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Summary:Summary:Summary:Summary:    The concept of “hedging”, originally studied by George Lakoff, 
has firmly penetrated into the circle of our daily lives. The semantic and 
pragmatic senses of hedging not only stand for questioning the balance between 
the factual evidence and personal or professional hesitation, but also for 
creating objections and arguments and emphasizing possible problems within a 
text. In this article, we have tried to uncover the indirect and implicit strategies 
of hedging in the discourse of F.Scott Fitzgerald’s novel ‘‘The Great Gatsby’’. 
We have concentrated on the hedging functions expressed by the 
multifunctional pragmatic marker well used in different relationship with 
Positive and Negative Politeness to highlight some exceptions from the 
generally accepted rules and regulations. Well is a flexible marker that takes 
into account every single thing: the speaker-hearer correlation, social 
conditions, type of communication, and contextual factors. Our pragmatic 
analysis of well reveals the contrastive features of this pragmatic marker 
performing the function of a hedge. 

    
The word ‘hedge’ in Oxford English Dictionary is synonymous to such 

words as ‘limit’, ‘barrier’, ‘enclosure’, ‘balance’, but what does it mean in 
linguistics?  

In linguistics, hedges are also named ‘weakeners’ [12], ‘softeners’ [1], 
‘compromisers’ [7], ‘downgraders’/ ‘downtoners’ [6] ‘pragmatic devices’ [14] and 
are mainly used for making a separation between the real-world references and 
hypothetical assumptions, objective facts and subjective opinions.  

It’s by means of hedges that we qualify our commitment to the truth or 
falsity of a proposition, convey vagueness or tentativeness of linguistic 
components, tone down possibly risky propositions or just on the contrary 
emphasize accurate claims, thus bringing forth such discourse effects as 
vagueness, evasion, indirectness and politeness. 

The notion of hedging was first introduced in linguistics by an American 
cognitive linguist George Lakoff. He stated that “hedges are the words whose 
meaning implicitly involves fuzziness-words whose job it is to make things 
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fuzzier or less fuzzy.” [9]. After the introduction of hedging into the linguistic 
field of investigation, the term soon penetrated into applied linguistics and 
pragmatics, then it experienced gradual evolution and gained a broad concept of 
meaning and influence.  

Over the years a number of linguists have deepened the study of hedging 
and examined it from different angles but, perhaps, the best viewpoint was 
expressed by J. Skelton who said that “It is with the help of hedging system of 
a language that a user distinguishes between what s/he says and what s/he 
thinks about what s/he says. Without hedging, the world is purely 
propositional, a rigid, and rather dull place, where things either are the case 
or are not. With a hedging system, language is rendered more flexible and the 
world more subtle” [13].  

This article is an attempt to study hedges from a pragmatic perspective 
through primarily revealing the contextually-based meanings of the pragmatic 
marker well in F. Scott Fitzgerald’s “The Great Gatsby”.  

Well has a great pragmatic value since it can not only reduce the risk of 
criticism and highlight the indirect politeness but also strengthen the writer-
reader, speaker-hearer ties thus performing structural and functional, 
communicative and rhetorical, ideational and interpersonal strategies. 

The pragmatic marker well has got more observative experience than any 
other pragmatic marker. Formerly, it has been a constant subject of academic 
research, and many articles, theses, linguistic books have been dedicated to it. 
However, nearly all the linguists investigated the formal functions of well by 
putting the central emphasis on the forms and their interrelation, rather than 
on its meaning and pragmatic values in various contexts. 

According to an American linguist and academic Green, “Well interacts 
minimally with the syntax of the sentence it is attached to, while conveying a 
lot of information about the state of mind of the speaker. Generally, it expresses 
the friendly illusion of a mind behind the monitor screen that thinks and cares 
about the user whom it addresses” [3]. However, it’s really not appropriate to 
view well in its static form since well is a multifunctional device used for 
different purposes in drastically different situations and contexts. It’s always 
changing by dynamically penetrating into the circle of our conversations and 
gaining new functions and roles. Well acts as a hedge that is changing the 
formal depiction of its functional properties and showing an amazing range of 
ways of making a context-dependent interpretation. 

