflect the emphasis of the interactional meaning in the original.
In Example 61, the emphasis is achieved by the Czech reduplicated equivalent vida, vida,
which is stylistically an adequate translation solution. The fact that there is a large variety of
translation equivalents is in line with what has been said above. Aijmer and Simon-
Vandenbergen (2003:11-12) believe that pragmatic markers are a ‘challenge’ for a translator,
since for a translator it is difficult to find an appropriate equivalent that would sound natural

(cf. 2.2.1.8). Given the multifunctional and polysemic nature of well, the potential for an
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almost ‘indefinite’ number of translation equivalents is large, the translation must be context-
specific (ibid: 15; cf. 2.2.1.8).

Example 62 includes the combination of no two but three well’s in a row, which is
reflected in the Czech translation, using three ano’s. If we have said previously that the use of
more than two pragmatic markers would be too much (cf. 3.2.10), this obviously does not
apply to reiteration of markers. Example 62 again has interactional meaning with the function
of sharing the common ground and the ‘acceptance’ or according to one’s wish” meaning (cf.
2.2.1.2). On one hand, the Czech equivalent ano, ano, ano reflects this in the translation, on
the other hand, the use of just ano, ano would be sufficient to convey the meaning of the
original, as well as being more usual and typical of everyday Czech conversational discourse.

Analogously to Now, now and Well, now, we could expect Well, well and Now, well.
However, the collocation Now, well did not have a single occurrence. The reason for this may
be that as well is considered as the more prototypical pragmatic marker of the two, it is thus
logical that when in combination with now it comes initially. The whole combination
functions as one unit of pragmatic meaning. On the contrary, the initial use of now followed
by well may be considered semantically inappropriate, or more specifically incoherent, as in
this case now would behave more as an adverb rather than as a pragmatic marker, and
subsequently the whole collocation would not behave as one unit of pragmatic meaning. In
addition, when taking into consideration the role of everyday use of conversational English, it
would sound rather awkward to use first a temporal adverb and then a pragmatic marker in a

conversational turn.
3.2.12 Well, see

Although the collocation Well, see occurs only three times in the sample, it is
interesting in that is another example of the co-occurrence of two pragmatic markers. The
expression see has a contact-maintaining function, appealing to the hearer’s attention, and is
obviously compatible with and probably stronger than the pragmatic meaning of well. Let us
look at the Czech translation equivalents presented in Table 22 and analyze the illustrative

examples:
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Table 22: Czech translation equivalents of Well, see

Translation equivalent Occurrences |Percent
no vis 1 33.3
no, vite 1 33.3
vite 1 33.3
Total 3 100

(63) “Well, see, I have this theory.”
,,INo vi§, mam takovou teorii.”
(64) “WEell, see, I'm not actually performing yet.
,,NO, vite, ja jsem viastné jeste nevystupovala.
(65)_ “}{Vell, see, that’s what bothers me, Jack, because I think you know precisely who she
,I ,S th'te, prave to mé znepokojuje, Jacku, protoze si myslim, Ze vite presné, kdo to je.”
Of the two markers, well is translated in 2 out of 3 instances by the Czech equivalent no, and
all of the Czech equivalents translate the second pragmatic marker using 2nd person forms of
the verb vedet, vis and vite (cf. Example 58 in 3.2.10). In these two cases, the translator
preserved the original structure of two pragmatic markers emphasizing the interactional
meaning (Examples 63 and 64), while in Example 65, only one of the pragmatic markers, see,
is translated (vite). Apparently, the meaning of well is dispensable, while that of see is not. As
regards the translation of see, the switch from a verb of perception to that of cognition in
Czech somewhat recalls Example 33 in 3.2.7, where look is translated as poslys, one mode of
perception is replaced by another. Although look and see are distantly synonymous, their
meaning as pragmatic markers is different. The marker see is in fact an ellipsis of the phrase
you see, which behaves as a pragmatic marker as well and which is used by a speaker when he
is trying to explain something to another participant of a conversation, which is exactly the
case in all of the examples. Similarly, Aijmer (2002: 86) treats the cases in which now
collocates with you see as introducers to an “explanation or justification” (cf. 2.2.2.3).
Therefore, the Czech equivalent vis/vite is an appropriate translation. On the other hand, it
does not mean that podivej/podivejte could not, in this case, be used. Both choices would
sound natural. The difference, however, would be that vis/vite seem to emphasize more aptly

the interactional aspect of the speaker’s attempt to explain something.
3.2.13 Now, listen

The collocation Now, listen is to some extant a variant of Now, look and Now, see in
that the verb of perception listen may (but need not) be used in its delexicalized form as a

kind of pragmatic marker. The sample contains 5 examples of the collocation (Table 23):
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Table 23: Czech translation equivalents of Now, listen

Translation equivalent Occurrences |Percent
ted’ 2 40
tak 1 20
ale 1 20
omission/zero translation 1 20
Total 5 100

(66) “Now, listen to this, Beeblebrox, and you better listen good!”
,, Tak poslouchej, Biblbroxi, a koukej poslouchat dobre”
(67) Speaker A: “Wake , Little Brother; I bring news.”

Speaker B: “Are all well in the jungle?” said Mowgli, hugging him.

Speaker A: “All except the wolves that were burned with the Red Flower. Now, listen.

Shere Khan has gone away to hunt far off till his coat grows again, for he is badly

singed. When he returns he swears that he will lay thy bones in the Waingunga.”

Speaker A: ,, Probud’ se, bratiicku, nesu ti zpravy”

Speaker B: ,, Dari se vSem dobre v dzungli?” ptal se Maugli, objimaje jej.

Speaker B: Vsem, az na viky popdlené Rudym Kvétem. Ale poslys. Sir Chan odesel

lovit nekam daleko, dokud mu nenaroste novy kozZich, nebot je zle opdlen. Az se vrati,

prisaha, ze vhodi tvé kosti do Waingungy.”
Actually listen was used as a pragmatic marker in only one case (Example 67). In the rest of
the examples, it behaved as a lexical verb (Example 66). All of the Czech translations use the
literal equivalent listen-poslouchat, including_the one in Example 67. The reason why — in
spite of its pragmatic meaning — is that the Czech poslouchat happens to cover both the
pragmatic and the lexical meaning. In fact, both listen and now when used as pragmatic
markers can both interactional and default lexical meaning at the same time. In Example 57
both pragmatic markers were translated, the whole collocation Now, listen having the Czech
translation equivalent ale poslys. What is, however, dubious is the translation of now as ale,
since neither of the meanings of now, interactional and temporal, translates well as ale.
Rather, one would expect the very frequent Czech translation equivalent was a ted’, in which

case the word poslys should also be replaced, by poslouchej.
3.2.14 Now, wait

The small subgroup headed by the collocation Now, wait (Table 24) is another case
where the lexical verb seems to have a potential to acquire pragmatic meaning, or at least

support the pragmatic meaning of now:
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Table 24: Czech translation equivalents of Now, wait

Translation equivalent Occurrences |Percent
ted’ 2 66.6
ne tak zhurta 1 33.3
Total 3 100

(68) “Now, wait, Lije.
,,Ne tak zhurta, Lije”

(69) “Now, wait quietly, Potter.
Ted’ v klidu pockejte, Pottere.

(70) “Now, wait a bit and be patient!” he said.
., Ted’ chvilku pockej a bud’ trpéelivy! rekl.

In these examples, 2 out of 3 Czech translation equivalents are fed’ (69 and 70). Obviously,
the translator decided to emphasize the temporal meaning of now rather than its interactional
meaning. The temporal meaning is strengthened by the verb wait, implying time reference.
However, despite the fact that both meanings of now are implied in the original, this does not
seem to work in the Czech translation. The Czech ted’ feels more like an adverb of time here
rather than as a pragmatic marker, and the interactional meaning is missing. It seems that
other equivalents, such as tak a ted’ (cf. 3.2.5 and 3.2.8), would be better. Example 68 is very
interesting in that it cleverly combines the interactional meaning of now with the meaning of

the verb wait, which is reflected in the Czech translation equivalent ne tak zhurta.
3.2.15 Now, tell

In the collocation Now, tell, the verb tell is used either as a pragmatic marker, or as a
lexical verb (cf. the same case with look in 3.2.7). A look at the Czech equivalents of Now,

tell (Table 25) and the examples deserves some comment.

Table 25: Czech translation equivalents of Now, tell

Translation equivalent | meaning of tell  Occurrences | Percent
tak (nam reknéte) lexical verb 1 25
jeste (mi prozradte) 1 25
tak (mi rekni) pragmatic 1 25
nu, jen (se mi svér) marker 1 25
Total ~/ 4 100

Y When counting both uses (lexical and pragmatic) together, the equivalent tak has thus 2 occurrences in total
and the percentage distribution 50%.
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(71) Now, tell me, when do you get here?”
,, Tak mi rekni, kdy sem dorazis?*

(72) Now, tell us how you did it.”
Tak nam reknéte, jak jste je zpiisobili.”

(73) “Now, tell me your names,” she said...
,,Jesté mi prozradte, jak se jmenujete,” vyzvala je...

(74) “Now, tell me, Catherine, just when did you first notice this terrible fear of fucking
on suspension bridges?”
,,NU, jen se mi sver, Catherine, kdys poprvé zaznamenala ten priserny strach z
intimniho styku na visutéem mosté?”

Examples 71 and 74 are instances where tell is used as a pragmatic marker, while Examples
72 and 73 use tell as a lexical verb. It is important to mention that when making this
distinction, the syntactical aspect was very helpful. Used in the lexical sense, tell is a
ditransitive verb, i.e. to tell someone something. This is the case in Examples 72 and 73, with
the second argument of the verb in Example 72 being sentential (how you did it). However, in
Examples 71 and 74 tell is not used ditransitively, there is only one argument (recipient,
indirect object) and the clause is separated by commas. The importance of commas is what
Johansson (2006: 117) describes as the role of prosody, i.e. to facilitate the process of
interpretation (cf. 2.2.1.7). Hence, in these examples, the ditransitivity of the verb tell, helps
to distinguish between the lexical verb and the pragmatic marker. Accordingly, Examples 71
and 74 involve two pragmatic markers used next to one another, and the collocation proper is
not Now, tell, but Now, tell me.

In Examples 71 and 74, now as a pragmatic marker implies both the interactional
meaning and the temporal meaning. This is further boosted by the second pragmatic marker
tell me, and additionally, in Example 74, by using the proper noun Catherine in the vocative
(cf. the aspect of addressing someone: 3.2.6; and Examples 59 and 60 in 3.2.10). Therefore,
the underlying meaning the speaker imparts to the other participant of the conversation is “at
the present moment | am prompting you to give me an answer for my inquiry”. The implicit
meaning is important when analyzing the Czech translation equivalents. A closer look at the
examples shows that in all cases tell me/us was translated by one of the Czech verbs of
speaking (Fekni/feknéte/prozradte/sver). Clearly, the distinction in the English original
between tell me/us used either as a pragmatic marker a as a lexical verb is not made in the
Czech translations. The Czech translations invariably treat tell me/us as a lexical verb, and so
miss the interactional meaning of now that is emphasized by tell me/us as a second pragmatic
marker;. The only exception is Example 74, using jen, which can be considered as a means of
emphasis. Hence, the Czech translations do not seem to be successful at covering the overall
interactional meaning that is strengthened in the original. However, as Aijmer and Simon-
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Vandenbergen (2011: 225) mentioning Holker (1991) point out, “pragmatic markers do not
add anything to the propositional content” and they have therefore only “emotive, expressive
function rather than a referential, denotative or cognitive function.” The optional character of
the pragmatic markers can be demonstrated by the examples analyzed in this section, or more
specifically, by taking into account the syntactic aspect. Considering that tell me/us can be
analyzed either as a pragmatic marker or as including a lexical verb (as indicated by commas),
a syntactic test can be used to prove the optional nature of pragmatic markers. Omission of
tell me in Example 71 yields Now, when do you get here?, which is syntactically correct,
lacking only the additional pragmatic (emotive, interactional) meaning. On the other hand,
omission of tell me in Example 72 produces a syntactically incorrect, or incomplete, sentence
Now, your names. The omission test in principle can be applied to the Czech translations as
well. However, the pragmatic particle status of the Czech equivalents is beyond the scope of
the thesis.

63



3.3 An overall review of the results

The overall review of the results shows (a) the distribution of equivalents over the
marker-collocate subgroups of now and well, i.e. which of them are universal (appearing in all
subgroups), and which are collocate-specific; (b) the total number and frequency of
equivalents, i.e. which are the most and the least frequent, one-off, equivalents. The following
discussion addresses the interpretation of the findings on a theoretical level (reasons for the
use of specific equivalents, prevailing pragmatic meanings of the particles and the correlation
between the pragmatic meaning of the particles and the equivalents, etc.), and examines the
practical outcome of the research findings. That is, a comparison will be made of the range of
translation equivalents found in the sample and the range of equivalents offered by a large

standard English-Czech dictionary (Lingea).

3.3.1 Equivalents of the Now, collocations

The results of examining the Czech translation equivalents of the 12 Now, subgroups
are summarized in Table 26. They show that although the total number of equivalents of now
as a pragmatic marker is rather high, 33 items, the number of equivalents shared by the
marker-collocate subgroups is not so impressive. The most frequent form of translation is
omission, which appeared in 9 different subgroups. This may signalize either that Czech has
no truly suitable means of conveying the pragmatic meaning(s), or that the expression of such
pragmatic meaning is alien to Czech and so the translators prefer to ignore it. There were
three equivalents which occurred in 6 subgroups (i.e. half of the subgroups) and so can be
regarded as the most common equivalents of the Now, collocations in the sample. They are: a
ted, tak, ted’. The rest of the equivalents rapidly fall off in frequency. One equivalent, ale,
occurred in 3 subgroups, seven equivalents were found in two subgroups: no tak, podivej, tak
tedy, nu, a, tak a ted, poslys. The conclusion is that in terms of the marker-collocate
subgroups (leaving aside omissions) the 11 most widespread equivalents (occurring in 6 to 2
of these subgroups) are: a ted, tak, ted’, ale, no tak, podivej, tak tedy, nu, a, tak a ted, poshs.
The remaining 21 equivalents occurred in one subgroup only, and so can be considered (at
least provisionally) subgroup-specific.

The table also shows that the marker-collocate subgroups differ in the range of
different equivalents they have (including omission). One would expect the number of
equivalents per subgroup to correlate with the size of the subgroup (the larger the subgroup,
the larger the number of equivalents), but this is only partly true. Although the largest

subgroup, Now, 1 (23 items) does have the highest number of equivalents (11), there are two
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notable exceptions. The subgroup with the second highest number of different equivalents (9)
is Now, do, which has only about half the total number of items (12) of the subgroups Now, |
(23) and Now, if (22). Also the subgroup Now, my with 7 different equivalents is smaller (9
items) than the subgroup Now, you (11 items) with only 6 different equivalents. Obviously
both Now, do and Now, my have a greater potential for different equivalents than the other
subgroups.

