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Grammaticalizing JUST
Cross-linguistic insightsinto polycentric categories

Clara Molina and Manuela Romano (Universidad Autdaale Madrid)

A synchronic insight into the semantics of JUSTRimmance and Germanic languages seems
to reveal a diverging conceptual structuring of ¢heegory which outstrips English from the
remaining languages. The semantic profile of thetin English displays a much richer de-
gree of polysemization, for as many as twenty-tiiserete yet overlapping nuances (situated
at the fuzzy edges of different categories) arenssd in contemporary English dictionaries,
many of which do not exist in other languages. Hmvea cross-linguistic diachronic study
reveals significant parallelisms in the developmarthis polycentric adverb (with more than
one prototypical centre from which peripheral magsidevelop) both in English and in all
the remaining languages. On the one hand, the @matexhibits an increasing semantic ex-
pansion from scalar and more concrete meaningseirearly times towards an array of more
subjective present-day meanings, that is, polysatoiz. On the other hand, JUST displays
increasing grammatical restriction in grammatidekibility over time, that is, grammaticali-
zation.

This paper unravels the reasons why, in spitaiofi £onverging diachronic evolutions,
there exist substantial differences in both theee@nd the speed of polysemization between
English JUST and its counterparts in Romance anmin&sc languages other than English.
To our mind, it is the onomasiological context loé tcategory in English, the different para-
digmatic relations of the adverb within its semamtbmain over history, that allow an expla-
nation for the synchronic differences attested daytemporary data and for the how and why
of the present-day semantic map of English JUST.

In order to delineate the evolution of the catggar socio-cognitive contrastive report
will be presented (both in the semasiological dr@ldnomasiological dimensions) of a prag-
matic marker that embodies with rare transpareheytriansitional clines identified by recent
studies of grammaticalization against the broaeé#ing of semantic-pragmatic change. The
data for the analysis comes from dictionary entagsvell as from evidence still not recorded
but nonetheless attested by informants of an eogbidross-linguistic study conducted for
probing the semasiological profile of the term tpda well as for testing the translatability of
polysemy. The resulting multifaceted scenario, Whencompasses both polysemization and
grammaticalization, not only provides an explanmatior the contemporary structure of the
category but also invites insights into the operatbf human cognition when dealing with
polycentric categories.
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