The analysis of well in the paper is primarily based on the two principles 
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of the interpersonal rhetoric, namely G. Leech’s Politeness Principle and P. 
Grice’s Cooperative Principle. The maxims of these two principles tend to 
compete and conflict with one another which is mainly stimulated by the 
speaker’s intent and the extent to which s/he wants the speech to sound polite 
or informative. Thus, the infringement of the maxims is being made for 
pragmatic purposes in order to regulate the discourse in a way so that it is 
appropriate to the situational context in which well is used. As for the 
differences between the positive and the negative face, they are sometimes so 
subtle and misleading that it is really very hard to draw a clear-cut demarcation 
between them.  

A: “Your place looks like the World’s Fair,” I said. 
B: “Does it?” He turned his eyes toward it absently. “I have been glancing 

into some of the rooms. Let’s go to Coney Island, old sport. In my car.” 
A: “Well, It’s too late.” 
B: “Suppose we take a plunge in the swimming-pool? I haven’t made use of 

it all summer.” 
A: “I’ve got to go to bed.” 
B: “All right.” [2, p.61] 
In sentence (1) we see a conversation pattern between two people. First of 

all, it’s essential to understand what kind of relation the speakers have with 
each other. A is a Yale alumnus who searches for an employment as a salesman 
and B is Jay Gatsby, a mysterious multi-millionaire. First, we understand that B 
has a strong power towards A, and an unequal relationship between the 
speakers makes A act artificially polite and respond to a request in an evasive 
manner. Second, they are neither friends, nor strangers; they are just 
acquaintances which means that here well can’t be associated with such notion 
as friendliness (as Green favoured), but better with consideration, hesitation 
and uncertainty. Third, A uses well in order to gain a minute of afterthought, to 
have an optionality to decide what to say and what’s more important how to 
say. The evasive answer violates the Quality Maxim, but follows the Tact 
Maxim. As a result, here we witness an evasive function of the hedge well 
serving as an indirect polite way of avoiding doing something undesired which 
leads to a clash between the Cooperative Principle and the Politeness Principle.  

It’s typical of well to exhibit indirectness and have a close connection with 
the Politeness Principle and its maxims that deal with cost-benefit, praise-
dispraise, agreement-disagreement and sympathy-indifference strategies. 
According to linguists Penelope Brown and Stephen Levinsion, “generally, 
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there are two types of politeness: Positive politeness and Negative politeness. 
The former includes the functions of exaggeration, joking, promising, 
complimenting, thus it is not connected to the notion of hedging. As far as the 
latter is concerned, it includes the functions of indirectness, impersonalizing, 
questioning, hedging and apologizing” [12]. In the case of well politeness is 
mainly connected with indirectness and hedging. 

(1) A: We don’t know each other very well, Nick,” she said suddenly. 
“Even if we are cousins. You didn’t come to my wedding.” 

B: “I wasn’t back from the war, could you understand?” 
A: “Well, maybe.” She hesitated. “ I’ve had a very bad time, Nick, and I’m 

pretty cynical about everything.” 
Evidently she had reason to be. I waited but she didn’t say any more, and 

after a moment I returned rather feebly to the subject of her daughter. [2, p.14] 
Example (2) is an indirect-speech utterance which forms a strategy of a 

polite request. The conversation pattern takes place between two relatives who 
used to be in a very close relationship with each other, but failed to continue 
those relations because of war. A tactful statement: “Could you understand” has 
an “anchoring” function and is merely used to provide a starting point for an 
utterance. To put it differently, expressions like this are rhetorical linking 
devices which are mainly used as hedges and they do not require any answer; 
they just add the degree of strength of politeness.  