Table 26: Equivalents of the Now, collocations

Subgroup |Now, |Now, |Now, |Now, |Now, |Now, |Now, |Now, |Now, |Now, |Now, |Now, |Total /
Equivalent | if you | do my look | let then | now | listen| wait | tell %
(Total / %0)

1 11/ 7/ 5/ 2/ 2/ 1/ 1/ 1/ 1/ 31/
47.8 318 | 455 | 16.7 | 222 | 25 25 16.7 | 20 29.25
omission
2 3/ 6/ 2/ 2/ 1/ 2/ 16/
13.0 27.3 | 18.1 222 | 25 66.6 15.1
ated
3 1/ 4/ 1/ 1/ 1/ 2/ 10/
435 | 182 25 16.7 | 20 50 9.43
tak
4 1/ 1/ 2/ 1/ 2/ 2/ 9/
435 | 454 16.7 | 111 40 66.6 8.49
ted’
5 1/ 1/ 1/ 3/
435 | 454 20 2.83
ale
6 1/ 2/ 3/
11.1 333 2.83
no tak
7 1/ 1/ 2/
4.35 11.1 1.89
podivej
8 1/ 1/ 2/
4.35 25 1.89
tak tedy
9 1/ 1/ 2/
454 | 9.09 1.89
nu
10 1/ 1/ 2/
9.09 25 1.89
a
11 2/ 2/
16.7 1.89
hlavne
12 1/ 1/ 21/
8.3 33.3 1.89
tak a ted’
13 1/ 1/ 21/
8.3 25 1.89
poslys
14 1/ 1/
4.35 0.94
nadto
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15 1/ 1/
4.35 0.94
a koukej
16 1/ 1/
4.35 0.94
vSak
17 1/ 1/
4.35 0.94
vim
18 1/ 1/
454 0.94
tedy
19 1/ 1/
454 0.94
hm
20 1/ 1/
25 0.94
jeste
21 1/ 1/
9.09 0.94
takze ted’
22 1/ 1/
25 0.94
nu, jen
23 1/ 1/
ne tak 33.3 0.94
zhurta
24 1/ 1/
9.09 0.94
hezky
25 1/ 1/
8.3 0.94
nu, ted’
26 1/ 1/
8.3 0.94
ale nic
27 1/ 1/
8.3 0.94
vite
28 1/ 1/
8.3 0.94
prece
29 1/ 1/
111 0.94
taky
30 1/ 1/
111 0.94
ale tak
31 1/ 1/
25 0.94
nuze tedy
32 1/ 1/
no tak, no 16.7 0.94
tak
33 1/ 1/
16.7 0.94
hele, hele
Total 23 22 11 12 9 4 4 6 3 4 106/
100.0
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3.3.2 Equivalents of the Well, collocations

The overall number of the Czech equivalents (37) of the 11 Well, subgroups is even
higher than that of the Now, subgroups (33). Table 27 shows that (unlike with Now,
subgroups) omission, occurring in 8 Well, subgroups, is not the most widespread (or the most
numerous) equivalent — the equivalent no appears in the same number of subgroups. One
equivalent, dobrd, occurred in 5 subgroups, one equivalent, tak, in four subgroups, one
equivalent, nu, in three subgroups, and 5 equivalents in 2 subgroups. They are: ale, takze,
tedy, dobre, no dobre. So there are 9 equivalents (not counting omission) which occurred in
more subgroups than just one: no, dobra, tak, nu, ale, takze, tedy, dobre, no dobre. The
remaining 27 equivalents occurred in only one subgroup and in this sense can be seen as
subgroup-specific.

Table 27 again shows that the marker-collocate subgroups differ in the range of
different equivalents they are translated (including omission). When the ratio of number of
different equivalents/items is taken into account (counting only subgroups with 6 and more
items), the richest in terms of the range of equivalents are not the most numerous subgroups
Well, 1 (10:23) and Well, if (7:22), but the subgroup Well, well (9:9), followed by Well, now
(5: 6), Well, my (7:9), Well, do (8:12) and Well, you (7:11). Obviously, the greatest potential

for different equivalents among the Well, subgroups has the Well, well sequence.

Table 27: Equivalents of the Well, collocations

Subgroup  [Well, |Well, |Well, |Well, |Well, |Well, |Well, |Well, |Well, |Well, |Well, | Total / %
Equivalent | if you | do my look | let then | now | well | see
1 10/ | 6/ 3/ 2/ 2/ 1/ 2/ 1/ 27/25.5
435 | 273 | 272 | 16.7 | 22.2 25 50 16.7
no
2 4/ 8/ 1/ 2/ 1/ 1/ 2/ 1/ 20/ 18.9
173 | 364 | 9.1 16.7 | 111 25 66.6 111
omission
3 1/ 2/ 1/ 1/ 1/ 6/ 5.66
4.35 | 9.09 8.3 25 25
dobra
4 3/ 1/ 1/ 1/ 6/5.66
25 111 33.3 111
tak
5 2/ 2/ 413.77
8.7 18.2
ale
6 1/ 2/ 1/11.1 413.77
4.35 | 9.09
nu
7 2/ 2/ 413.77
9.09 33.3
takze
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8 1/ 2/ 3/2.83
454 222
tedy
9 1/ 2/ 3/2.83
454 | 18.2
dobre
10 1/ 1/ 2/1.89
4.35 16.7
no dobre
11 1/ 1/0.94
4.35
a (ja) zas
12 1/ 1/0.94
4.35
vlastné
13 1/ 1/0.94
4.35
prece
14 1/ 1/0.94
4.35
jen tak
15 1/ 1/0.94
9.1
no nic
16 1/ 1/0.94
9.1
Jisté
17 1/ 1/0.94
9.1
vzdyt
18 1/ 1/0.94
8.3
no jo
19 1/ 1/0.94
8.3
no dobra
20 1/ 1/0.94
8.3
no prosté
21 1/ 1/0.94
8.3
a
22 1/ 1/0.94
111
nuze
23 1/ 1/0.94
111
totiz
24 1/ 1/0.94
poslouchej 25
tedy
25 1/ 1/0.94
25
tak tedy
26 1/ 1/0.94
podivejte 16.7
Se
27 1/ 1/0.94
16.7
ale dobre
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28 1/ 1/0.94
11.1
no, no
29 1/ 1/0.94
11.1
hele, hele
30 1/ 1/0.94
dobré, 111
dobrd
31 1/ 1/0.94
11.1
vida, vida
32 1/ 1/0.94
ano, 11.1
ano,ano
33 1/ 1/0.94
11.1
tak dobrad
34 1/ 1/0.94
to se 111
podivejme
35 1/ 1/0.94
33.3
no vis
36 1/ 1/0.94
33.3
no vite
37 1/ 1/0.94
33.3
vite
Total 23 22 11 12 9 4 3 4 9 3 106/100.0

The results for the Now, and Well, subgroups allow one more comparison. When we

look at the most widespread equivalents of the Now, and Well, subgroups, it turns out that

three of the equivalents, tak, nu and ale are shared by them (see Table 28 below):

Table 28: The most widespread equivalents of the Now, and Well, subgroups

subgroup equivalents occurring in at least 2 subgroups
Now, ated’| tak | ted |ale | notak | podivej | taktedy | nu |a | tak a ted’ | poslys
Well, dobra | tak [ nu | ale | takZze | tedy | dobre no dobre

We may speculate that there are two reasons for this: (a) some of the pragmatic values

of the two markers may be close enough to make them almost interchangeable and the use of

the same equivalent possible, especially when (presumably) (b) in Czech pragmatic markers

are used less frequently and differently, and so the translators find it difficult to cope with the

nuances of the English now and well.
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3.3.3 Discussion

The discussion will focus on the main findings. The dominance of omission as a
translation strategy in now (29.3 % of all equivalents) and less so in well (18.9 %) shows that
Czech does not have a corresponding pragmatic marker that would easily translate all the
nuances associated with now/well. As a result the respective semantic nuances of the English
marker are either not explicitly translated and instead some form of alternative lexical and
structural means is used or the same equivalent is used for both now and well (see tak, nu, ale
above) or they are not translated at all.

As the analysis based on translations made by several translators yielded 9 most
widespread and at the same time most numerous equivalents for now and well in the sample,
the findings offer the opportunity to compare their equivalents with equivalents provided in a
standard English-Czech dictionary (Lingea). Obviously a number of the equivalents which
appeared in our sample are context-specific and idiosyncratic, however those equivalents
which appear in all or most collocation subgroups are likely candidates for dictionary
equivalents of the now and well entries. The individual print screens from the Lingea
dictionary are included in the Appendix.

As the results show, now was translated by 32 different Czech equivalents and by
omission, which was the most frequent means of translation, with more than 29 %. The Czech
equivalent a ted’ was the second most frequent means of translation, with slightly above 15 %.
On closer inspection, however, it is obvious that almost the same meaning is rendered by the
equivalent ted’, which with its 8.5 % is the fourth most frequent translation equivalent.
Furthermore, when analyzing the results even more in detail, we will discover that there are
also many different translation combinations that include zed” in their structures as well (tak a
ted, takze ted, nuze ted). Although these have only 2, 1, and 1 occurrence respectively, they
are important in the overall distribution. When counting all the cases where fed’ occurred,
there are 29 occurrences in total, which makes 27.36% and which is thus very close to
omission (29.3 %). Therefore, although omission was the most frequent means to deal with
the translations, the second most frequent choice was to render the temporal meaning of now
by using an explicit Czech equivalent zed’ in one of the structures mentioned. It is, however,
important to mention that although ted’ when used on its own has temporal meaning, zed’ in
the respective collocations has not only temporal meaning, but interactional meaning as well,
as was proved by the analysis. As it is obvious, although the pragmatic marker now has
interactional meaning, it at the same time can express temporal meaning as well, which is in
line with the fact that the core meaning of now is ‘at the present moment’.
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Another very frequent means of translation was the Czech equivalent tak, with 10
occurrences making more than 9% of the total distribution. As in the case of ted’, tak appeared
in different collocations, such as tak tedy, no tak, ale tak, or in a reduplicated form (no tak, no
tak), or even in combination with ted’ (tak a ted’). Therefore, tak on its own or in any of these
combinations had 19 occurrences in total, which makes nearly 18% of the total distribution.
As such, it was the third most frequent means of translation and it highlights interactional
meaning, with the exception of tak a ted’, which emphasizes both meanings.

Some of the examples indicated that the translator sometimes decided to highlight the
temporal meaning of now, in other cases it was interactional meaning that was made more
prominent, some translations focused on textual meaning, and finally many translation
equivalents aptly reflected one, two, or all the three meanings. Considering the fact that, in
addition to omission and the two most frequent Czech equivalents fed’ and tak in their
respective collocations, there were many different other Czech equivalents, we have a clear
example of what is in line with the previous studies, i.e. that the role of context is an
important factor in translation and as such it gives rise to a considerable number of contextual
equivalents that reflect the multifunctional nature of the pragmatic marker now, and of
pragmatic markers generally.

Looking at the translation equivalents of Well, there were used 36 different Czech
equivalents and omission. Unlike in the case of Now, omission was the second most frequent
means of translation, with nearly 19%, the first being the Czech equivalent no, with more than
25%. The third most frequent equivalents were dobrd and tak, each having more than 5%. As
in the case of Now, equivalents, we have also here different combinations in which the
primary equivalents appeared. No occurred in collocations such as no dobre, no nic, no jo, no
dobrd, no prosté, no vis, no vite, and in the reduplicated form no, no. Counting all occurrences
of no, we have 34% in total. Regarding dobrd, it appeared in collocations as well, but
furthermore, it had also the variant dobre, which was used on its own and in collocations as
well; the collocations thus being no dobre, no dobra, ale dobre, tak dobrd, and the
reduplication dobrda, dobrd. Counting all instances of dobra/dobre, we have the distribution of
14%. With respect to tak, this also had a variant (zakze) and both equivalents were either used
on their own, or they collocated further, the collocations being tak tedy, tak dobrd, jen tak,
which contributed to the overall distribution with 12.25%. To summarize, the most frequent
translation equivalents were those in the following order: no and its collocations (34%),
translation by omission (19%), dobrd/dobre and their collocations (14%), tak/takze and their

collocations (12.25%). Furthermore, as in the case of Now, some of the primary equivalents
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collocated among each other, especially with the variant dobra, as in no dobra, tak dobra.
Similarly, as in the case of Now, there were many different translation (contextual)
equivalents, 36 in total (when counting the respective translation collocations analyzed above
as translation equivalents on their own). This is, again, proof of the multifunctional nature of
the pragmatic marker well.

Let us now proceed to the question of the specificity of marker-collocate sequences,
with regard to their Czech equivalents, and to the comparison of the entries in the Lingea
dictionary.

Looking at the lexical entry of now in Lingea, its pragmatic use and the Czech
equivalents are to be found under sense numbers 5., 6., 7., and under the section phr
(phrases), reflecting the individual meanings or functions. Under 5 there is the collocation
now (then), with the description saying that it is a colloquial use with the function of
introducing a new topic (hovor., uvozeni nového tématu); the Czech translation equivalents
are tak(ze), and a ted. As is obvious, both equivalents in the Lingea dictionary are also the
two most frequent equivalents in our analysis. However, on closer inspection and with respect
to the individual marker-collocate sequences we can see that although now behaves as a topic-
changer, very important aspects to be considered are the individual collocates, or more
specifically in our case the marker-collocate sequences, and the role of context. Both tak and
a ted’ were the most frequent Czech equivalents of the marker-collocate sequence Now, if
when compared to other marker-collocate sequences. For Now, if the percentage distribution
of the Czech equivalents was 27.3% for a ted, and 18.2.% for tak. Therefore, in more than
45% of all of the cases Now, if was translated by one of those two Czech equivalents. On the
other hand, not a single instance of Now, then found its Czech equivalent in either a ted’, or
tak. Although it is undoubtedly important to take the overall number of occurrences into
account, i.e. when comparing Now, if to Now, then we have 22 versus 4 occurrences
respectively — which is very disproportionate — this does not account for the overall
distribution of the Czech equivalents. If we would like to compare Now, if to another marker-
collocate sequence with a similar number of occurrences, we can look at Now, | with 23
occurrences. Here, the Czech equivalents a fed’ and tak make only 13% and 4.4 %
respectively, therefore in 17% Now, | was translated into Czech by one of those two
equivalents, which is far less than in the case of Now, if. For a more specific comparison, see
the relevant sections above and the respective examples analyzed (Now, | — 3.2.2; Now, if —
3.2.3; Now, then — 3.2.9); but to summarize the findings, the roles of collocate- and context-

specificity are at work here. To give an example from the sections mentioned above, in most
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cases when Now, if was expanded to metacomments such as Now, if you’ll excuse me, Or
when both expanded to a metacomment and further specified by the immediate context such
as in Now, if you don’t mind, I'm going to bed, it was translated by the Czech equivalent a
ted, which reflected the meaning of the original, i.e. the combination of both pragmatic and
temporal meanings. Therefore, even though Lingea is right when describing the function of
the particle now as a topic-changer and giving it the Czech translation equivalents tak(ze), and
a ted', it could be argued that in the case of the marker-collocate sequence Now, then, this is a
rather different case. Not that Now, then could not behave as a topic-changer, but not
generally in all cases. In our analysis, much broader context was needed to pin down the
meaning and the function of now, or of the marker-collocate sequence as a whole, and
subsequently the appropriateness of translation equivalents was tested. It could thus be
advisable to add some more information under the meaning number 5, such as an illustrative
sentence, or more sentences, in order to provide as broad a context as possible. This was done
in the subsection phr (phrases), although some objections could be made here as well with
respect to the overall description. The phrase Now, now/then is translated by the Czech
equivalent Ale no tak and specified further: pratelské pokdrani (a friendly way of
reprimanding someone). As Now, now was part of our analysis as well, we will come back to
this marker-collocate sequence later, but let us now look closer at the already analyzed Now,
then. The Czech equivalent no tak would be fine, as well as it was a good decision to include
an illustrative sentence to better understand the overall function of the marker-collocate
sequence. However, it could be argued that the illustrative sentence and the subsequent Czech
translation equivalent might not reflect fully the overall function of the marker-collocate
sequence, for a broader context would seem necessary in this case. The illustrative sentence is
Now then, don’t be rude*® , with the Czech translation Ale no tak, nebud’ drzy. The problem
can be that although Now(,) then can function in this sentence as a friendly way of
reprimanding someone, it is, however, conditioned by a broader context. It can, on the
contrary, express a rather strict way of reprimanding if told in a relevant context. In that case,
the Czech equivalent should be different as well: no tak would be more strict than ale no tak,
for ale can be analyzed as a mitigator (hedge), the whole equivalent ale no tak thus being
relevant in the case of a friendly way of reprimanding, but not in a strict way of reprimanding.
Furthermore, it is also important how the whole sentence is uttered, i.e. intonation plays a key

role here as well. Regarding the sequence Now, now, it is translated by the same Czech

¥ The fact that the sequence is Now then, and not Now, then, i.e. without a comma, is not to be analyzed in
detail, as this does not have any far-reaching consequences for the comparison and the overall results.
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equivalent ale no tak, as in the case of Now, then, and its use is described as chlacholivé (in a
consoling/comforting way). The first mention of this sequence, however, is left without any
additional information or description. The second mention is given the same information as in
the case of Now, then, i.e. the illustrative sentence, the Czech equivalent and the use. By
doing so, Lingea thus treats Now, now and Now then interchangeably when Czech translation
is concerned. This, however, may be rather problematic. As we could observe, the Czech
equivalents had a tendency to be typical for certain marker-collocate sequences. When
looking at the examples and at the Czech equivalents of the sequence Now, now (see section
3.2.10), the most frequent equivalents were no tak (2 occurrences), and its reduplication no
tak, no tak (1 occurrence). Therefore, in 50% of the cases there was used almost the same
equivalent as that offered by Lingea (ale no tak). Even though it was discussed earlier in this
thesis that it might be indicative of Tolkien’s personal style, the Czech equivalents
nevertheless reflect the meaning and function of the whole sequence. It could thus be argued
that the Czech equivalent(s) (ale) no tak, (no tak) should be used with the marker-collocate
sequence Now, now rather than with Now, then. The Czech equivalent no tak described under
number 7 will not be commented upon, as this is not relevant for this analysis.

