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RECENT MODIFICATIONS OF THE FUNCTIONAL AND COMMUNIC ATIVE CHARACTERISTICS OF
ENGLISH MODALS

Y ecmammi posenanymo ocrnogni menoenyii po3gumxy QYHKYIOHATbHUX MA KOMYHIKAMUSHUX 8IACMUBOCHET CYYACHUX
AHETTICLKUX MOOANLHUX OIECTIG Y KOHMEKCMI COYIanbHO-OUCKYPCUBHUX 3MIH. BiOsnaueno mpu nanpsamxu coyianbHo-
MOMUBOBAHUX 3MIH. Cneyudikayis QyHKYIOHATbHOCMIE, PO3GUMOK HOBUX KOMYHIKAMUGHUX (YHKYIU ma 3MIHU 8 4aACMO-
muocmi yocumky. OCHOBHI NOHAMMS. MOOAIbHE 0IECI080, OUCKYPC, COYIANbHA MOMUBAYIs, DYHKYIOHANbHI | KOMYHI-
KamueHi Xapaxkmepucmuku, KOMYHIKAMUSHUI KOHMeKCM.

The group of present-day English modals is a sjgefcifmation marked by semantic, morphological,dtimnal and
communicative peculiarities. Though grammaticahedats of the language norm are usually relatividple, the mo-
dals are constantly and steadily developing anaigihg their qualities. This development may concgme reorder-
ing (rearrangement) within the group of the modaissome changes in their semantic, functional @mmunicative
features. The aim of the paper is to show the émfbe of the changes in socio-linguistic attitudesh® communicative
and functional features of the Modern English verbs

Basically, the modals stand apart from the reghefEnglish verbs, being an important lexical-gratioal means
of expressing modality. Diachronically this modataming was the dominant motive in the formationhef group in
Middle English and Early New English. Later, théopty in their development lay in the evolutioncacomplication of
their semantic and functional characteristics.

In present-day English the usage of the modalsaistlsndetermined not only by their modal meaningt &lso by
their communicative function in discourse. They sanw more precisely logical, social (interactiveyotional aspects
of communication and, consequently may be lookedssignals of the speaker’'s communicative intestio indicate
such elementary speech acts as requests, prohjlgigomission, etc. In this case the choice ofvlid mostly depends
on the social situation and on the components @tttimmunicative context, such as degree of formdtie nature of
the relationship between the speaker and the ashlesince the linguistic behaviour of individualmiers of the
speech community is individualistic, full of vaii@mt of attitudes according to such factors as tapidiscourse, social
relationship to the addressee, channel of commtioicathe size and the nature of the audience ant Bke. In that
way all the usages of the modals are communicgtiogented to discourse and their use depends randhe social
interrelations in which speakers of English areolagd, on their social status, their education #er wish for ad-
vancement. Today, when social factors are amorlgeomost powerful determinants of language usentbéals have
really become an important vehicle for the socialbpscious communication of feelings and emotiorsgyuctions and
advice, permission and requests, prohibition, ssiige and offers in the daily interactions of mensbef the speech
community, so that only the individual componentdhe social situation can help to interpret thessage. Accord-
ingly actual functioning of the modals can be satgd to clearly visible changes as it is easilget#d by the change-
able character of discourse, by the changes isdhil-linguistic attitudes of speakers of Engli€enerally, a linguis-
tic convention in discourse and speech acts reafliet conventions of culture and the changes oflififrerent discour-
sal features shown easily in the changes of thetifumal characteristics of the language patternssie. Most vividly
the changeable character of discourse is seereimubility of the social imperative usages of thedads that rapidly
react to the changes of the social-linguistic catiems, such as the relative social tolerancewtisé to more democ-
ratic social behaviour, which begin to dominatéhie speech community. The passage of time hasassedial revolu-
tion in Britain, which affected the linguistic behaur of speakers of English when a more pragnmsiito-linguistic
sense that marked a shift in language attitudesldpgd. In the meantime, it is the middle classegally that forges
ahead, setting the trend linguistically as welirasther domains of social behaviour [1]. The psscef establishing
new, social attitudes is very slow but neverthethesresults can be visible in the present-daydsen the usage of the
modals. The tendency to a less formal, more dertiocgacial behaviour affects the basic languagéepag with the
modals used in the socio-linguistic interactionarging or marking more specific and restricted chenmunicative
role of the modals as specifically-fixed signalstitd communicative intentions of the speaker iralisse. Thus, for
example, the modal verb ‘can’ has become an asfwenym to ‘may’ to signal such elementary speeaxth as per-
mission request, asking for permission, suggestieproach [2;3;4;5;6;7;8]. The usage of ‘can’ t@whpermission,
earlier marked as spoken and informal, is now dmisd to be the commonest way of giving general @erdonal
permission and is found in standard spoken Englighin official situations alike. This usage of yhhecomes more
peripheral as it is mostly restricted to formalattons or is used in formal writing. One reasontfas alternation can
be named here with some understandable proxintigyusage of ‘may’ for giving permission carries thehority of
the speaker, which is usually avoided in presegtdiacourse because of the implied idea of dononatir personal
authority. The use of ‘may’ in the imperative ussigan also signal the class status of the speadken the voice of
authority is admired or respected. It is clear tietause of this implication ‘may’ is preferredaritten regulations and
rules in which the role of authority becomes sdgimhportant.