This dialogue is very interesting when interpreted from a pragmatic 
perspective because here well actually performs three different functions. First, 
it undoubtedly softens a face-threatening act and hides the disagreement 
potential between the speaker and the hearer who want to construct a polite, 
respectful conversation. As a result, the use of hedge well saves the situation, 
keeps the hearer’s negative face and modifies the strength of an utterance by 
toning it down. So, A tries not to offend the hearer’s feelings, and satisfy his 
negative face by minimizing the power of influence. Second, well also indicates 
the case of “ironic truthfulness” [4] because A is actually misleading B by not 
expressing her real opinion at the expense of politeness. Third, well gives rise to 
another discourse effect called vagueness because the answer received by A 
lacks the predicted precision. Jucker stated that “vagueness helps us to reduce 
our requirement of precision to accommodate the hearer, what we might call 
common ground exploitation” [8]. 

As a result we have seen that the pragmatic marker well not only affects 
the very essence of the dialogue but also includes the action of hedging the 
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illocutionary force of a statement, hedging any of the Paul Grice’s 4 maxims for 
spreading negative politeness.  

However there are cases where Negative Politeness fails to serve its 
intended purpose and with the help of hedges limits the information amount 
and adds the degree of persuasion in an answer to a request. 

(2) A: “I am a careful driver, may I take you for a drive? .” 
B: “Well, other people are,” she said lightly. [ 2, p.45] 
It’s contextually seen that a friendly atmosphere prevails in this dialogue, 

and B just wants to question the accuracy level of what was stated by A. B 
apparently violates the Maxim of Quantity, as uses the hedge well in order to 
make her statement less informative than required, otherwise her words would 
sound impolite. In comparison with the previous example here well doesn’t 
tend to save the negative face of the hearer; just on the contrary, it tends to 
remove fuzziness from the second part of the dialogue in order to highlight the 
limitation function [11] for a category membership. 

The multifunctional nature of well strongly emphasizes different 
peculiarities of attitudes and viewpoints, thoughts and feelings. In different 
situations those properties vary and get rather contrasting colors. Now, let’s 
investigate the next situation. 

(3) A: “Let’s have some gas!” cried Tom roughly. “What do you think we 
stopped for — to admire the view?” 

B: “I’m sick,” said Wilson without moving. “Been sick all day.” 
A: “What’s the matter?” 
B: “I’m all run down. Let’s go home” 
A: “Well, people are sick all their lives and nothing bad happens to them” 

Tom demanded. [2, p. 92] 
Something like an indirect accusation takes place in this dialogue. B makes 

a request of going home as he feels bad but gets an inappropriate answer to his 
request because A indirectly accuses him of not being strong enough. This 
indirect form of accusation is performed by the strategy of depersonalisation 
[11]. It means that with the help of well the speaker avoids using a direct 
reference to himself and his subjective opinion. There are several reasons why 
he acts this way and the most appropriate one is that he is reluctant to express 
his opinion out loud due to some contextual reasons. A could have given such 
possible answers as ‘I think you’re not so bad”, “I don’t think so’ but 
intentionally avoids the subjectivisation function [11] and uses the 
depersonalisation function in order to present his statement as an absolute truth 
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and not a subjective viewpoint. An interesting factor in this situation is that the 
speaker openly conveys his assessment with the help of the hedge well which 
considerably strengthens the degree of truthfulness of the statement. Thus, we 
deal with a definite, certain and categorical hedge well which directly violates 
the Maxim of Relation but tries to artificially keep the rules of the Politeness 
Principle and save the negative face of the hearer. 

Since well is a flexible notion and frequently appears in collaboration with 
different types of devices, markers, fillers and other different attitudinal 
markers, in this article we have also tried to carry out a small investigation on 
this combination patterns to highlight some exceptions from the generally 
accepted rules and regulations. 