Analyzing the meaning/function and the equivalents under number 6, we have no,
nuze, tak tedy, described as colloquial (hovor.) hesitation at the beginning of a sentence (pri
vahavéem zacatku véty). When comparing the equivalents in Lingea to the equivalents in our
analysis, on closer inspection we can see that these were more frequent for the pragmatic
marker well rather than for now. In the case of now, the equivalent tak tedy had 2 occurrences,
and nuze, a variant of nu, had 1 occurrence; and there was not a single occurrence of no. On
the other hand, in the case of well, with 27 occurrences, the equivalent no was the most
frequent equivalent. In addition, even though with one occurrence only, there was used
exactly the same variant nuze as in Lingea, and the variant nu had 4 occurrences, which in
total makes higher percentage distribution than in the case of now. Furthermore, the Czech
equivalents in Lingea are left without any illustrative sentence(s), not to mention that the
question of a broader context was not considered either.

Turning now to well in the Lingea dictionary, the Czech equivalents seem to better
reflect its pragmatic meaning and the respective functions than in the case of now. Moreover,
the overall descriptions of the individual meanings or functions are more precise, i.e. they
include more illustrative examples, although a broader context would seem to be needed in
some of the cases. Under number 11, the equivalents are tak(ze), tedy, nuze, described as

introductory use (uvozeni), the illustrative sentences being Well, we can start / (Takze)
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muzeme zacit, and Well, then? / Tak co?, described as expecting a reaction (jak to bude). All
of the three equivalents appeared in our analysis as well. Furthermore, tak(ze) and nuze — and
its variant nu — were more frequent than other equivalents. Tak(Ze) contributed to the overall
distribution with more than 9% and (nu)Ze with nearly 5%. Tedy, being not as frequent, but
still more frequent than other equivalents, had nearly 3%. The first illustrative sentence and its
translation in Czech seem to be well-chosen in order to reflect the use of the pragmatic
marker. The latter, however, seems not to be adequately described. The primary reason is that
as we could observe on the example of the marker-collocate sequence Now, then, this is
similar in that without much broader context the illustrative sentence alone may not be
enough and the Czech translation equivalent may not be as appropriate as to fully reflect the
use of the pragmatic marker here, as the collocate-specificity is again at work (see section
3.2.9). A similar case can be found under number 12, the description being topic-changer (p7i
zmené tématu), and one of the illustrative sentences being Well, I don’t know / No, ja nevim.
Although the Czech equivalent no seems to be appropriate even without much broader
context, the description topic-changer, however, seems to work just in certain contexts only,
as our analysis proved. If the same illustrative sentence were used in quite a different context,
it may well have a different function. One of those functions could easily be the description
under number 13: hedge/mitigator (zmirnéni kritiky, navrhu ap.) On the examples analyzed,
we could see that well did function as a mitigator, but again in certain contexts only. The
sentence Well, I don’t know could function as a mitigator as well if uttered in a relevant
context and with a specific intonation. The Czech equivalents under number 14 are interesting
to mention with respect to the marker-collocate sequence Well, see. The equivalents offered
by Lingea are no and vite. The description is hesitation, to gain more time to think etc. (pri
zavahani, k ziskani casu na rozmyslenou). Especially worth discussing is the equivalent vite.
The marker-collocate sequence Well, see was in all three cases translated by almost the same
equivalents — No vis; No, vite; Vite. As was discussed earlier in this thesis, these equivalents
primarily reflect the pragmatic use of the verb of perception see. In 2 out of 3 cases, however,
the pragmatic use of well was reflected as well — in the equivalent no. Not that the equivalent
vite could not be appropriate for well, although it did not occur in any other marker-collocate
sequences except for Well, see, but — as can be observed — it tends to be used primarily for the
verb of perception see used as a pragmatic marker, whereas the equivalent no reflects the
pragmatic use of well; the equivalents No vis / No, vite thus reflect the strengthened pragmatic
meaning. This is another example of how marker-collocate specificity can play a role in the

selection of an appropriate translation equivalent. For this reason, it is also important to add as
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much information as possible, i.e. the already discussed illustrative sentence(s) and/or broader
context, none of which was done in the case of the description of the meaning number 14 in
Lingea.

Let us now look at number 15. The equivalents no and viastne have the description
correction of the utterance (p7i oprave pravé vyrceného), as well as the illustrative sentence:
He had a shotgun. Well, maybe it wasn’t a shotgun. / Mél brokovnici. No, mozna to nebyla
brokovnice. As is obvious, there is included not only one illustrative sentence, but two. They
operate together and provide a context that is needed to reflect the function of well and to
subsequently provide justification for the translation equivalents selected. In addition, leaving
the equivalent no aside — for it was already discussed and it is the most frequent of all the
equivalents — the equivalent viastne had also one occurrence in our analysis, with the same
function as stated in Lingea (see Example B17 in the Appendix). Number 15 seems to be a
good example of how the meaning and function could be described in the best way possible,
I.e. to include almost all the necessary information we have discussed so far. The missing
information is the marker-collocate specificity, or more specifically it is the sequence Well,
maybe with the collocate maybe that is worth analyzing (it was not part of our analysis) and
subsequently worth being commented upon under number 15. As in the case of the
reduplicated marker-collocate sequence Now, now, Lingea provides as well a Czech
translation equivalent for Well, well, under the subsection phr (phrases). However, the
sequence is followed by the exclamation mark, i.e. Well, well!. The Czech equivalents are
Podivejme! To jsou veci! / Ale, ale! / Hledme! and the description is with amusement
(pobavené). Here, the marker-collocate sequence is described as having the function of an
interjection. Although in our analysis there is only one instance of Well, well followed by the
exclamation mark, there were more of the occurrences of this marker-collocate sequence that
can be analyzed as having the pragmatic function of an interjection. A noteworthy observation
is that all of the 9 occurrences of Well, well in our analysis were translated by 8 different
Czech equivalents and once by omission. Furthermore, interesting reduplications were used to
reflect the reduplication in the original: No, no / Hele, hele / Dobra, dobra / Vida / Vida, or
even a tripled combination: Ano, ano, ano. Similarly, as mentioned above, Lingea gives a
variety of Czech equivalents as well. This is undoubtedly an example of the multifunctional
character of pragmatic markers and collocate-specificity. As all these aspects are at work,
there could, however, be raised a question of providing a broader context to illustrate the use
of Well, well!, for — given the large variety of Czech translation equivalents — we can talk here

about the equivalents as being the already mentioned one-off equivalents or contextual
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equivalents. The multifunctional character of well and context-specificity as well as context-
sensitivity are further enhanced by the use of non-reduplicated well as an interjection under
the section interj, with the following meanings or functions: 1. surprise/irritation (prekvapent,
rozcileni), the equivalents being No toto! / No tedy!, and 2. expecting an answer etc, often
with irritation). It would therefore again deserve more information to fully describe such use

of well and its Czech translation equivalents.
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4 Conclusion

The study whose aim was to collect a sample of pragmatic uses of now and well (in
combination with the collocational sequences selected) and their Czech equivalents brought
several interesting findings. As far as equivalents are concerned, if we have said that the
Czech equivalent ted’ rendered the core meaning of now (temporal), then in the case of well its
core meaning ‘positive appraisal’ was reflected in the Czech equivalent dobrd/dobre. Both in
the case of Now and Well, omission was a very frequent means of translation, or more
specifically in Now, it was the most frequent of all the equivalents and in the case of Well, it
was the second most frequent means of translation. The reason might be the difference
between now as a pragmatic marker and well as a pragmatic marker, with the latter being the
more prototypical of the two. Therefore, it might have been easier for the translator to find an
overt Czech translation equivalent for Well, than for Now, and so, in the case of Now,
translators more often resorted to omission than in the case of Well, to stay on the safe side.
However, as we have already demonstrated on the examples analyzed, omission was in some
of the cases an appropriate means of translation.

It was found that not only there were collocates that both Now, and Well, shared, and
so appeared in the same collocations or marker-collocate sequences, but they also shared
some of the Czech equivalents and even collocation equivalents, such as ale, tak, nu, tak tedy,
or the interesting reduplication hele, hele. This strengthens the overall multifunctional
character of both pragmatic markers and it is a clear example of their interchangeability in
certain contexts, which can be observed not only in the source language, but obviously in the
target language as well, on the level of translation equivalents. But as was already discussed,
this interchangeability is context-dependent, which is to a large extent given by the different
core meanings of both pragmatic markers.

The analysis of the Czech translation equivalents of the 100+6 occurrences of Now, +
a collocation 1RIGHT, and of the 100+6 occurrences of Well, + a collocation 1IRIGHT
proved that a contrastive (translation/cross-linguistic) approach to pragmatic markers can
contribute to their comprehension in the source language, which is in line with previous
contrastive studies. It also proved how important other factors were in determining the
meaning of both now and well, such as position in text, prosody, context, and collocate-
specificity, which all shaped the final translator’s decision in selecting the respective Czech
equivalent. The results likewise showed that fiction can be a useful material in a contrastive

approach to pragmatic markers, if an appropriate methodology is used.
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This thesis also proved that a contrastive approach to pragmatic markers can also be
practically applied in lexicography. On the examples of now and well it was possible to
observe how difficult it was to fully reflect the wide range of their pragmatic
meanings/functions. These were often collocate-specific and as such they also had a tendency
to be translated into Czech accordingly, i.e. they had also specific Czech equivalents. The
comparison of the results in our analysis to the description of these meanings/functions
provided by the Lingea dictionary also proved that that there should have been included in the
dictionary a broader context, which would specify the meanings/functions of both pragmatic
markers and which would as well justify the selection of the individual Czech equivalents. In
addition, it was also proved that although in written data, i.e. fictional dialogues, a broader
context can include necessary information about prosody, which narrows down the overall
pragmatic meaning/function. All of this is in line with the theoretical background mentioned
above. Apart from the already mentioned comments, my suggestion for the overall
improvement of the lexical entries of both now and well in the Lingea dictionary is that when
used as pragmatic markers, now and well should definitely be included each in a separate
subgroup. That is, as Lingea uses the following classification for now and well — adverb
/conjunction/adjective/phraseological for now, and
adverb/adjective/interjection/preposition/phraseological for well — there should be a separate
class for their being used as pragmatic markers as well. Although this is slightly reflected in
the case of well being used as an interjection, this is only one of a large variety of the
meanings/functions this pragmatic marker can have. By the separate class/subgroup | mean
not to include now and well under the category of particles, since English does not have the
category of particles in the sense that Czech does, but | propose to include the pragmatic use
of now under the class of adverbs, but under a special subclass of their being used as
particles/pragmatic markers, for, as already discussed, now can behave both as an adverb and
as a pragmatic marker at the same time, with the two meanings overlapping. In the case of
well this would be done in a similar way, but as it is much easier to distinguish between well
as an adverb and well as a pragmatic marker, it would be more advisable to include its
pragmatic use not under the class of adverbs, but under a separate and special class labeled as
pragmatic use. This would enable us to see both now and well in a different but significant
usage. Based on corpus analysis, this class/subclass would include the list of their frequent
meanings/functions, with each being further defined by using the pragmatic markers with
frequent and specific collocations in a relevant and broader context, as well as it would

include accordingly frequent and specific Czech translation equivalents.
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Cesky souhrn

Tato prace se zabyva zkoumanim ¢eskych piekladovych ekvivalent anglickych
pragmatickych ¢astic now a well.

Teoreticka ¢ast podava prehled o situaci pragmatickych castic v anglicting, s dirazem
Vv angli¢tin€ se terminologie rizni a mnozi lingvisté, at’ jiz do jisté miry mezi sebou souhlasi,
prichazeji kazdy s terminologickym aparatem sob¢ vlastnim. Nutno vSak dodat, Ze i zde ma
vSe své hranice, a na tomto poli lingvistiky se tak ustalilo jen nékolik termint, které vSak i
ptesto maji své zastance a odptirce. Mezi nejcastéj$imi vSeobecné pfijimanymi terminy jsou
discourse markers, pragmatic markers, discourse particles (srov. ¢eské partikule). Duvodem
jsou riizna pojeti toho, co vlastné tfida pragmatickych ¢astic v anglictin€ zahrnuje. UZ§i
vymezeni takovéto kategorie je totiz pro angli¢tinu velmi problematické. Samotné urceni, zda

se jedna o pragmatickou castici, mize byt v urcitych ptipadech jednoduché, v jinych naopak

vvvvvv

v

adverbiem a well jakozto pragmatickou ¢astici. V piipadé now je vse komplikovanéjsi, jelikoz
v mnohych piipadech nelze urcit, zdali se jedna o adverbium, ¢i o pragmatickou castici. To je
dano zejména primarnim vyznamem now, ktery je ve své podstateé temporalni, tedy
v angli¢tiné temporal core meaning ‘at the present moment’, tedy ¢asové ohraniceni nyni.
Dochazi tedy k situaci, kdy now mize v uréitych piipadech byt uzito ve vyznamu
pragmatickém, avsak zaroven mize mit vyznam temporalni; tedy oba vyznamy se prolinaji. |
anglické well ma primarni vyznam, a to ve smyslu tzv. ‘positive appraisal’ (souhlas). Toto
vsak nehraje zadnou roli v zakladnim ur¢eni mezi uzitim well jakozto adverbia, ¢i jakozto
pragmatické castice. O primarnich vyznamech obou pragmatickych ¢astic pojednava
teoretickd cast, kterd navic dale specifikuje jednotlivé funkce, ve kterych se ob& pragmatické
Castice vyskytuji. Paklize totiz ozna¢ime ur€ité slovo jako pragmatic marker, je nutno dale
piistoupit ke specifictéjsi analyze, a dale tak urcit pravé jednotlivé funkce, které dana
pragmaticka Castice zastava. Tento proces byva komplikovanéjsi, jelikoz ne vzdy je mozné
tyto funkce jasné definovat. Navic, jak jiz bylo feceno a jak dokazuje teoreticky piehled a
nasledna analyza, v ptipadé now velmi ¢asto dochazi k tomu, ze v mnohych ptipadech ani
nelze s jistotou provést zakladni rozliseni mezi adverbiem a pragmatickou ¢astici, tudiz i
nasledna klasifikace jednotlivych pragmatickych funkci byva o to slozité;si.