Almost the same difference in the usages of ‘caidl ‘@ay’ is observed when these verbs are useddking per-
mission and requests. ‘Can’ is acceptable in magh$ of spoken and written English and is more comtian the
structures with 'may’. This use of ‘may’ is considd very formal and often suggests social resggeichildren often
use ‘may’ when speaking to adults. Though ‘can’ andy’ can be interchangeable, a discoursal rggirids some-
times imposed on the usage of ‘may’ which, foranse, is usually avoided in asking for general p&sion, something
which is normally allowed. Compare: Can you takerypet mice to school? [9]. The usage of the sudtjua from
‘might’, marked as British English, is found in thd, discreet requests for permission, sometimigks strong implica-
tion of diffidence, hesitation or exaggerated mulgss which is thought obsequious today. This usafgt as old-
fashioned, even outdated by some speakers of lBnglis

Informal requests are usually signalled by theafsean’, the form ‘could’ makes the request moudite and tact-
ful. The degree of politeness and formality canirfeeeased by using special patterns with the vealn’; such as Do
you think | can (could); | wonder if you could; tsere any possibility that you could. On the camtréhe informal
character of ‘can’ is intensified in the negativistures which function as rhetorical questionise Torm ‘may’ in in-
terrogative patterns is not usual for requestday’'s usage. It becomes quite rare because iaiked by the high
degree of formality of the communicative contextsounds most hesitant and respectful. In this dasesubjunctive
form ‘might’ is preferred, though this usage appédarbe also restricted: grammatically, as it isnth mostly in state-
ments; and communicatively, as it often carriesaaenimperative character of request. Besides,ubége seems to be
more British than American. Compare: While you'rg gou might post the letter for me.

Both verbs are used to make suggestions and offéay. is used only in the subjunctive form in Bsit English in
situations when the speaker wants to suggest &r @hople what they should do, whereas ‘can’ asndubjunctive
form ‘could’ are more common for making suggestionthe situations when shared activities thatudel the speaker
are suggested. Still, ‘could’ can be used in thmesaay as ‘might’. Compare: You might like to tryitle more basil
in the sauce next time; We could go for a drinkmaftork tomorrow, if you like; You could always tpainting the wall
a paler colour and see if that looks any bette}. [lt0offers ‘may’ is rather formal and polite, wieas ‘can’ has become
synonymic to the use of the modal ‘shall’. Comp&eall/can | make you a cup of coffee?

Rather a new development is the usage of ‘carfiénsubjunctive form ‘could’ to show the speakensayance, ir-
ritation and reproach at somebody else’s actiompr@sent it is interchangeable with the subjunctoren of the verb
‘may’, though ‘might’ can imply irony and the cdtsm of other people’s actions when the speakegestg, especially
angrily what other people should do to be pleasamtect and polite. These implications make the afs'might’ re-
stricted because in some communicative conteigsnidt considered polite.

So, the general tendency in developing socialractere usages of ‘can’ and ‘may’ shows that thedatoserb
‘may’ tends to become less usual or more formakenpmlite and respectful. ‘Can’ becomes more commall social
usages, acquiring some new communicative functioribe interaction. The modal verb ‘can’ steadigeives a so-
cially neutral character of functioning and becorescommonest way of showing the socially conscioehaviour of
the speaker. In all the cases the speaker can praddtitude to the people he is addressing thrdhg usage of these
verbs as mild or persistent, categorical or noegatical, formal or informal, neutral or ironicdlhe variety of dis-
coursal features is the main factor that determihesdeepening specification in functioning oftak modals. This is
also quite evident in rearranging of other modatt, only ‘may’ and ‘can’, in their social usagesus the increased
specification characterizes the usage of the mddafs, ‘may’, ‘must’, ‘to be to’, ‘shall’, ‘should ‘ought to’, ‘will’ to
express prohibition.