(4) “Can you give me a moment for telling the thing? Well, okay, the fact 
is — the truth of the matter is that I’m staying with some people up here in 
Greenwich, and they rather expect me to be with them to-morrow. In fact, 
there’s a sort of picnic or something. Of course I’ll do my very best to get away.” 
[2, p127] 

(5) “Let me repeat. You said a bad driver was only safe until she met 
another bad driver? Well, uhm, I guess, I met another bad driver, didn’t I? I 
mean it was careless of me to make such a wrong guess. I thought you were 
rather an honest, straightforward person. I thought it was your secret pride.” 
[2,p.134] 

(6) A: “She’s three years old. Haven’t you ever seen her?” 
B: “Never. Would it be possible to organize?”  
A: “Well, at least once will try to help you” [2, p.8] 
(7) A: “I live at West Egg.” 
B: “Really? I was down there at a party about a month ago. At a man 

named Gatsby’s. Do you know him?” 
A: “I live next door to him. Let me introduce him to you”  
B: “Well, no… Well, they say he’s a nephew or a cousin of Kaiser 

Wilhelm’s. That’s where all his money comes from.” [2, p.25] 
(8) A: “Yes, but listen,” said Myrtle Wilson, nodding her head up and 

down, “at least you didn’t marry him.” 
B: “I know I didn’t.” 
A: “I married him,” said Myrtle, ambiguously. “And that’s the difference 

between your case and mine.” 
B: “Why did you, Myrtle?” demanded Catherine. “Nobody forced you to, 

did they? I’d like to know the truth”  
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A: “Well, yes nobody forced me. NOBODY” [2, p.27] 
As can be perceived from example (5), the speaker uses the well, okay 

expression as an answer to a request. It is generally acknowledged that the well, 
okay combination only expresses agreement and nothing else. However, as an 
exception from the generally accepted rules and regulations, we revealed one 
more interesting function expressed by this combination. On the one hand, it 
surely gives a tentatively expressed agreement to something already stated, but 
on the other hand it strongly expresses the speaker’s inner emotions connected 
with the outer factors. This gives rise to pragmatic ambiguity: we conceive that 
the speaker doesn’t have any control of the situation, for some reasons he is not 
capable of doing things on his own and mainly depends on the social situation, 
but we also assume that the speaker might tell a white lie in order to escape the 
conflict. The only key for ambiguity resolution is revealed in context. And 
when going deep into the context we see that the speaker doesn’t depend on 
outer factors; he just escapes from the meeting and tells a white lie. 

 Example (6) shows the speaker’s emotional attitude and intention. Here 
well in combination with I guess shows an ongoing mental process expressed by 
a deductive approach. In this situation we shouldn’t only focus on the speaker’s 
hesitation, but more importantly need to highlight the subjectivisation 
function. Whenever the speaker uses such constructions as I think…, I guess…, 
I consider…, I suppose… he modifies the degree of confidence and truthfulness 
related to what is being said. The moment we understand that we don’t deal 
with objective facts, our evaluation of the matter changes its force and softens 
its intensity in accordance with the particular situation. In our example well, 
uhm, I guess combination definitely intensifies the strategy of self-criticism.  

Another no less interesting function of well refers to the artificial 
acceptance of request resulting in indirect evasion. Example (7) is a bright 
model of it. The conversation pattern takes place between two friends where B 
requests to see her daughter whom he had never seen and A gives an artificial 
agreement to his friend by answering that he would once organize their 
meeting. If we don’t go deep into the context we’ll never guess that this 
expression not only reduces the degree of opportunity, but also functions as an 
indirect evasion. 

Example (8) creates a real paradox because it doesn’t correspond with the 
generally approved rule that the well, no combination stands for a qualified 
disagreement. In this case an expression well, no draws our attention to some 
new information thus performing a turn-taking function. B uses well, no when 
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an unexpected, surprising event happens and he tries to take control over the 
conversation and develops his point in order to highlight a new turn, a new 
topic and give some kind of clarification. 

Example (9) is the affirmative version of the above-investigated example. 
The well, yes combination mainly signals the qualified agreement to the 
request, or question, but in this case it’s obviously seen that it stands for an 
indirect accusation. Though A doesn’t announce any names, we guess from the 
context that the third person has forced her to marry the person she didn’t 
want to. And, in spite of getting a qualified agreement to her request B gets a 
high degree of forethought caused by fear. Here, we clearly witness the 
function of depersonalisation and limitation hidden under the traditional 
qualified agreement.  