U now jakozto pragmatické ¢astice rozliSujeme dvé zakladni funkce: textovou ¢i

navazujici (textual/connective), a tzv. interakéni (interactional). Nutno vSak dodat, Ze i zde
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dochazi k terminologickému rozkolu, kdy néktefi lingvisté uzivaji terminu interpersonal,
emotive, ¢i v piipadé now zejména terminu affective. VSechny tyto terminy vSak odrazeji ryzi
charakter pragmatického uziti obou castic. I zde vsak, stejn€ jako v piipad¢ prolinajicich se
vyznamu pragmatického a temporalniho, miize 1 v ramci pragmatického vyznamu dochazet
K prolinani jednotlivych funkci. Tedy mize nastat situace, kdy je now uzito v pragmatickém
vyznamu, ktery ma jak interak¢ni, tak textovou funkcei, a soucasné je ptitomen temporalni
vyznam. Textovou funkci rozuméjme, ze se jedna o prostiedek navazovani v textu, pricemz
oznacenim text rozuméjme jakykoliv diskurs, tedy v piipadé této prace se jedna o diskurs
psané¢ho dialogu. Pragmaticka ¢astice now s textovou (navazujici) funkci pak vyjadiuje
predevsim dalsi fazi v komunikaci (a new stage in the narrative or communication), z tohoto
duvodu se now Vv této funkci oznacuje jako ‘topic-changer’. V ptipadé tzv. affective
(diskursu) plni. Rovnéz i tento uzsi vybér v mnohych ptipadech miize byt problematicky.
Avsak velmi dtlezitou roli hraji 1 dalsi faktory, které mohou pomoci tyto funkce urcit, ba
navic jsou uziteCnymi indikétory pti zdkladnim rozliSeni mezi adverbiem a pragmatickou
kolokace. Kontext predstavuje ztejmé nejdilezitéjsi faktor na tirovni urceni specifickych
funkei now. Prosodie a kolokace jsou pak nejvyznamnéjs$imi indikatory pti rozhodovani, zdali
je now uzito jakozto adverbia, ¢i jakozto pragmatické ¢astice. Pfi zkoumani $irSiho kontextu
snadné&ji dochazi k rozpoznani roli mezi mluv¢im a adresatem. Tyto role pak mohou byt dale
uptesnény prosodii (intonaci, tonem feci, frazovanim). V nékterych ptipadech 1ze vSechny
tyto informace ziskat nejen z bézné€ mluvené feci, ale i v ptipad¢ dialogl v psané proze.
Teoreticka ¢ast podava i struny piehled podminek, za kterych se now chova spise jako
adverbium, a za kterych by mélo byt chapano spise jako pragmaticka ¢astice. Now v uziti
pragmatickém je nositelem samostatné intonac¢ni jednotky (separate tone unit/prosodic
phrase); v ptipad¢ ze now neni nositelem piizvuku a bylo-li nepochybné urceno, Ze neni
ptitomen temporalni vyznam, pak se jedna rovnéz o uziti pragmatické; je-li now prizvucné a
nenasleduje-li za nim hranice intona¢ni jednotky (tone unit boundary), pak se jedna o ¢asové
adverbiale. V ptipad¢ kolokaci jako now then se chova now jakozto pragmaticka castice.
Pozoruhodny je i ptipad, kdy v pfipadé dvou vyskyti now vedle sebe se v jednom piipadé
jedna o adverbium a ve druhém o pragmatickou c¢astici. Jak je tedy ziejmé, tyto faktory jsou
mnohdy kli¢ové pro urceni zakladniho rozdilu mezi now jakozto adverbiem, a now ve
vyznamu pragmatickém. Navic kontext mize pomoci k bliz§imu uréeni toho, jakou roli now

V textu zastava.
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V ptipadé well je situace jednodussi v tom ohledu, ze nedochazi k prolinani dvou zcela
odlisnych vyznami jako v piipad€ now. Primarni vyznam ‘positive appraisal’ se vSak
v uréitych pfipadech promita do uziti well ve vyznamu pragmatickém. K zakladnimu rozliSeni
mezi adverbiem a pragmatickou ¢astici v§ak mnohdy sta¢i pouze hledisko syntaktické Ci
prosodické, které je v podstaté mozné aplikovat podobnym zptisobem jako v piipadé now.
Avsak i zde je mezi now a well rozdil. Zatimco now ve vyznamu pragmatickém neni vétSinou
nositelem piizvuku, well jakozto pragmaticka Castice je ve vicero pfipadech prizvuéné.

V piipadé pragmatického uziti zastava well, podobné jako now, zakladni funkce: textovou a
interak¢ni. Rovnéz i zde dochazi k tomu, ze well mize zastavat riizné mnozstvi specifickych
funkci, kterd mohou byt uréena pfi bliz§im zkoumani kontextu. Tyto jednotlivé funkce se
vsak i v tomto piipadé mohou ptekryvat (fuzziness/overlapping).

Z vyse uvedenych rozdili mezi now a well Ize tedy tvrdit, ze u now je situace
komplikovanéjsi nez u well, jelikoz well miize byt chapano jako typictéjsi zastupce téidy
pragmatickych castic nez now. Svou roli mize hrat i rozdil v primarnich vyznamech (core
meaning) a do uréité miry vystupuje do popiedi i uloha gramatikalizace, ktera je rozpracovana
Vv kapitole 2.2.2.2 v teoretické Casti prace.

Teoreticka ¢ast rovnéz nabizi prehled publikaci, které jsou povazovany za klicové ve
vztahu K této praci a které se zabyvaji jednou z nejdulezitéjsich otazek, ktera je rovnéz
s ohledem na charakter této prace vice nez relevantni. Jedna se o ulohu kontrastivni studie
jakozto prostfedku vyuzitého ke zkoumani pragmatickych ¢astic ve vychozim jazyce, tedy
Vv nasem piipad¢ nejde jen o analyzu Ceskych piekladovych ekvivalentii pragmatickych ¢astic
now a well, ale rovnéZ i o to, zdali bliz§i zkoumani téchto piekladovych ekvivalenti mize
pomoci pii pochopeni vyznamii a funkci now a well v angli¢ting. V teoretickém piehledu jsou
proto zejména uvedeny publikace majici povahu kontrastivnich analyz s ohledem na now a
well. Co se celkového poctu publikaci tyce, je situace piiznivéjsi pro well nez pro now. Well
bylo vénovano daleko vice prostoru nez now, coz opét muze odrazet skute¢nost, ze well je
now. Na zéklad€ zkoumanych vysledkl v téchto studiich bylo dok4zéano, Ze kontrastivni
pfistup skutecné mutize problematiku pragmatickych ¢astic v anglicting, ¢i obecné
Vv jakémkoliv jazyce, osvétlit. Aby byla takovato kontrastivni analyza co nejvérohodnéjsi,
musi také pracovat s co nejlepsim lingvistickym materidlem. Uvadéné kontrastivni analyzy

proto jakoZto prostfedku k ziskani co nejvérohodnéjsiho a nejspolehlivéjsiho materidlu

vyuzivaly korpus, at’ jiz monolingvni, ¢i, jako v pfipadé této prace, korpus paralelni.
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Metodologicky postup v této praci odpovidd metodologiim, které byly pouzity i
v uvadénych kontrastivnich studiich. Jedna se vSak, samoziejmé, nikoliv o identicky postup,
ale velice podobny, liSici se jen odliSnym pojetim a specifi¢téjSim charakterem. Material je
zalozen na 100+6 vyskytech pro kazdou z pragmatickych castic, tedy jedna se celkem o
200+12 dokladt, které byly vybrany z paralelniho korpusu InterCorp prostfednictvim
rozhrani NoSketch Engine. Divodem, proc je celkove 12 dokladt chapano jako dodatkovych,
se zabyva analyticka ¢ast této prace. Piestoze se jedna o metodologicky postup, je celou
problematiku nutno chapat i ve vztahu k vysledkiim této prace, rovnéz i v tomto piipadé je
cela problematika zmifiovana az na konci tohoto shrnuti, které¢ podava piehled o dosazenych
vysledcich. Prestoze jsou pragmatické Castice spise vyzna¢né pro mluvenou formu jazyka,
stejné jako v piipad¢é zminovanych kontrastivnich studii i tato prace zvolila dialogy v psané
proze za hlavni materidl, ktery se jevil jako nejvhodnégjsi ke zkoumani. JelikoZ se jedna o
kontrastivni analyzu zkoumajici anglické pragmatické castice now a well, bylo tieba celkovy
vzorek dale podrobit tfidéni. Byly zvoleny tedy jen ty vyskyty now a well, které se objevily
Vv angli¢ting jakozto ve zdrojovém jazyce, tedy neslo o pieklady z jinych jazyki do anglictiny.
Paklize by totiz angli¢tina byla nikoliv zdrojovym, ale cilovym jazykem, v pfipadé
kontrastivni analyzy by pak toto mélo zna¢ny vliv na celkovy charakter vysledkt. Aby byl
vzorek co nejreprezentativnési, zahrnuje riizné mnozstvi autort a zaroven piekladi. Tim se
vyloucila mozZnost vlivu osobniho jazykového stylu autora originélu a piekladatele. Rovnéz
byla zvolena moznost dal§iho ziZeni vzorku, a to tim, Ze byly zvoleny pouze takové vyskyty
now a well, které se objevily na zacatku promluvy a za nimiz nasledovala ¢arka, tedy Now, a
Well,. Uéelem bylo dosahnout co nejvétsi pravdépodobnosti vyskytu now a well, tedy Now, a
Well, jakozto pragmatickych ¢astic, a nikoliv jakozto adverbii. Avsak tyto jiz zuzené vyskyty
byly podrobeny dal§imu tfidéni. V ramci frekvencni distribuce byl navolen vybér kolokaci na
pozici 1VPRAVO. Dale doslo ke tfidéni téchto kolokaci, a byly zvoleny takové kolokace,
které se vyskytovaly nejen frekvenéné v hojném mnozstvi, ale které byly zaroven
charakteristické pro ob¢ pragmatické ¢astice s ohledem na teoretickou ¢ast této prace, a které
tak dale specifikovaly jejich uziti. Kolokaty, které byly zvoleny, byly jednak ty, které jak now
tak well sdilely (kupft. then), jednak ty, které byly symptomatické pro kazdou pragmatickou
Castici zvlast. Tedy ve vysledku byly celkové analyze podrobeny az takové vyskyty, které
odpovidaly tomuto celkovému zuzeni, kupt. Now, then a Well, then. Takovyto postup nabizi
jednak identi¢nost jazykovych konstrukci a jednak paralelismus, tedy ob¢ slozky, které je

nutné brat pii kontrastivni analyze, a z hlediska translatologického zvlasté pak, v ivahu.
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Analyticka ¢ast je vénovana zkoumani vysledkt piekladovych ekvivalent
pragmatickych ¢astic now a well podle podminek stanovenych metodologickym postupem.
Na ilustrativnich ptikladech je pak ukazano, jakym zplisobem odrazi jednotlivé piekladové
ekvivalenty vy$e zminované vyznamy a funkce now a well a do jaké miry osvétluji jejich
problematiku.

Bylo zjisténo, ze Now, ve vSech analyzovanych kolokacich ma 32 rGznych ¢eskych
prekladovych ekvivalentd a pieklad ve formé nulového ekvivalentu (omission). Nulovy
ekvivalent tvoril nejvetsi ¢ast ze vSech moznych piekladatelskych feseni, a to s vice nez 29%.
Druhym nejfrekventovanéjsim zptiisobem piekladu byl ekvivalent ted’, objevujici se
samostatné ¢i rovné€z v kolokacich (a ted, tak a ted, takze ted, nuze ted)), a to s vice nez 27%.
Druhym nejuzivanéj$im ¢eskym ekvivalentem bylo tak, které bylo uzito rovnéz samostatné ¢i
v riznych kolokacich (tak tedy, no tak, ale tak). Zajimavy byl i pteklad ve formé reduplikace
(no tak, no tak) ¢i v kolokaci s primarnim ekvivalentem fted’ (tak a ted). Celkovy vyskyt
tohoto ekvivalentu ve vSech moznych kombinacich pak tvotil bezmala 18%, coz jej €inil
ttetim nejfrekventovanéjSim ze vSech Ceskych ekvivalentl. Z vysledki je patrné, Ze v urcitych
ptipadech se ptekladatel rozhodl klést dliraz spiSe na primarni temporalni vyznam now
(temporal core meaning), a to v podobé¢ ekvivalentu ted’, v jinych zase na interakéni vyznam
(no tak), ¢i dokonce se mu podafilo v piekladu zachytit oba vyznamy soucasné (tak a ted).
Riizné mnozstvi piekladovych ekvivalentd®®, kterych je celkove 33 i s ekvivalentem nulovym,
pak odrazi multifunkénost now, ktera je dana kontextem. Mizeme tedy hovofit v souladu
S citovanymi studiemi o tzv. kontextovych ptekladovych ekvivalentech.

U Well, ve vsech jeho kolokacich bylo uzito na 37 riznych piekladatelskych fesenich,
véetné nulového zastoupeni. I toto opét vypovida o multifunkénim charakteru well jakozto
pragmatické castice. Podobné jako v pfipadé Now, i zde bylo hojné zastoupeno feseni
Vv podobé nulového ekvivalentu, a s bezmala 19% se tak jedna o druhé nejfrekventovangjsi
prekladatelské feSeni celkoveé. Nejfrekventovanéjsi zptisob prekladu, s celkové vice nez 34%,
se stal Cesky ekvivalent no, at’ uz jako samostatny ekvivalent ¢i v riznych kolokacich (no
dobre, no nic, no jo, no dobra, no proste, no vis, no vite). Tretim nejuzivan¢jSim
prekladatelskym fesenim byl ¢esky ekvivalent dobrd a jeho varianta dobre, které byly
zastoupeny opét bud’to samostatné ¢i v kolokaci (no dobre, no dobrd, ale dobre, tak dobra).
Zajimava byla opét i v tomto piipadé reduplikovana forma dobrd, dobra). Celkové pak toto

feseni predstavovalo 14%. Dalsim velmi castym ekvivalentem bylo ceské tak s variantou

9 Zapocitan je kazdy ekvivalent zvlast, tedy tak a ted vystupuje jako samostatné feseni, avsak vzhledem
k ekvivalentu ted'je zapoditan jako jeden z vyskytu ted.
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takze, které samostatn¢ ¢i v kolokaci (tak tedy, tak dobra, jen tak) predstavovalo vice nez
12%. | zde, jako tomu bylo v ptipadé Now,, vystupuje do popiedi otazka primarniho vyznamu
(core meaning), tedy v piipadé well jde o jiz zminovany ‘positive appraisal’, ktery je
zachycen v ¢eském ekvivalentu dobrd/dobre. A rovnéz i zde dochazi k situaci, kdy primarni
prekladové ekvivalenty vytvareji mezi sebou kolokace. Zejména se pak jedna o kolokace

s ptekladovym ekvivalentem a variantou dobra, jako napft. no dobrda, tak dobra.

Celkove vysledky ukazuji, ze ve vztahu k aspektim identi¢nosti jazykovych struktur a
paralelismu Now, a Well, nesdileji jen kolokace ve svém zdrojovém jazyce (angli¢ting), ale
rovnéz i na urovni jazyka cilového (Cestiny). Ob¢é pragmatické Castice tak sdileji ceské
prekladové ekvivalenty jako napft. ale, tak, nu, tak tedy ¢i zajimavou reduplikovanou formu
hele, hele. Jejich multifunkéni charakter se tak do jisté miry odrazi pravé i na roving
piekladatelské. Citované kontrastivni studie zaroven hovoii o tzv. zaménitelnosti obou
pragmatickych castic (interchangeability), ktera je vSak vazana kontextem. Sdileni
prekladovych ekvivalentl vSak tento aspekt jen zdiraziuje, rovnéz tak i ulohu kontextu jak
V zdrojovém tak v cilovém jazyce. Zarovei se v piekladu odrazeji primarni vyznamy (core
meanings) obou pragmatickych ¢astic. V ptipadé¢ reduplikovanych forem v originalu, tedy
Now, now a Well, well, bylo zjisténo, ze zatimco reduplikovana forma v piipadé well
nepiedstavuje problém, tedy reduplikace well je vnimana jako bézné uziti jazyka, reduplikace
now, tedy kolokace Now, now, je vnimana spiSe jako uziti osobniho ¢i inven¢niho jazykového
stylu autora, v tomto piipadé J.R.R. Tolkiena, jelikoz, jak ukazaly vysledky, ve 4 z 6 pfipadt
Slo prave o vyskyt této reduplikované kolokace v jedné z Tolkienovych knih. Podobné je
tomu i v piipadé, paklize now a well vytvaieji kolokace mezi sebou, tedy jedna se o kolokace
Now, well a Well, now. Kolokace Well, now je rovnéz vnimana jako bézné uziti jazyka, a
vysledky ukazaly, ze se vyskytla u rizného mnozstvi autort. Naproti tomu kolokace Now,
well se nevyskytla viibec. Pro sviij specificky charakter bylo 6 vyskyti kolokace Now, now
uvedeno v této praci jako dodatkovy material. Aby byla zachovana rovnovaznost vyskytu,
kolokace Well, now byla rovnéz zatazena pod dodatkovy material, tedy celkové tato prace
analyzovala zminovanych 200+12 vyskytu.