In present-day usage ‘can’ is one of the most usagls of expressing prohibition. It is acceptedrniast forms of
English and is thought to be more friendly thanyiia written regulations. ‘May’ is preferred irewy formal writing
such as official instructions, formal regulatiomgiften or oral). ‘Must’ expresses strong, almadssaute and categori-
cal prohibition, almost a negative command which tiee effect of forbidding an action. The speakarself forbids
the action by his own authority or he states a ibiébn which he supports or it is a prohibition ivh reflects external
authority (documents, public notices). ‘To be t®'another way of showing strong prohibition givegnsome official
authorities. Parents often tell their children twtlo things in this way. Negative structures vsthall’ may acquire the
meaning strong prohibition in British English. ‘$h& usually used today to say rather formallgtla particular thing
is not allowed to. It is rather negative obligatiaith the general effect of prohibition. Conseqierghall’ is often
found in written rules, regulations, laws, and agnents. ‘Should’ and ‘ought to’ are used almostricttangeably in all
communicative contexts, though they may also be tseshow prohibition as a bit of advice not toaloertain thing;
to show that action is unacceptable or understdadahis is the widest way of giving prohibitiomaugh this usage is
found especially in British English. ‘Will’ in negjge structures shows very firm prohibition invaig some authority.
Compare: You can't go swimming; The goalkeeper tchahdle the ball outside the penalty area; Childran't bathe
except in the presence of two lifesavers; Persodgmnul4 unaccompanied by an adult may not entas, [Etter must
not by shown to anyone else; Cars must not pafioirt of the entrance; You are not to speak tongteas, Jimmy; The
school rules state that no child shall be allowetiad the school during the day, unless accompalmjedn adult; You
ought to waste money on smoking; You should notegche speed limit; Bad language will not be totézd; I'll just
go upstairs — You will not.

On the whole ‘can’ for giving prohibition, has b&we nearly as strong as ‘mustn’t’, carrying the ideat some-
thing is prohibited and there is no choice, itgsiast the law. ‘Must’ in negative structures isisiolered to show sub-
jective prohibition. It also conveys absolute phlotion which can’t be avoided because it is supgblly some author-



ity or because there is no choice. Contrary tq this negative structures with ‘can’ are prefeiirethe situations where
the severity of prohibition should be avoided orewehthe implication of a speaker-imposed negatbrarnand is not
desirable.

Thus, the functional characteristics of the modaksd to show prohibition also have become moreiaimsd help-
ing he speaker to actualize her/his communicatitentions in discourse more precisely and to sigimain to the lis-
tener, to the audience, more effectively.

The influence of the social motivation can alscsben in the changes of the functional and commtinécaharac-
teristics of the modals ‘should’ and ‘ought to’, ialin have become almost interchangeable in givingcad prohibition,
reproach, though ‘should’ is more usual. The mdaahave to’ less formal ‘to have got to’ can now found in the
synonymic usage to ‘must’ in complaints and in ggvadvice. Compare: Why must you be always medaliwpy do
you always have to put things so crudely? You synmplist see this play. It's so wonderful. You simpbve to get a
new job; You must go and see the new Spielberg endlie special effects are amazing; You've gotydhis recipe
it's delicious.

Changes in the functional characteristics of thelamare also observed in their inferential usafgesexample, the
verbs ‘can (could)’, ‘to have (got) to’ and, whisheven more significant, in their semantic diffetiation, for example,
‘must’ and ‘to have (got) to’ in the present-timantexts.

Almost all of these changes go within the literapym and are accepted by grammarians. So far gsetispective
of the further development of the morphologicatdees of the modals is concerned, it is interestingote the appear-
ance of the perfect form of the infinitive afteo ‘have to’ in American usage. This usage, thougtasional, together
with increased semantic specification of ‘to havemtay signify the acceptance of the modal not @dya grammatical
substitute for the deficient forms of ‘must’, bus@as another independent modal verb to expressssity. Compare:
You almost had to have been there to understardregflied (Eddings); Although ‘Venus and Adonis’sathe first
composition to which the name Shakespeare was dpgeit had to have been preceded by less matuse (€harlton
Ogburn) [11].

In conclusion, it is quite possible to say that pinesent-day trends in changing language attituelgdt in notice-
able changes and modification of the semantic,tfanal and communicative features of the modalgesehchanges are
manifested mainly in three main directions deteediby social motivation: a) semantic differentiatend the specifi-
cation of the usage; b) the appearance of new comnuative functions; c) the changes in the frequesfogccurrences.
In future it seems to be quite useful to furtheeistigate into the nature of the socio-linguistiareges which determine
the development of communicative and functionatdess of linguistic elements.
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Yevchenko V.V. Recent Modifications of the Functional and Communicative Characteristics of English Modals.

The article deals with the present-day trends in changes and modification of the functional and communicative features
of the English modals. These changes are manifested mainly in three main directions which are determined by the
changesin social attitudes.