Being not only a semantic phenomenon, but rather a pragmatic concept, 
hedging is inevitably connected with modality. It’s interesting that both the 
functions and the grammatical behavior of modal verbs are used during the 
communication. The epistemic modals and some uses of deontic modals create 
an interpersonal function, because they pay much attention to the speaker’s 
participation in the statement: they are “a form of participation by the speaker 
in the speech event. Through modality, the speaker associates with “the thesis 
an indication of its status and validity in his own judgment; he intrudes, and 
takes up a position” [5]. 

Modal verbs express request, permission, likelihood, obligation, advice and 
define the speaker’s degree of confidence and truthfulness related to what is 
being said. According to Geoffrey N. Leech “to increase the degree of politeness 
one needs to use a more and more indirect kind of illocution. Indirect 
illocutions tend to be more polite because 

▪ they increase the degree of optionality, and 
▪ the more indirect an illocution is, the more diminished and tentative its 

force tends to be. [10] 
(9) A: “Open another window,” requested Daisy, without turning around. 
B: “There aren’t any more.” 
A: “It may well be the time to telephone for an axe ——” [2, p.95] 
Frequently the hedge well appears in combination with may/might and 

less frequently with can/could. In example (10) A uses the epistemic expression 
may well to highlight an ironic indirectness towards B. Here the speaker gets 
rid of the responsibility connected with a degree of truth of a proposition and 
indirectly hints at something desirable for her no matter whether the statement 
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is possible or not. The speaker intentionally uses the may well combination in 
order to strengthen the meaning of a hedge and turn it from a possibility into 
necessity.  

The degree of tentativeness increases whenever we use modal verb might 
with well. We mainly use might as an answer to a request in very formal 
situations of deontic reading and as a variation of request in both formal and 
especially informal settings of epistemic reading. Might expresses less possibility 
than may and that’s why it is used more frequently with well than may. 

(10) A: Would you say the reality?  
B: The reality is that however glorious might be his future as Jay Gatsby, 

he was at present a penniless young man without a past, and at any moment the 
invisible cloak of his uniform might well slip from his shoulders. So he made 
the most of his time. He took what he could get, ravenously and unscrupulously 
— eventually he took Daisy one still October night, took her because he had no 
real right to touch her hand. [2, p.112] 

From a number of contradictory examples, it has become apparent that in 
linguistics a pragmatic marker well happens to appear nearly everywhere. It 
provides a wide range of opportunities of use and divergent interpretations. Our 
pragmatic analysis of well only partly shows the contrastive features of this 
pragmatic marker performing the function of a hedge. Well is a flexible marker 
that takes into account every single thing: the speaker-hearer correlation, social 
conditions, type of conversation, and contextual factors. 

While asking for a request or giving an appropriate answer to it, well 
▪ expresses the functions of indirectness, politeness (mainly negative), 
evasion, vagueness in the strategies of depersonalisation, subjectivisation 
and limitation; 

▪ not only serves for friendly grounds, but also signals an indirect 
accusation, self-criticism and sometimes extreme rudeness; 

▪ is mostly connected with negative politeness, ironic truthfulness and 
white lies; 

▪ causes clashes between the Politeness Principle and the Cooperative 
Principle; 

▪ either serves as a starting point for the statement, a turn-taking marker 
for the new information, or concluding remark for something already 
mentioned; 

▪ appears in collaboration with different attitudinal markers, devices, 
fillers, hedges and changes its intended meaning. 
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WellWellWellWell----ի միջանձի միջանձի միջանձի միջանձննննային գործառույթները քաղաքավարության ային գործառույթները քաղաքավարության ային գործառույթները քաղաքավարության ային գործառույթները քաղաքավարության 
դրական և բացասական դրական և բացասական դրական և բացասական դրական և բացասական ընկալումների ընկալումների ընկալումների ընկալումների համահամահամահամաշարշարշարշարումումումում    