Dale bylo provedeno porovnani ¢eskych ekvivalentl v ramci této korpusové/
kontrastivni studie s ¢eskymi ekvivalenty anglicko-Ceského elektronického slovniku Lingea.
Pfi bliz§im zkoumani bylo zjisténo, Ze urcité ¢eské piekladové ekvivalenty byly
charakteristické pro kazdou z pragmatickych ¢astic ve spojeni s urcitymi kolokacemi,
hovotime o tzv. marker-collocate sequences (napi. Now, then a Well, then). Tyto ekvivalenty

byly nésledné porovnany s ekvivalenty ve slovniku Lingea a bylo zjiSténo, Ze dané
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prekladové ekvivalenty, které slovnik nabizi, nejsou vzdy v souladu s ekvivalenty
vyskytujicimi se v ramci této studie, ¢i presnéji ne vzdy vystihuji dané funkce anglickych
pragmatickych ¢astic v plném meéftitku, a jsou proto ne vzdy zcela vhodnymi pirekladovymi
feSenimi, coz je primarné dano jednak prave kolokaéni specifiénosti u obou pragmatickych
¢astic, jednak tim, ze Lingea u jednotlivych vyznamu ¢i funket, které dava jako priklady uziti
now a well jakozto pragmatickych ¢astic, mnohdy ani neudava ilustrativni vétu. Tedy do
popiedi se dostava vliv kontextu. Teoreticka i empiricka ¢ast v ramci této studie prokazaly, ze
pochopeni jednotlivych vyznamii ¢i funkci obou pragmatickych ¢éstic je dano pravé vlivem
SirSiho kontextu. Ilustrativni véta by tedy navic stale byla v mnohych piipadech nedostatecna,
paklize by mélo byt provedeno ditkladné zpracovani slovnikového hesla. Tato studie proto
navrhuje, aby pfi zpracovani slovnikového hesla now bylo jeho pragmatické uziti uvedeno
sice pod kategorii adv (adverb/prislovce), ale jakozo podkategorie pragmatic marker.
Dutivodem je jiz zminéna komplikace v ur¢eni mezi now jakozto adverbia a now jakozto
pragmatické ¢astice, v mnohych ptipadech se pak oba vyznamy prolinaji. Uvedeni
pragmatického uziti jako podkategorie v ramci kategorie prislovce by tak reflektovalo sporny
charakter now. Naopak v piipadé well by jeho pragmatické uziti bylo uvedeno jako zcela
samostatna kategorie, nebot’ v tomto ptipadé nedochazi k vyraznym komplikacim v ramci
uziti well jakozto adverbia a well jakoZto pragmatické ¢astice. V ramci této klasifikace by na
zaklad¢ kontrastivni korpusové analyzy byly ve slovniku uvedeny nejfrekventované;si
vyznamy ¢i funkce obou pragmatickych castic s ohledem na jejich nejbéznéjsi a
charakteristicka koloka¢ni spojeni, stejn¢ tak jako by byl uveden relevantni $ir$i kontext,
ktery by specifikoval dana uziti. Nasledné prekladové ekvivalenty by pak byly vybirany

s ohledem na vySe zminéné aspekty a byly by rovnéZ zasazeny do SirS§iho kontextu. Tato
klasifikace by tak umoziovala se divat na pragmatické uziti now a well jako na uziti do jisté
miry samostatné a velmi specifické. Tato samostatnost je v§ak, nutno dodat, zna¢n¢ omezena
prave jiz zminénou skutecnosti, ze angli¢tina nezna kategorii particles (cdstice), jako je tomu
kupft. u Cestiny, kde vystupuje jako zcela samostatna kategorie.

Vysledky této prace dokazuji, Ze korpusova kontrastivni analyza mizZe skutec¢né
pomoci osvétlit problematiku pragmatickych castic v jazyce vychozim. Navic mize mit i
praktické vyuziti v lexikografii. V piipadé této prace se tak jedna o kontrastivni analyzu mezi
anglictinou a ¢estinou; tedy cestina se jako dal$i jazyk muze zatadit mezi jazyky, kterymi se

jiz zabyvaly studie citované v této praci.
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Appendix I

Now, | (A1-A23)

Al

Kingsley Amis Statsny Jim (Lucky Jim)

“Now, | 've been wanting us to have a little get-together for quite some time, old boy.
,, Chtél jsem si s vami pohovorit o nécem docela jiném.

A2

Isaac Asimov Ocelové jeskyné (The Caves of Steel)
He said, “Now, | want you to think, Jessie.

A ted, Jessie, premyslej,” rekl.

A3

Dan Brown Sifia mistra Leonarda (The Da Vince Code)
“Now, | imagine you have something for me to sign?”

., Predpokladam, ze chcete, abych vam néco podepsal?”’

A4

Dan Brown Sifia mistra Leonarda (The Da Vince Code)

Now, | realize this is an intrusion, but if you could afford me a few more minutes, | have
traveled a great distance to scatter ashes amongst these tombs.”

Uvédomuji si, Ze vas vyruSujeme, ale kdybyste mi dal jesté nékolik minut, cestoval jsem dost

daleko, jen abych nasypal popel na tyto hrobky.”

A5

Sandra Brown Zdravim temnoto (Hello Darkness)

Now, | ask you, is that a productive way to spend an evening?”
To je smysluplny zpiisob, jak stravit vecer, ptam se té?”

A6

Lewis Caroll Alenka v kraji (Alice in Wonderland)

“Now, | give you fair warning,” shouted the Queen, stamping on the ground as she spoke;
,, Predem vas upozornuji,” Krdlovna kivikla a pritom dupla nohou, ,,nez reknu svec, bud’
zmizite vy, nebo vase hlava

A7

Robin Cook Toxin (Toxin)

“Now, | want you in bed at your normal time, young lady, ” Tracy said .
., A koukej jit véas do postele, princezno,” nabddala ji Tracy.

A8

Robin Cook Toxin (Toxin)

“Now, I’m not going to go that far.
,, To bych tak jednoznacné netvrdil.
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A9

Robin Cook Toxin (Toxin)

“Now, I’m going to step outside and talk to your parents.

“A ja si ted pujdu s tvymi rodici na chvilku popovidat ven, ano?”

Al0

Cathy Day Circus v zimée (The Circus in Winter)
“Now, I want you to listen to me.

., A ted’ mé poslouchej.

All

Francis Scott Fitzgerald Diamant velky jako Ritz (The Diamond as Big as the Ritz)

“Now, | *ve told you, and I shouldn’ t have, ” she said, calming suddenly and drying her dark
blue eyes.

Nahle se ovladla a osusila si tmavomodré oci. ,, Tak uz je to venku, neméla jsem ti to rikat.”
pravila.

Al2

John Grisham Klient (The Client)

Now, | 've never known an eleven-year-old kid to be held in contempt, but if you were an
adult and you refused to answer the judge’s questions, then you’d go to jail for contempt.”
Neznam vsak jediné jedenactileté dite, které by zadrzZeli za pohrdani soudem. Kdybys byl
dospély a odmitl vypovidat na soudcovy otazky, pak by ses dostal do vazby za pohrdani
soudem. ”

Al3

John Grisham Klient (The Client)

Now, | do n't know anything about hiding out, but since you’re dodging a subpoena and
you’re a lawyer and all, and you deal with criminals all the time, I’m sure you could get us to
New Orleans and no one would know it.

Ja ale nemam predstavu, jak se skryvat, ale protoze déldte, jako byste nikdy nic neslysela o
obsilce, a jste advokatka a celou dobu si to rozdavate se zlocinci, mam dojem, Ze byste nas
mohla zavést do New Orleansu, a nikdo by se to nedovédeél.

Al4

John Grisham Partner (The Partner)

Now, | 'm not quite the First Amendment hawk you are, but if this got published it would be
very embarrassing for your client.

Ja nejsem takovy fanda prvniho dodatku ustavy jako vy, ale kdyby se tohle zverejnilo, vyzni to
pro vasi mandantku velice trapné.

Al5

John Grisham Partner (The Partner)

Now, I’m assuming that we 're all familiar with Mr. Aricia 's 1991 claim against his former
employer under the False Claims Act.

Predpokladam, Ze vsichni vite o stiznosti pana Aricii z roku 1991 na svého byvalého
zaméstnavatele podle zdkona o podvodnych pohledavkach.
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Al6

John Grisham Posledni viile (The Testament)

“Now, | do n’t think you’ll have trouble with the answers if you’ll pay attention to the
questions.

., Tak tedy myslim, Ze vam odpovédi nebudou délat potize, budete - li vénovat pozornost
otazkam.

Al7

Arthur Hailey Konecnad diagnoéza (The Final Diagnosis)

Now, | may say | 'm as shocked as everyone else must have been to learn that examination of
food handlers here has n't been done for...”

Nadlto jsem nucen zarovern prohlasit, ze laboratorni vySetFeni zaméstnancii prichdzejicich do
styku s potravou se neprovadéla jiz...”

Al8

Rudyard Kipling Kniha dzungli — Mowgli (The Jungle Book — Mowgli)

Now, | have seen men thrust a dry branch into that stuff , and presently the Red Flower
blossomed at the end of it.

Vidal jsem lidi, jak strkali do tohoto uhli uschlou vétev a pak Rudy Kvét vykvetl hned na jejim
konci.

Al9

Johanna Lindsey Zamilovany nicema (A Loving Scoundrel)
Now, | suppose I should tell you a little bit about this ball.
Ted’ bych vam asi méla néco rict o dneSnim plese.

A20

Johanna Lindsey Zamilovany nicema (A Loving Scoundrel)

Now, | have n’t done much confiding, other than things you could have heard from anyone.
Vim, Ze mi moc neveris. Asi jsi o mné slysela ledacos, takze ti néco reknu:

A21

Philip Roth Lidskd skvrna (The Human Stain)

“Now, | could tell you that there is no escape, that all your attempts to escape will only lead
you back to where you began.

., Podivej, mohla bych ti vysvétlovat, zZe unik neexistuje, Ze tvoje pokusy uniknout té pouze
dovedou zpatky, kde jsi zacal.

A22

J.K. Rowling Harry Potter a kamen mudrcii (Harry Potter and the Philosopher’s Stone)
“Now, | want a nice fair game, all of you,” she said, once they were all gathered around her.
“Ocekavam od vas v§ech naprosto Cestnou hru,” prohlasila, kdyz se vSichni shromazdili
kolem ni.
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A23

Anne Rivers Siddons Bezpecné vysiny (Hill Towns)

Now, | have absolutely nothing against it; it’s a quirky, wonderful old hotel, but it’s right on
a main artery from the station into the heart of the city, and it has no air-conditioning and no
window glass, only shutters.

Ja vim, ze vy ¢tyri, “a pri téch slovech kyvla na mne, Colina a Marii, ,, mdte bydlet v hotelu
Croce di Malta. Nic proti tomu, je to rdzovity, nadherny stary hotel, ale lezi na hlavni
dopravni tepné od nadrazi do stiedu mésta.

Now, if (A24-A45)

A24

Douglas Adams Restaurace na konci vesmiru (The Restaurant at the End of the Universe)
“Now, if you would care to order drinks at last,” he said, “I will then show you to your table.”
“Tak kdybyste si laskave uz konecné objednali ten aperitiv, uvedl bych vas ke stolu,” rekl

s povzdechem.

A25

Isaac Asimov Ocelové jeskyné (The Caves of Steel)

“Now, if they knew the truth about Daneel to begin with , who told them?
A ted, jestlize vedeli od zacatku, kdo Daneel je, kdo jim to prozradil?

A26

Lewis Caroll Alenka v kraji (Alice in Wonderland)

Now, if you only kept on good terms with him, he’d do almost anything you liked with the
clock.

Kdo je s nim zadobre, tomu naridi hodinky, jak je mu libo.

A27

Lewis Caroll Alenka za zrcadlem (Through the Looking Glass)

Now, if you’ll only attend, Kitty, and not talk so much, I’ll tell you all my ideas about
Looking-glass House.

Tak davej, Katko, pozor a nemluv tolik, a ja ti povim, co vsecko si o tom domé za zrcadlem

myslim.

A28

Robin Cook (Toxin)

“Now, if you’ll excuse me, | have to get back to work.”
A ted’ mé laskave omluvte. Musim se vratit ke svy praci.”

A29

Francis Scott Fitzgerald Diamant velky jako Ritz (The Diamond as Big as the Ritz)
“Now, if you 'll let me have that name again correct-

., Tak, kdybyste mi ted’ jesté jednou rekl spravné to jméno-"

A30

John Grisham Partner (The Partner)

Now, if you want someone else to represent you, fine.
Jestli chcete, aby vas zastupoval nékdo jiny, fajn.
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A3l

John Grisham Partner (The Partner)

Now , if you gentlemen will leave us for a few minutes, | need to talk with Mr. Ladd and his
client in private.”

A ted, panoveé, jestli ndas na par minut opustite, rad bych si promluvil s panem Laddem a jeho
klientem soukrome.”

A32

Arthur Hailey Konecna diagnoza (The Final Diagnosis)

Now, if you’ll come with me, I’ll show you our histology setup.”
Pojdte, prosim, se mnou, provedu vas histologickym usekem.”

A33

Rudyard Kipling Kniha dzungli — Mowgli (The Jungle Book — Mowgli)
“Now, if I kill him here, Nagaina will know;

“Hm, jestlize jej zabiji zde, bude o tom Nagaina védet;

A34

Rudyard Kipling Kniha dzungli — Mowgli (The Jungle Book — Mowgli)

“Now, if I lie in one word, send men to see, and they will find that the elephant-folk have
trampled down more room in their dance-room, and they will find ten and ten, and many
times ten, tracks leading to that dance-room.

“A ted jestlize IZu jedinym slovem, poslete muze, aby se podivali a uvidi, Ze sloni stado
vydupalo vice mista ve své tancirné a naleznou deset a deset a mnohokrate deset stop
vedoucich k tancirne.

A35

Rudyard Kipling Kniha dzungli — Mowgli (The Jungle Book — Mowgli)

Now, if I had a full meal for every dog | 've kicked across the parade-ground , | should be as
fat as Two Tails nearly.”

Nu, kdybych mél piné jesle za kazdého psa, kterého jsem vykopal pres cviciste, byl bych skoro
tak tlusty jako Dvouohondc.”

A36

Jayne Ann Krentz Zajatci snit (Falling Awake)
Now , if you 'll excuse me-*

A ted, jestli mé omluvite...”

A37

Alan Alexander Milne Medvidek Pu (Winnie-The-Pooh)

Now, if you have a green balloon , they might think you were only part of the tree, and not
notice you, and if you have a blue balloon, they might think you were only part of the sky,
and not notice you, and the question is:

Kdyz tedy piijdes se zelenym balonkem, mohou si myslet, ze je to kus stromu, a nev§imnou si
te, a kdyz pujdes s modrym, mohou si myslet, Ze to je kus oblohy, a taky si te nevSimnou;
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A38

George Orwell 1984 (1984)

Now, if it so happened that you wanted to buy it, that’d cost you four dollars.
., Kdybyste to nahodou chtél koupit, stdalo by vas to ctyri dolary.

A39
George Orwell 1984 (1984)
“Now, if you happen to be interested in old prints at all — * he began delicately.

., Jestli se nahodou zajimate o staré tisky...” zacal s citem.

A40
J.K. Rowling Harry Potter a kamen mudrcii (Harry Potter and the Philosopher’s Stone)

Now, if you do n’t mind, I’m going to bed.”
A ted, jestli vam to nevadi, si pujdu lehnout.”

A4l

J.K. Rowling Harry Potter a kamen mudrcii (Harry Potter and the Philosopher’s Stone)
Now, if any of us finds the unicorn, we’ll send up green sparks, right ?