    
ԼուսիկԼուսիկԼուսիկԼուսիկ    ՎարդանյանՎարդանյանՎարդանյանՎարդանյան    

ԶառաԶառաԶառաԶառա    ԱլեքյանԱլեքյանԱլեքյանԱլեքյան    
ԱմփոփումԱմփոփումԱմփոփումԱմփոփում    

Հանգուցային բառերՀանգուցային բառերՀանգուցային բառերՀանգուցային բառեր.... հեջավորում, քաղաքավարություն, միջանձ-
նային շփում, որոշակիություն, կասկած, անուղղակիություն 

 «Հեջավորում» հասկացությունը, որը սկզբնապես ուսումնասիրել է 
Ջորջ Լակոֆը, շեշտակի ներթափանցել է մեր առօրյա կյանքի շրջանակ-
ները: Հեջավորման իմաստաբանական և գործաբանական նշանակու-
թյունները ոչ միայն կասկածի տակ են դնում փաստարկային ապացույց-
ների, անհատական կամ մասնագիտական տարակուսանքների հավա-
սարակշռությունը, այլ նաև ստեղծում են առարկություններ և փաստարկ-
ներ, շեշտադրում են տեքստի հնարավոր խնդիրները: Այս հոդվածում 
մենք փորձել ենք բացահայտել հեջավորման անուղղակի և գաղտնի 
իմաստները Ֆ. Սքոթ Ֆիցջերալդի «Մեծն Գեթսբին» վեպում: Մենք կենտ-
րոնացել ենք հեջավորման գործառույթների վրա՝ արտահայտված well’ 
բազմագործառույթ գործաբանական եզրույթով, որը գործածվում է դրա-
կան և բացասական քաղաքավարությանն առնչվող տարբեր հարաբերու-
թյուններում՝ համընդհանուր կիրառվող կանոններից և կարգերից որոշ 
բացառություններ առանձնացնելու համար: Well-ը ճկուն եզրույթ է, որը 
կարևորում է յուրաքանչյուր հանգամանք՝ խոսողի և լսողի փոխկապակց-
վածությունը, հանրային պայմանները, հաղորդակցման տեսակը և 
համաշարային գործոններ: Հեջի գործառույթ իրականացնող well գործա-
բանական եզրույթի վերլուծությունը բացահայտում է վերջինիս հակասա-
կան հատկությունները: 
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Межличностные функции well в контексте положительной и Межличностные функции well в контексте положительной и Межличностные функции well в контексте положительной и Межличностные функции well в контексте положительной и 
отрицательной вежливостиотрицательной вежливостиотрицательной вежливостиотрицательной вежливости    

Лусик ВарданянЛусик ВарданянЛусик ВарданянЛусик Варданян    
Зара АлекянЗара АлекянЗара АлекянЗара Алекян    

РезюмеРезюмеРезюмеРезюме    
Ключевые слова:Ключевые слова:Ключевые слова:Ключевые слова: хеджирование, вежливость, межличностная комму-

никация, определенность, сомнение, косвенность 
Концепция “хеджирования”, первоначально изученная Джорджем 

Лакоффом, прочно вошла в круг нашей повседневной жизни. Семантичес-
кий и прагматический смысл хеджирования не только ставит под сомн-
ение баланс между фактическими доказательствами, личными или про-
фессиональными колебаниями, но также создает возражения и аргументы, 
подчеркивает возможные проблемы в тексте. В этой статье мы попытались 
раскрыть косвенные и скрытые стратегии хеджирования в дискурсе 
романа Ф. Скотта Фицджеральда «Великий Гэтсби». Мы сосредоточились 
на функциях хеджирования, выраженных многофункциональным прагма-
тическим маркером ‘well’ используемым в различных отношениях с 
позитивной и негативной вежливостью, чтобы выделить некоторые исклю-
чения из общепринятых правил и положений. ‘Well’ является легко 
изменяемым прагматическим маркером, который учитывает все обстоя-
тельства: соотношение говорящего и слушающего, социальные условия, 
тип коммуникации и контекстуальные факторы. Наш прагматический 
анализ маркера ‘well’, который выполняет функцию хеджа, выявляет его 
отличительные свойства. 
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