Esli nékdo z nas jednorozce najde, vohlasi to vostatnim zelenejma jiskrama, plati?

A42

J.R.R Tolkien Pdn prstenii 1 (The Lord of the Rings 1)

Now, if you 'll excuse me, Mr. Merry and Mr. Frodo and all, 1’d best be turning for home.
Ted, jestli prominete, pane Smisku a pane Frodo a vsichni, tak se radsi vydam domii.

A43
J.R.R Tolkien Pdn prstenii 1 (The Lord of the Rings 2)
Now, if you’d brought him along, that might have been useful - if these Nazgil are all they

make out.
Toho jsi mél vzit s sebou, ten by se byl hodil - jestli jsou ti nazgiilové opravdu takovi, jak se o

nich rika.”

Ad4
Mark Twain Dobrodruzstvi Toma Sawyera (The Adventures of Tom Sawyer)

“Now, if you 've got the hang, go it lively!”
»lak, a ted’, kdyz uz to umis, to budeme délat doopravdy!”

A45

Mark Twain Dobrodruzstvi Toma Sawyera (The Adventures of Tom Sawyer)

Now, if we watch every night, we’ll be dead sure to see him go out, some time or other, and
then we’ll snatch that box quicker’n lightning.”

Ale kdyz budeme davat pozor, jistojisté ho diiv nebo pozdéji uvidime odchazet a potom
bednicku chnapneme rychlosti namydleného blesku.”
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Now, you (A46-A57)

A46

Anonym Anglicke pohadky (English Fairy Tales)

“Now, you can eat as much as ever you like from any of the dishes on the table; but don’t
touch the covered dish in the middle till I come back.”

., Od vsech jidel muzes snist, kolik budes chtit, jen na to jedno zakryté, co je v samém stiedu,
at’ nesahnes, dokud se nevratim.”

A47

Isaac Asimov Ocelové jeskyné (The Caves of Steel)

“Now, you just eat what’s put before you and let’s not have any comments.”
, Tady jez, co dostanes, a bez vsech pripominek.”

A48

Dan Brown Sifi-a mistra Leonarda (The Da Vinci Code)

“Now, you can either grant his dying wish and let us sprinkle his ashes in the sanctuary, or |
tell Father Knowles how we’ve been treated.”

,, Takze ted’ se bud'to miiZete podridit poslednimu prani umirajiciho clovéka a nechat nas
rozprasit trochu jeho popela v kostele, nebo sdeélim otci Knowlesovi, jakym zpiisobem jste se k
nam choval.”

A49

John Grisham Klient (The Client)

Now, you said the father is of no use.”
Rikala jste, Ze jeho otec neni k nicemu.”

A50

Jerome K. Jerome T#i muzi ve ¢lunu (Three men in a boat)
Now, you come along with me.

Pojd’ hezky se mnou,

A51

Jerome K. Jerome T7i muzi ve ¢lunu (Three men in a boat)

Now, you get a bit of paper and write down, J., and you get the grocery catalogue, George,
and somebody give me a bit of pencil, and then I’ll make out a list.”

A52

Rudyard Kipling Kniha dzungli — Mowgli (The Jungle Book — Mowgli)
“Now, you gentlemen were alarmed, | believe, when I trumpeted.”
Nu, vy panové, jste byli, myslim, poplaseni, kdyz jsem troubil?

A53

Alice Munro Utek (Runaway)

Sara would say, “Now, you must tell me what you’re doing in your studies,” and Juliet would
sum things up, and Sara might ask her how she kept all those Greek names straight.

Ta napriklad rekla: ,, A ted’ mi musis vypravet, jak pokracujes ve studiu,” a Juliet ji vSsechno
shrnula a pak se ji Sara treba zeptala, jak si miize pamatovat v§echna ta recka jména.
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A54

Alice Munro Uték (Runaway)

“Now, you want to tell me what you learned in school today?”
., Nechces mi povedet, co jste se dneska ucili ve skole?”

A55

J.K. Rowling Harry Potter a kamen mudrcii (Harry Potter and the Philosopher’s Stone)
“Now, you listen here, boy,” he snarled,

“A ted’ si poslechni mé, chlapce,” zavrcel.

A56

J.K. Rowling Harry Potter a kamen mudrcii (Harry Potter and the Philosopher’s Stone)
“Now, you two -- this year, you behave yourselves.

, Ay dva - chovejte se letos slusné!

Now, do (A57-A68)

A57

Kingsley Amis Statsny Jim (Lucky Jim)

“Now, do n’t be silly, Jim, there’s nothing to apologise for.
,» Nemluvte hlouposti, Jime, nemdate se zac omlouvat.”

A58

Isaac Asimov Ocelové jeskyne (The Caves of Steel)
“Now , do as | say.”

., Ted udélej, co ti Fikam!”

A59

Francis Scott Fitzgerald Diamant velky jako Ritz (The Diamond as Big as the Ritz)

“Now, do n’t think my opinion on these matters is final,” he seemed to say,” just because I’m
stronger and more of a man than you are.”

Jako by Fikal, ,, Nemyslete si, Ze muj nazor na tyhle véci je rozhodujici jen proto, zZe jsem
silnejsi a ze jsem vic chlap nez vy."

A60

Jonathan Franzen Rozhreseni (The Corrections)

“Now, do n’t bother if it’s any trouble,” she told Bea,

., Poslys, kdyby ti to mélo délat potize, vykasli se na to,” rekla Bee,

A6l

John Grisham Klient (The Client)
Now, do you want the gun?”

Tak a ted’ znovu: chces tu pistoli?”

A62

John Grisham Klient (The Client)

Now, do n’t worry, we’re gonna come get you tomorrow afternoon and drive you down.”
Ted' si nedélej starosti. Prijdeme si pro tebe zitra odpoledne a odvezeme té tam.”
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A63

Rudyard Kipling Kniha dzungli — Mowgli (The Jungle Book — Mowgli)
“Now, do n’t be angry after you’ve been afraid.

., Nu, ted’' se nezlob, potom, kdyz jsi se diive bal.”

Ab4

J.K. Rowling Harry Potter a kamen mudrcii (Harry Potter and the Philosopher’s Stone)

Now, do n’t forget that nice wrist movement we’ve been practicing!”” squeaked Professor
Flitwick, perched on top of his pile of books as usual.

., Hlavné nesmite zapomenout na ten pékny pohyb zapéstim, ktery jsme nacvicovali!” zakvakal
profesor Kratiknot, ktery jako obvykle trunil na hromadeé knih.

A65

J.K. Rowling Harry Potter a kamen mudrcii (Harry Potter and the Philosopher’s Stone)
“Now , do n't ask me anymore,” said Hagrid gruffly .

,,Ale nic, uz se me na nic neptej,” odmitl Hagrid nevrle.

A66

J.K. Rowling Harry Potter a kaimen mudrcii (Harry Potter and the Philosopher’s Stone)
“Now, do n’t forget, it’s Locomotor Mortis,” Hermione muttered as Ron slipped his wand up
his sleeve.

., Hlavné nezapomen, Ze formule zni Locomotor mortis,” zamumlala Hermiona, kdyz si Ron
strkal hiillku do rukavu.

A67

J.K. Rowling Harry Potter a kamen mudrcii (Harry Potter and the Philosopher’s Stone)
Finally he said, “Now, do n’t be offended or anything, but neither of you are that good at
chess —”

Nakonec Ron prohlasil: ,, Vite, nerad bych, abyste se treba urazili, ale Zadny z vas nehraje
Sachy tak dobre —

A68

J.R.R Tolkien Pdn prstenii 1 (The Lord of the Rings 1)

“Now, do n’t mistake me!” he cried, as Frodo rose from his seat, and Sam jumped up with a
scowl.

,, Nechapejte mé prece Spatné!” vykrikl, kdyz Frodo vstal ze Zidle a Sam vyskocil a zamracil
Se.

Now, my (A69-77)

A69

Anonym Anlglické pohadky (English Fairy Tales)
“Now, my dear,” said she, “I’ll you what you shall do.
., Ted, drahy, poslouchejte.

A70

Anonym Anlglicke pohadky (English Fairy Tales)

“Now, my dear, here you’ll be shut in tomorrow with some victuals and some flax, and if you
haven’t spun five skeins by the night, your head’ll go off.”

,, Nazitri, moje mila, budes tu jen s kopou Inu a trochou obcerstveni zaviena, a jestli do vecera
peét praden spredeno mit nebudes, o hlavu prijdes.”
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ATl

Arthur C. Clarke Setkani s Ramou (Rendezvous with Rama)

“Now, my idea was that if the Martians could build a good machine, with all their know-how,
it would really perform on the Moon - where gravity is only half as strong.”

Taky mé napadlo, zZe kdyby technicky vyspéeli Martané dokazali postavit dobry stroj, na Mésici
by teprve ukazal, co umi - kdyz je tam gravitace jen polovicni."

AT72

Mark Frost Seznam sedmi (The List of Seven)
Now, my friend, what have you brought for us?”
A ted, priteli, co jsi nam piinesl?”

AT3

R.L. Stevenson Podivuhodny pripad Dr. Jekylla a pana Hyda (The Strange Case of Dr Jekyll
and Mr Hyde)

“Now, my good man,” said the lawyer, “be explicit.

,» Ale tak mi to pfec vysvétlete, mily Poole!” ekl advokat.

AT74

J.R.R Tolkien Pan prstenii 1 (The Lord of the Rings 1)

“Now, my little fellows, where be you a-going to, puffing like a bellows?
., No tak, chlapicci, kampak se to Zenete a funite jako méchy?

AT75

Mark Twain Dobrodruzstvi Toma Sawyera (The Adventures of Tom Sawyer)

Now, my boy, tell us everything that occurred - tell it in your own way - do n’t skip anything,
and do n’t be afraid.”

Reknéte nam to viastnimi slovy - nic nevynechejte a nebojte se.”

AT76

Mark Twain Dobrodruzstvi Toma Sawyera (The Adventures of Tom Sawyer)

“Now, my boy, | hope you’re good and hungry, because breakfast will be ready as soon as the
sun’s up, and we’ll have a piping hot one, too - make yourself easy about that!

., A ted, chlapce, doufam, ze mas pordadny hlad, protoze snidané bude hotovd, jen co vyjde
slunce.

ATT

Virginia Woolf Pani Dallowayova (Mrs Dalloway)
“Now, my dear, do n’t be a fool.

,, Podivej, milacku, prestan bldznit.

Now, now (A78-83)

AT8

Sandra Brown Zdravim temnoto (Hello Darkness)
Now, now, move it!”

Pohyb, pohyb!”
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AT9

Mark Frost Seznam sedmi (The List of Seven)

“Now, now what seems to be the trouble here?”’asked Doyle, slipping into his best bedside
manner.

., Tak jaképak mate potize?” vpravil se Doyle do svych nejlepsich osetrovatelskych zpusobii.

A80

J.R.R Tolkien Pdn prstenii 1 (The Lord of the Rings 1)
“Now, now, my dear hobbit!” said Gandalf.

,»No tak, no tak, mily hobite!” rekl Gandalf.

A81

J.R.R Tolkien Pan prstenii 2 (The Lord of the Rings 2)
“Now, now!” said Gimly.

., No tak!” rekl Gimly.

A82

J.R.R Tolkien Pdn prstenii 2 (The Lord of the Rings 2)
“Now, now!” said Sam.

., No tak,” rekl Sam.

A83

J.R.R Tolkien Pdn prstenii 2 (The Lord of the Rings 2)
“Now, now, growled Shagrat, “I have my orders.

,, Hele ,hele,” zavrcel Sagrat, ,,ja mam svuj rozkaz.

Now, listen (A84-88)

AB4

Douglas Adams Stopariiv priivodce po Galaxii (The Hitch Hiker’s Guide to the Galaxy)
,»Now, listen to this, Beeblebrox, and you better listen good!”

., Tak poslouchej, Biblbroxi, a koukej poslouchat dobre!”

A85

Kingsley Amis Statsny Jim (Lucky Jim)

,,Now, listen to me, Christine.

,, Poslyste, Christino, jdu ted ven objednat taxi.

A86

Isaac Asimov Ocelové jeskyné (The Caves of Steel)
Now, listen to me.

Ted poslouchejte.

A87

Rudyard Kipling Kniha dzungli — Mowgli (The Jungle Book — Mowgli)
Now, listen.

Ale poslys.

A88

J.K. Rowling Harry Potter a kamen mudrcii (Harry Potter and the Philosopher’s Stone)
Now, listen to me, all three of yeh -- yer meddlin’ in things that don’ concern yeh.

Ted mé poslouchejte, vsecky tri - pletete se do véci, do kterejch vam nic neni.
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Now, then (A89-92)

A89

Isaac Asimov Ocelové jeskyné (The Caves of Steel)

“Now, then, I promised this would be to the benefit of Spacetown’s project, so - Wait, he‘s
coming to.”

., Nuze tedy, slibil jsem, Ze to bude ve prospéch planu Vesmirného Mésta, tak... OkamZzik,
prichazi k sobe.”

A90

Thomas Harris Miceni jehnatek (The Silence of the Lambs)
Now, then.

A za minutku si dame vecefi.”

A9l

Alan Alexander Milne Medvidek Pu (Winnie-The-Pooh)
“Now, then!”

Tak tedy!

A92

Mark Twain Dobrodruzstvi Toma Sawyera (The Adventures of Tom Sawyer)
Now, then, let that learn you!”

Podruhé se das lepsi pozor!”

Now, tell (A93-96)

A93

Jonathan Franzen Rozhreseni (The Corrections)
Now, tell me, when do you get here?”

Tak mi rekni, kdy sem dorazis?”

A94

John Grisham Partner (The Partner)
Now, tell us how you did it.”

Tak nam reknéte, jak jste je zpiisobili.”

A95

Alice Munro Utek (Runaway)

“Now, tell me your names,” she said, with a grin that she could not suppress and that was not
returned.

,,Jeste mi prozradte, jak se jmenujete,” vyzvala je s usmévem, ktery nemohla potlacit a ktery
neopétovali.

A96

Anne Rivers Siddons Bezpecné vysiny (Hill Towns)

He could mimic Corinne perfectly, and | would find myself laughing in spite of my
annoyance when he said things like, “Now, tell me, Catherine, just when did you first notice
this terrible fear of fucking on suspension bridges?”

Zjistila jsem, Ze se sméju, namisto abych byla nastvana, kdyz mi rikal véci jako:,, Nu, jen se mi
sver, Catherine, kdys poprvé zaznamenala ten priserny strach z intimniho styku na visutém
moste?”
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Now, look (A97-100)

A97

Isaac Asimov Ocelové jeskyné (The Caves of Steel)
“Now, look,” he said tenderly, “you’re being a baby.”
., Poslys,” Fekl nezne, ,,chovdas se jako dite.”

A98

John Grisham Advokdt chudych (The Street Lawyer)
Now, look me in the eyes, and tell me if you’re clean.”
Tak se mi podivejte do oci a reknéle mi, jestli jste Cista.”

A99

Alan Alexander Milne Medvidek Pu (Winnie-The-Pooh)
Now, look there.”

,Podivej se tamhle.”

A100
John Steinbeck O mysich a lidech (Of Mice and Men)
Now, look — I’ll give him the work tickets, but you ain’t gonna say a word.

A ted’ dej pozor. Ja mu dam ty karticky, a ty nesmis ani ceknout.

Now, wait (A101-103)

Al101

Isaac Asimov Ocelové jeskyné (The Caves of Steel)
“Now, wait Lije.”

»Ne tak zhurta, Lije.

Al102

J.K. Rowling Harry Potter a kamen mudrcii (Harry Potter and the Philosopher’s Stone)
“Now, wait quietly, Potter.”

Ted'v klidu pockejte, Pottere.

103

J.R.R Tolkien Pdn prstenii 2 (The Lord of the Rings 2)
“Now, wait a bit and be patient!”” he said.

»1ed chvilku pockej a bud’ trpélivy!” fekl.

Now, let (A104-106)

Al104

John Grisham Klient (The Client)
Now, let’s get the hell outta here!
Tak a ted’ odsud vypadneme.

A105
Kazuo Ishiguro Malir pomijivého svéta (An Artist of the Floating World)
Now, let’s keep quiet for a while and see if you fall asleep.”
A ted’ uz budeme chvili zticha, abych zjistil, jestli dokazes usnout.”
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A106

Johanna Lindsey Zamilovany nicema (A Loving Scoundrel)

As soon as they got downstairs, Regina told her, “Now, let me see how you walk.
Jakmile sesly dolii, Regina ji vyzvala:,, A ted mi predvedte, jak chodite.

Well, | (B1-B23)

Bl

Douglas Adams Stopariiv pritvodce po Galaxii (The Hitch Hiker’s Guide to the Galaxy)
“Well, I may have just dropped in briefly, you know, on my way somewhere...”

., Mozna jsem tak prosté jenom zaskocil na ceste nekam...”

B2
Lewis Caroll Alenka za zrcadlem (Through the Looking Glass)
,Well, | don’t want any to-day, at any rate.”

B3

Arthur C. Clarke Setkani s Ramou (Rendezvous with Rama)

“Well, | was merely pointing out that there’s nothing conceptually novel about Rama, though
its size is startling.

,,No dobre, chtél jsem jenom zdiiraznit, Ze na Ramovi neni nic principialné nového, ackoli
jeho velikost ohromuje.

B4

Cathy Day Cirkus v zime (The Circus in Winter)
“Well, I guess he just did n't want to get it back for me.
,,Mné bylo jasné, proc¢ se mu pro néj nechce.

B5 Cathy Day Cirkus v zime (The Circus in Winter)
“Well, I 'm sure she’s a good girl.
,,Ale podle mé je to slusna holka.

B6
Arthur Conan Doyle Posledni poklona (The Last Bow)
“Well, | chose AUGUST for the word, and 1914 for the figures, and here we are.”

., Za slovo jsem si vybral SRPEN a za cislice 1914, a ten cas nyni nadesel.”

B7
Francis Scott Fitzgerald Diamant velky jako Ritz (The Diamond as Big as the Ritz)
Well, | have that last and | will make the usual nothing of it.

No, na mé zbude to druhé a nebude mi to jako obvykle k nicemu.’

’

B8
Francis Scott Fitzgerald Velky Gatsby (The Great Gatsby)
“Well, 1"l certainly try.

,»No, pokusim se, to jiste.

B9

Francis Scott Fitzgerald Velky Gatsby (The Great Gatshy)

“Well, I tried to swing the wheel - * He broke off, and suddenly | guessed at the truth.
,.Inu, pokusil jsem se strhnout volant — ”Zarazil se a ja jsem najednou uhodl pravdu.
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B10

Jonathan Franzen Rozhreseni (The Corrections)

“Well, 1 think he should be in law,” Enid said.

,»Ja si myslim, Ze by mél délat néco kolem zakont,” prohlasila Enid.

Bll

John Grisham Klient (The Client)
“Well , | =

. No,ja...”

B12
John Grisham Posledni viile (The Tetsament)
“Well, I, uh, I’m not-*

., No, ja, ach, ja jsem nic...’

’

B13
Arthur Hailey Konecna diagnoza (The Final Diagnosis)
Well, I'll answer it.

Dobra, odpovim na ni.

B14

Kazuo Ishiguro Malir pomijivého svéta (An Artist of the Floating World)

Well, I made sure that evening there 'd be no obstacles to her happiness on account of my
career.

Prece praveé ten vecer jsem se postaral, aby ji ma minulost nestdla v cesté ke stesti.

B15

Jerome K. Jerome T7i muzi ve ¢lunu (Three men in a boat)

“Well, I do n’t see how YOU can know much about it, one way or the other,” George retorted
on Harris.

., A ja zas nechdpu, Kde ty beres ty védomosti o praci,” oplatil George Harrisovi, ** protoze at
meé hrom baci, jestli jsi polovicku ¢asu neprospal!

B16

Jerome K. Jerome T7i muzi ve ¢lunu (Three men in a boat)

“Well, I do n’t know, gents,” replied the noble fellow,” but | suppose SOME train’s got to go
to Kingston;

,»No, ja teda nevim, pani,” odvétil ten slechetny muz, ,, ale predpokladam, ze néj akej viak do
Kingstonu jet musi, tak tam teda pojedu ja.

B17

Jayne Ann Krentz Zajatci snii (Falling Awake)

“Those are n’t mine.” She hesitated, frowning a little. “Well, | suppose they are now, given
that they were addressed to me.

,, Ty nejsou moje.” Zarazila se.

., Vlastné ted’ asi ano, protoze na nich je moje adresa.

B18

Johanna Lindsey Zamilovany nicema (A Loving Scoundrel)

“Well, I assume you are n’t used to being on this end of getting robbed.
., No, myslim, Ze asi nejsi zvykla, aby té nékdo chtél okrast.
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B19

Alan Alexander Milne Medvidek Pu (Winnie-The-Pooh)
“Well, | thought perhaps you would n’t,” said Pooh.

., INo jd jen myslel, ze bys je mozna nenasel. ekl Pu.

B20

Alice Munro Uték (Runaway)

“Well, | haven’t got time for all that,” Gretchen said.
,,Na to uz ale nemam cas,” namitla Gretchen.

B21

George Orwell 1984 (1984)

Well, 1 was young in them days, and I was going to 'ave fetched ' im one, only — *
No, byl jsem tenkrat mladej a byl bych mu jednu vrazil, jenze...”

B22 Anne Rivers Siddons Bezpecné vysiny (Hill Towns)
“Well, I’m not afraid anymore,” | said.
,,No, ja uz se ted nebojim,” vmetla jsem mu do tvare.

B23

Mark Twain Dobrodruzstvi Toma Sawyera (The Adventures of Tom Sawyer)
“Well, | was afeard.”

,,Jen tak. Ja se bal.”

Well, you (B24-B34)

B24

Douglas Adams Restaurace na konci vesmiru (The Restaurant at the End of the Universe)
“Well, you’re obviously being totally naive of course,” said the girl,“When you’ve been in
marketing as long as I have you’ll know that before any new product can be developed it has
to be properly researched.

., Vy jste totiz strasné naivni, pane,” zahovorila k Fordovi divka se silnym hlasem. ,, Kdybyste
pracoval v prizkumu trhu tak dlouho jako ja, védél byste, Ze nez se zacne s vyvojem nového
vyrobku, je nutno ditkladne zmapovat trh.

B25

Douglas Adams Stopariiv priivodce po Galaxii (The Hitch Hiker’s Guide to the Galaxy)
,»Well, you know, not happy as such, but...”

,,INo VIS, ne tak docela, ale...”

B26

Kingsley Amis Statsny Jim (Lucky Jim)

Well, you’ll be wanting more definite information than that, won’t you.”
Potreboval byste ale néjaké presnéejsi vyjadreni.”

B27

Jeanette Angell Dvoji zZivot (Callgirl)
“Well, you 're a hooker now, aren’t you?”
,»No, ted jsi prece dévka, ne?”
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B28

Isaac Asimov Ocelové jeskyné (The Caves of Steel)
“Well, you know how I feel about those things, Lije.
,, Jiste, vy vite, co o nich soudim. Lije.

B29

Sandra Brown Chut ldsky (The Crush)
“Well, you’re wrong.

No, tak to jste na omylu.

B30

Truman Capote Snidané u Tiffanyho (Breakfast at Tiffany ’s)
Well, you can’t really run off and leave everybody.”

Vzdyt nemiuizes takhle utéct a vSechny nas opustit.”

B3l

Lewis Caroll Alenka za zrcadlem (Through the Looking Glass)

She had had quite a long argument with her sister only the day before - all because Alice had
begun with “Let’s pretend we’re kings and queens; “and her sister, who liked being very exact
, had argued that they couldn’t, because there were only two of them, and Alice had been
reduced at last to say, “Well, you can be one of them then, and I’ll be all the rest.”

Zrovna den predtim se dostaly se sestrou do hadky, a to jen proto , Ze Alenka zas spustila.: ,,
Budeme jako krdlové a kralovny, “ a sestra, ktera si potrpéla na presnost, ji dokazovala, to Ze
byt nemohou, protoze jsou jen dvé, az nakonec Alenka slevila:,, Dobre, ty budes délat jednu a
ja ty ostatni.”

B32

Arthur C. Clarke Setkani s Ramou (Rendezvous with Rama)
“Well, you were n’t lying.

,Dobfe, ty bys nelhal.

B33

Robin Cook Toxin (Toxin)

“Well, you got more to do.

Ale nebudem ztrdcet cas - mas dost co délat.

B34

Cathy Day Circus v zimé (The Circus in Winter)

Well, you two think on it and come back tomorrow.

No nic, tak si to nechte oba projit hlavou a zejtra prijdte.

Well, if (B35-B56)

B35

Douglas Adams Stopariiv pritvodce po Galaxii (The Hitch Hiker’s Guide to the Galaxy)
“Well, if everyone has that perhaps it means something!

., Jestli to ma kazdy, tak to treba prece jen néco znamend!
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B36

Kingsley Amis Statsny Jim (Lucky Jim)

Well, if 1 find you playing this sort of trick again, or any sort of bloody clever trick, I’ll break
your horrible neck for you and get you dismissed from your job as well.

Tedy: jestli mi to jesté jednou provedete, nebo jestli mi viibec néco takového jesté jednou
provedete, zprerazim vam pazoury a dam vas vyhodit ze skoly, rozumél jste?”

B37

Kingsley Amis Statsny Jim (Lucky Jim)

“Well, if you drink as much as that you must expect to feel a bit off colour the next day,
mustn’t you?”

“Co chcete? Nemiizete se divit, Ze vam je rano Spatné, kdyz takhle pijete.”

B38

Isaac Asimov Ocelové jeskyné (The Caves of Steel)

“Well, if it will not offend you, | will try to explain myself.
,,Dobra. Kdyz se neurazite, pokusim se to sam vysvetlit.

B39

Sandra Brown Chut ldsky (The Crush)

“Well, if you ask me, all her volunteering won’t make up for her past shenanigans,”she said
with a righteous sniff.

,,Jestli cheete co védet, tak podle me Zadnou dobrovolnou praci nenapravi vsecko, co v
minulosti vyvedla,” pravila s opovrzenim pocestné Zeny.

B40

Arthur Conan Doyle Posledné pokiona (The Last Bow)
“Well, if you will be so good, Watson.”

,, Pokud mi laskavé vyhovite, Watsone.”

B41

Arthur Conan Doyle Posledné pokiona (The Last Bow)
“Well, if you wish to see Godfrey, you shall.

. Nu, kdyz na tom trvdte, promluvite si s Godfreyem.

B42

Francis Scott Fitzgerald Velky Gatsby (The Great Gatshy)
Well, if that’s the idea you can count me out...

Jestli to ma byt takhle, tak to se mnou nepocitej ...

B43

Francis Scott Fitzgerald Velky Gatsby (The Great Gatsby)

“Well, if you’re a poor driver you oughtn’t to try driving at night.
“No, kdyz jste mizerny ridic, nemél byste zkouset 7idit v noci.”

B44

Jonathan Franzen Rozhreseni (The Corrections)

“Well, if he’s able to follow basic instructions, and he’s willing to travel east in January,
Curly might try to include him.

., Takze pokud je schopen ridit se zdakladnimi pokyny a pokud bude ochoten vyrazit si v lednu
na vychod, Kudrnac by se ho mohl pokusit zaradit do programu.
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B45
Arthur Hailey Konecna diagnoza (The Final Diagnosis)
Now he grumbled, “Well, if you wish, but...”

Presto brumlave ustoupil:, Dobre, jak si prejes, ale...’

1

B46

John Irving Rok vdovou (A Widow for a Year)

“Well, if that’s what you like,” Marion was saying, “maybe I’ll surprise you!”
,, TakzZe ten se ti libi? ’ptala se. ,, Mozna té prekvapim!”

B47

Jayne Ann Krentz Zajatci snii (Falling Awake)

“Well, if it makes you feel any better,”’she continued, “Ellis Cutler is not a hot date.
., Jestli té to uklidni,” pokracovala, ,,s Ellisem Cutlerem nic nemam.

B48

David Herbert Lawrence Panna a cikan (The Virgin and the Gypsy)

“Well, if you don’t mind when we get back, I don’t!” said Leo heroically.

,»INO, jestli vdm na tom nesejde, kdy se vratime, mné¢ jisté ne,” odpovéd¢€l Leo hrdinsky.

B49

Johanna Lindsey Zamilovany nicema (A Loving Scoundrel)

“Well, if you consider the definition of that word, then, yes, | do.

., No, kdyz zvazim, co to vSechno to slovo znamend, pak ano, jsi miij pritel.

B50

Johanna Lindsey Zamilovany nicema (A Loving Scoundrel)

Danny shrugged, conceding, “Well, if he’s that stupid, as I said, it’s a good thing then that |
came upstairs before he noticed me.

Danny pokrcila rameny a pripustila:,, Dobra, jestli je tak hloupy, tak bylo dobre, Ze jsem
odesla diiv, nez si mé stacil v§imnout.

B51

Alan Alexander Milne Medvidek Pu (Winnie-The-Pooh)

Well , if you see Christopher Robin anywhere , you might tell him I want him.”
No, wvidis - li nékde Krystifka Robina, iekni mu, ze bych s nim chtélo mluvit.”

B52

Alan Alexander Milne Medvidek Pu (Winnie-The-Pooh)
“Well, if they’re lost to-morrow, may | find them?”

,, Muzu je jit hledat, az zase nékdy zabloudi?”

B53

Anne Rivers Siddons Bezpecné vysiny (Hill Towns)

“Well, if it will help, Yolanda has said she’d come with us,” Ada said .
., No, jestli by to pomohlo, tak Yolanda by s nami jela take.

B54

John Steinbeck O mysich a lidech (Of Mice and Men)

“Well, if that’s all you want, | might get a couple rabbits myself.”

., Kdyz vam nejde o nic vic, nakyho toho kralika bych vam uz snad sehnala.’
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B55
J.R.R Tolkien Pan prstenii 2 (The Lord of the Rings 2)
Well, if that’s over, I’ll have a bit of sleep.”

Nu, jestli je to odbyto, tak si trochu zdiimnu.’

1

B56

George Herbert Wells Neviditelny (The Invisible Man)

“Well, if that do n’t lick everything!” said Mr. Wadgers, and left the alternative unsaid.
,,INo jestli tohle neni koruna vseho!” prohodil pan Wadgers a nechal druhou moznost
nevyslovenou.

Well, then (57-60)

B57

Joy Fielding Panenka (Puppet)

“Well, then, maybe she won’t kill anybody else.”
,,No, aspon uz tam nikoho neoddelad.”

B58

John Grisham Posledni viile (The TeStament)
“Well, then,” he said, “do we have a settlement?”
»Dobra,” fekl. ,, Takze jsme se dohodli?”

B59

Anne Rivers Siddons Bezpecné vysiny (Hill Towns)

Well, then, you really can’t blame Joe too much, can you?”

No, potom ale Joea doopravdy tolik odsuzovat nemiizete, vidte?”

B60

Mark Twain Dobrodruzstvi Toma Sawyera (The Adventures of Tom Sawyer)
“Well, then, Becky, we must stay here, where there’s water to drink.

., Tak tedy, Becky, musime zustat tady.

Well, well (61-69)

B61

Isaac Asimov Ocelové jeskyné (The Caves of Steel)

Well, well,” said Clousarr, joylessly.

,» No, no!” tekl Clousarr s posklebkem, ,,jako aristokrat nebo fizl C tiidy.

B62

Sandra Brown Chut’ lasky (The Crush)

“Well, well. Look who’s back.”

., Hele, hele, podivejme, kdo se nam to vratil.”

B63
Arthur Conan Doyle Posledné pokiona (The Last Bow)
“Well, well, that’s fine.”
., Péekna hracicka.”
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B64

Joy Fielding Panenka (Puppet)
“Well, well, well.”

,,Ano, ano, ano.”

B65

Jonathan Franzen Rozhreseni (The Corrections)
“Well, well.”

To se podivejme.”

B66

Grisham Klient (The Client)
“Well, well.

., Tak dobra , je to pro mé pocta.

B67

Rudyard Kipling Kniha dzungli — Mowgli (The Jungle Book — Mowgli)

Well, well, we will overlook thy letting the herd run off, and perhaps I will give thee one of
the rupees of the reward when | have taken the skin to Khanhiwara.”

Dobrd, dobra, prehlédneme, Zes nechal stado utéci, a Snad ti dam jednu rupii z odmeény, az
donesu kuzi do Khanhiwary.”

B68

Alan Alexander Milne Medvidek Pu (Winnie-The-Pooh)
“Well, well, I shall go and fetch Christopher Robin.”
Tak ja dojdu pro Krystiuvka Robina.”

B69

J.R.R Hobit (The Hobbit)
“Well, well!” said a voice.

,, Vida, vida! "rekl nejaky hlas.

Well, let (70-72)

B70

Kingsley Amis Statsny Jim (Lucky Jim)
“Well, let’s forget it, shall we?”

., MiiZeme na to zapomenout, ne?”

B71

Isaac Asimov Ocelové jeskyné (The Caves of Steel)

Well, let me follow up another thought in my mind, Dr. Gerrigel.
Mam na mysli jesté néco jiného, dr. Gerrigeli.

B72 Robin Cook Toxin (Toxin)
“Well, let’s call her,” Kim sputtered.
,, Tak ji proboha hned zavolejte, "vyhrkl Kim.

111



Well, now (B73-78)

B73

Isaac Asimov Ocelové jeskyné (The Caves of Steel)

“Well, now,”said Baley, feeling his temper slipping,” if you had let yourself be waited on,
you”d have been out of here by now.

,, Ale dobre,” Fekl Baley, ktery ztracel trpélivost, ,, kdybyste se dala obslouZit, uz byste byla
venku.

B74

Sandra Brown Chut ldsky (The Crush)
“Well, now, see, | tried.

,,No Vis, pokousel jsem se.”

B75

Arthur Conan Doyle Posledné pokiona (The Last Bow)

“Well, now, Miss Winter, if you would call here tomorrow evening at five.
,, Podivejte se, slecno Winterova, mohla byste sem prijit zitra v pét hodin?

B76

Jonathan Franzen Rozhreseni (The Corrections)

“Well, now, Dad,” Gary said in the low, slow voice he reserved for situations in which he was
very angry and very certain he was right. “You can’t do that.”

“Takze tati, "Fekl Gary hlubokym a pomalym hlasem, ktery mél vyhrazeny na situace, kdy byl
velice nahnévany a zcela presvédceny, ze md pravdu, “to prosté nemiizes udélat.”

B77

Johanna Lindsey Zamilovany nicema (A Loving Scoundrel)
“Well, now, that’s a bleedin' shame.

,,INo, to mas zatracenou smitlu.

B78

J.K. Rowling Harry Potter a kamen mudrcu (Harry Potter and the Philosopher’s Stone)
“Well, now -- Mr. Potter.

., TakzZe, pane Pottere.

Well, my (79-87)

B79

Anonym Anglické pohadky (English Fairy Tales)

“Well, my dear,” says he.

., Tedy draha, nevidim, nez Ze i zitrejsiho rana vSechna pradena spredena budou, a tedy té o
Zivot pripravit nebudu musit. I povecerime dnes spolu.”

B80

Dan Brown Andélé a Démoni (Angels and Demons)
“Well, my students enjoy...”

,»No, mym studentiim se to libi...”
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B81

Arthur C. Clarke Setkani s Ramou (Rendezvous with Rama)
“Well, my fellow delegates, Mercury has done more than this.
Nuze, mi kolegove delegati, Merkur udélal vic nez jenom tolik.

B82

Joy Fielding Panenka (Puppet)

Mallins, it’s the police. “Well, my first thought was that John had been arrested, that they’d
discovered his real identity, that they’d come to arrest me too.

., Pani Mallinsova, tady je policie. ,, No, mé nejdriv napadlo, zZe Johna zatkli, Ze odhalili jeho
skutecnou identitu, a Ze mé jdou taky zatknout.

B83

Jonathan Franzen Rozhreseni (The Corrections)

“Well, my car’s right across the street.”

,, Pres ulici stoji moje auto.”

B84

John Grisham Klient (The Client)

“Well, my theory is that the kid was in the, car before Clifford shot himself, and that he was
there for some time because of all the prints, and that he and Clifford talked about something.
,,»Nu, podle mé teorie ten kluk byl ve voze jesté predtim, nez se Clifford zastrelil, byl tam
néjakou chvili, protoze tam ziistalo plno jeho otiskii. A s Cliffordem o nécem mluvili.

B85

Arthur Hailey Konecna diagnoza (The Final Diagnosis)
She appeared to consider.” Well, my pulse has been normal;
Lucy chvili uvazovala.

B86

Arthur Hailey Konecnad diagnoza (The Final Diagnosis)

“Well, my young pathologist friend, Lucy Grainger expects an answer today.
., Tak, mily kamaradde! Lucy Graingerova ocekava odpoved’ dnes!

B87

J.K. Rowling Harry Potter a kamen mudrcu (Harry Potter and the Philosopher’s Stone)
“Well, my gran brought me up and she’s a witch,”said Neville,“but the family thought | was
all- Muggle for ages.

,, Totiz, mé vychovala babicka, a ta je carodéjka,” Fekl Neville, ,,ale vSichni v rodiné si hrozné
dlouho mysleli, Ze jsem uplny mudla.
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Well, do (B88-99)

B88

Douglas Adams Stopariiv pritvodce po Galaxii (The Hitch Hiker’s Guide to the Galaxy)
“Well, do you think this is Southend?”

A ty si myslis, ze je tohle Southend?”

B89

Jeanette Angell Dvoji Zivot (Callgirl)

Everyone around here always says, “Well, do n’t be so sure, remember the time we had a
snowstorm in April?”” which is what New Englanders like to say, even though in point of fact
that one snowstorm was an aberration that was years ago and hasn’t repeated since.

Vsichni tady vzdycky Fikavaji: ,, No jo, jen se netéste, pamatujete piece, Ze jednou tu snézilo i
v dubnu?” Patri to k novoanglickym oblibenym réenim, i kdyz zminéné snézeni bylo vyjimka
stard radu let a od té doby se neopakovalo.

B90

Dan Brown Sifia mistra Leonarda (The Da Vinci Code)
“Well, don’t hold your breath.

,,No dobrad.

BI1

Jonathan Franzen Rozhreseni (The Corrections)

“Well, don’t lose anymore,” Enid said with the skimpy laugh with which she tried to hide
large feelings.

,,No, prosté uz dal nehubni,” uzaviela hovor Enid s kratkym zasmanim, jimz se snaZila zakryt
rozporné pocity.

B92

Jonathan Franzen Rozhreseni (The Corrections)

“Well, do you think it’s going to happen with this new equipment?” Gary said.

., Tak co se podle tebe stane s tim novym zarizenim? "nedal mu vydechnout Gary.

B93

Jonathan Franzen Rozhreseni (The Corrections)
“Well, don’t | have a right?

,, Copak na to nemam pravo?

B94

William Golding Pdan much (The Lord of the Flies)
“Well, don’t do it again.

., Tak tohle uz nikdy nedélej.

B95

Kazuo Ishiguro An Artist of the Floating World (Malir pomijivého svéta)
“Well, do tell me then, Matsuda.

,Dobra.
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B96

Jerome K. Jerome T7i muzi ve ¢lunu (Three men in a boat)
“Well, do you know, | THOUGHT 1 heard something!”

., No ja ti teda musim rict, ze se mi ZDALO, zZe néco slysim.’

1

B97

Johanna Lindsey Zamilovany nicema (A Loving Scoundrel)
Well, do hurry.

Tak honem!

B98

Danielle Steel Strdazny andél (Johnny Angel)

“Well, don’t rush anything,” she said with a grin, and he laughed at her.
., Nepospichej,” naléhala na néj.

B99

J.R.R Tolkien Pdn prstenii 1 (The Lord of the Rings 1)
“Well, do as you think best!” said Fredegar.

., No, délejte, jak myslite!” Fekl Cvalimir.

Well, see (100-102)

B100

Jeanette Angell Dvoji zZivot (Callgirl)
“Well, see, | have this theory.

,,No vis, mam jednu teorii.”

B101

Sandra Brown Chut lasky (The Crush)
“Well, see, I’m not actually performing yet.

., No, vite, ja jsem viastné jesté nevystupovala.

B102

John Grisham Partner (The Partner)

“Well, see, that’s what bothers me, Jack, because I think you know precisely who she is.”
,, Vite, prave to mé znepokojuje, Jacku, protoze si myslim, Ze vite presné, kdo to je.”

Well, look (103-106)

B103
Jonathan Franzen Rozhreseni (The Corrections)
“Well, look at this,” he said.

,,No, to se na to podivejme,”” prohlasil.

B104

Rudyard Kipling Kniha dzungli — Mowgli (The Jungle Book — Mowgli)
“Well, look to it then that thou dost not kill the man-cub.

,,Dobra; jenom hled, abys lidské mlade nezabil.
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B105

Alan Alexander Milne Medvidek Pu (Winnie-The-Pooh)

So they went into Kanga’s house, and when Roo had said,” Hallo, Pooh,” and “Hallo, Piglet”
once, and “Hallo, Tigger” twice, because he had never said it before and it sounded funny,
they told Kanga what they wanted, and Kanga said very kindly, “Well, look in my cupboard,
Tigger dear, and see what you’d like.”

Sli tedy dovniti ke Klokanici, a kdyz rekl Klokanek jednou ,, Nazdar, Pu” a ,, Nazdar,
Prasatko” a dvakrat ,, Nazdar, Tygre”, protoze to jeste nikdy nerikal a znélo to tak divne,
rekli Klokanici, co chtéji, a Klokanice rekla viidne: ,, Podivej se, mily Tygre, do spizky, co bys
rad.”

B106

John Steinbeck O mysich a lidech (Of Mice and Men)
Well, look.

Poslouchej tedy, Lennie.
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here and now
nowadays
now and then
right now
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ted’, nyni, pravé

from now on od ted, od této chvile

up to now do ted, doposud

by now touto dobou

Now you are talking! To je (aspof) Fetl, Tak se mi libig!
hned, okamZité

I must feave now. Musim ckamZité odejit.

Give me the fetter, now! Dej mi ten dopis, délej!

ted uz

uZ, JiZ (hl. v d&ji v minulém &ass)

vyjadruje dany ckamzik v té dobé

It was too late now. Bylo vSak jiZ pozdé.

now (then) (hovor.) tak{Ze), a ted’ (uvozeni novéha tEmatu)
(hovar.) no, nuZe, tak tedy (pfi vahavém zafatku véty)
no tak (mirng zdiraznéni pifkazu)

Come on now. Mo tak pojd.

now that ted (kdyz), kdyz uz
Now that vou are here ... KdyZ uzZ jsi tady ...

nyné&jsi, soucasny
moderni, modni

now and then, (every) now and again obcas, €as od €asu, tu a
tam, z ¢asu na cas

any day/moment/time now kaZdou chvili, co nevidét, kazdym
dnem (ve velmi blizké dobg)

And now for ... Ated k... (jinému tématu - ve zpravach ap.)

just now pravé/zrovna (ted”) (prad chviligkau)

just now zrowvna, pravé ted’ (v tomto akamiku)

I'm busy just now. Ted zrovna mam hodné prace., Ted nemam £as.
It's now or never. Ted nebo nikdy.

Now, now. Ale no tak. (chldchalivé)

Now, now /then ale no tak (pfatelské pakarani)

Now then, don't be rude. Ale no tak, nebud drzy.
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wellt
well?
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wellt
well?
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welll (o) &

adv (better, best)
1. dobfe
I'don't know him well, Moc dobfe ho neznam.
He plays better than I do. Hraje |[épe nez ja.
{slang.) be (BrE) well in/{AmE) in well with sb byt za dobfe,
vychazet s kvm
(BrE, hovor.) be well away byt zaZrany (do nééeha)
be well up on sth byt dobry v éem (historii ap.)
feave well afone nechat byt
Z. (po)iadné, dikladné
do sth well (u)délat co (po)fadné
3. think well of sb mit vysoké minéni o kom
speak well of sh pochvalné mluvit o kom
4. dobfe, hodné (o intenzité ap.)
I don't remember her welll Moc si ji nepamatuji.
5. dost, hodné, Fadné
pied predlozkou jako zdiraznéni
well before sth dlouho pied &im
well away dost daleko
do sth well in advance (u)délat co dlouho dopfedu
well over one thousand hodné pfes tisic
&. rozhodnég, skutecné
zdOraznéni nékterych piidavnvch jmen
It's well worth sesing. Rozhodné to stoji za vidéni.
7. (hovor.) pofadné, dost, hodné, pékné
He was well pissed off. Byl pékné nasrany.
8. zdOraznéni nékterych pfislovei
You know perfectly well ... Vi§ moc dobfe ...
2. (wvelmi) pravdépodobné
He may well ... levelmi pravdépodobng, Ze ...
10. lehce, klidng, bez problému
He could well afford a3 new car. Mohl by si klidné koupit nové
auto.
11. tak({Ze), tedy, nuZe (uvozeni)
Well, we can start. (TakZe) miZeme zatit.
Well, then? Tak co? (jak to bude)
12. no, tak
t
. Well, time to go. ... No, je &as jit.
Mo, 1& nevim.
13. no
zmirnéni kritiky, navrhu ap
Well, mayvbe we should wait. No, moZna bychom méli
pockat.
14. no, vite
piil zavahani, k ziskani £asu na rozmysleni ap.
15. no, vlastné
pfi opravé pravé vyitengho
He had a shotgun. Well, maybe it wasn't a shotgun.
brokovnici. No, mozna to nebyla brokovnice.
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dobry, rozumny, vhodny, moudry

It would be well to check it. Bylo by dobré to zkontrolovat.
zamozny, bohaty

No toto! No tedy! (prekvapeni, rozdileni ap.)
NuZe?, No (tak)? (v ofeksvani odpovédi ap., fasto
podraZdéng)

as well as jakoZ i, stejné jako
It is in my interest as well 35 yours. Je to v mém zajmu
stejné jako v tvém.

sb would do well to do sth &do by udélal dobfe, kdyby
udélal co, bylo by dobré, aby kdo udélal co
They would do well if they remembered who supported them.

Bvlo by dobfe, kdyby si pFfipomnéli, kdo je podporoval.

Well, well! Podivejme!, To jsou véci!, Ale ale!, Hled'me!
(pobavené)

oh well no nevadi, no nic

Oh well, it could be worse, No nevadi, mohlo to byt horsi.
as well takeé, stejné tak

His face paled with fear, perhaps with anger as well, Qblice]
mu zbled| strachy a mozna take zlosti.

as well sb /it might/may a jak/bodejt by taky ne, jak
se da/dalo cekat

She was terrified, as well he might be after what had
happened, Byla zd&5enad, a jak by taky ne po tom, co se
stalo.

it is just as well jesté Ze (tak), (to) je jenom dobie

It was just as well you didn't see it. Bylo jediné dobfe, Ze
j5i to nevidé&l.

it is as well to do sth je zahodno/radno/dobré/tieba
(u)délat co

sth might/may as well be sth co stejné tak by
mohlo/midZe byt co (je to stejng mozns)

They might as well be robbers. Stejné tak to mohli byt
lupici.

sh might/may as well do sth kdo miZe klidné wdélat co (i
kdyZ =& mu moc nechce)

You might as well stay. To uf mizes klidné z0stat.

all well and good vSechno (je) zdanlivé v pofadku
(all} well and good jediné dobfe (jestli je to pravda ap.)
be well out of it mit to &tastné za sebou, byt z toho
venku

well and truly (&rE) definitivné, zcela, dplné&, naprosto,
nadobro (ukanfeny ap.)

well and truly solved zcela vyfeSeny

well enough docela, dost (mit rid ap.)

He liked her well enough. MEl ji dost rad.
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