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On selected previous inquiries  
into academic discourse  
and complementation 

The investigation of academic discourse 
has, until relatively recently, gravitated 
towards linguistic inquiries into its writ-
ten mode, spawning a plethora of studies, 
including, inter alia, the following: genre 
analysis (Swales 1990), hedging (Varttala 
2003), grammatical metaphor (Halliday 

2004), metadiscourse (Hyland and Tse 
2004; Hyland 2005), and changing con-
ventions in academic discourse (Duszak 
2005). However, attempts to redress the 
balance have resulted in the compilation 
of corpora of spoken academic English, 
such as MICASE—the Michigan Corpus 
of Academic Spoken English (Simpson 
et al. 2002)—creating an outpouring of 
linguistic inquiries into various aspects of 
spoken academic discourse, among them 

Oskar Gawlik
The Jan Kochanowski University in Kielce
Department of Foreign Languages
ul. Kościuszki 13, 25-310 Kielce, Poland
E-mail: oskargawlik@vp.pl
Research interests: spoken and written academic discourse, semantics, syntax, pragmatics, 
systemic-functional linguistics, (cognitive) corpus analysis

ON IF AND WHETHER COMPLEMENT CLAUSES OF SEE,  
WONDER, AND KNOW IN CONTEMPORARY SPOKEN  

ACADEMIC AMERICAN ENGLISH: A CORPUS-BASED STUDY 

The main goal of this article is to investigate the distribution of two apparently vying finite 
complementation patterns—if- and whether-clauses—accompanying three mental verbs 
(see, wonder, and know) in the MICASE corpus of spoken academic American English. The 
default introspective theoretical assumption that the two investigated complementizers are in 
a free distribution was not corroborated by the empirical inquiry. The three verbs do evince 
linguistic preferences regarding complementation, preferences which depend on a number 
of factors: the valency pattern of a given verb, co(n)text, sub-genre, and the like. Moreover, 
the investigation also appears to have demonstrated that, in respect to the complementation 
of see, wonder, and know, spoken academic English bears a greater resemblance to every-
day conversation than to written academic English, thus corroborating the contention that 
field prevails over mode (to employ Hallidayan parlance). Furthermore, the inquiry into the 
semantics of the three mental verbs investigated indicates that their meanings are affected 
by the genre, inasmuch as the verbs investigated tend to depart from their default dictionary 
definitions by conveying less-prototypical meanings. This finding, in turn, provides a rationale 
for probing into the pragmatics and functions of the three verbs. It must be stressed that the 
results should not be generalized due to the relatively small corpus size, which implies that 
further research is indicated. 

KEY WORDS: see, wonder, know, if and whether complement clauses, complementation, 
spoken academic discourse.
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the following: evaluation (Mauranen 2002), 
formulaic expressions (Simpson 2004), 
concession (Łyda 2007), and verba dicendi 
(Gawlik 2011)1. 

Complementation patterns have been the 
object of study of a number of scholars who 
have investigated alternative and emerging 
complementation patterns, particularly with 
a view to tracing linguistic change (cf., e.g., 
Rudanko 1999, 2000, 2011; Mindt 2011; 
Leech et al. 2012). Still, for all this panoply 
of linguistic pursuits, a large number of lin-
guistic inquiries into spoken academic Eng-
lish still appear to remain in statu nascendi, 
at least as far as the present author is aware, 
with if and whether complement clauses 
constituting a case in point. Consequently, 
it needs to be stressed in no uncertain terms 
that without the cachet of a definitive or 
conclusive analysis, the major goal of this 
study is to occupy the apparent niche by 
contributing to the repertoire of linguistic 
knowledge concerning the (dis)preferred 
complementation patterns of three mental 
verbs: see, wonder, and know. All three 
verbs exhibit a relatively large degree of 
lability, vacillating between if and whether 
complement clauses. The rationale behind 
the choice of these three verbs was couched 
in the following tenet postulated by Biber 
et al. (1999: 691): 

There is a clear stylistic difference 
between interrogative if-clauses, which are 
strongly favored in the more colloquial style 
of conversation and fiction, and interrogative 
whether-clauses, which are more neutral in 
their stylistic range. The three verbs that are 
very frequent with if-clauses—see, wonder, 
and know—are used most commonly in 
conversation and fiction.

1  For a comprehensive list of publications, visit the 
website: http://micase.elicorpora.info/micase-publica-
tions-and-presentations.

Consequently, given the alternative ways 
of complementing see, wonder, and know, it 
was of interest to investigate which comple-
mentation pattern (if- or whether-clauses) 
is more popular in spoken academic dis-
course, with a view to shedding some light 
on how the mode of communication (i.e., 
written versus spoken) affects the choice of 
clausal complementizers. With this in mind, 
a number of major research questions were 
formulated: first, in respect of the employ-
ment of if and whether complement clauses 
accompanying see, wonder, and know, does 
academic discourse, presumably employ-
ing the less colloquial style, conform to 
the aforementioned claims by exhibiting 
a preference for whether-clauses? Second, 
how does the mode of academic discourse 
affect the complementation patterns of the 
three verbs investigated, and, to employ 
Hallidayan parlance, does mode prevail 
over field or vice versa? 

The methodological basis for the lin-
guistic inquiry is empirically oriented, 
employing corpus linguistic methodol-
ogy in a bottom-up, inductive approach 
to investigating the structure of language, 
followed by functional explanations and 
supplemented by introspective judgments, 
an approach advocated by a number of 
scholars (e.g., Rusiecki 2006). Of course, 
corpus-based investigations, as formally 
opposed to corpus-driven approaches (cf. 
Tognini-Bonelli 2001), do not preclude seren-
dipity, as was also the case in this inquiry. The 
corpus linguistic study was conducted on the 
MICASE corpus, and it consisted of a number 
of stages. At the outset, all lemmas of the 
verbs were gleaned from the corpus, for it is 
not tagged for grammatical categories, which 
necessitated the elimination of irrelevant 
tokens (e.g., if functioning as a subordinator 
in conditional sentences). Subsequently, the 
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absolute occurrences were normalized to their 
relative occurrences per one million words 
for ease of comparison. This quantitatively-
oriented investigation constituted the point of 
departure for a more fine-grained qualitative 
inquiry, which was meant to lay bare the 
linguistic (dis)preferences for if and whether 
complementation patterns. 

Quantitative results and discussion

As discussed above, the three mental 
verbs—see, wonder, and know—can be 
complemented by both if- and whether-
clauses. Still, their frequency of occurrence 
in the corpus is dramatically different, as 
illustrated in Tables 1 and 2, below. 

The p-value is below 0.0001, which 
means that the results are statistically sig-
nificant. The occurrence of if and whether 
complement clauses is not random, and 
there exist linguistic preferences for the 
employment of one complementation pat-

tern over the other. As illustrated in Tables 
1 and 2, if complement clauses considerably 
outnumber whether complement clauses, 
with the occurrence of the former being 
in the region of 90% of the clausal com-
plementation patterns of see, wonder, and 
know, as exemplified below:

(1) i think that’s a good theory. and i 
don’t know i’m gonna see if if we go 
on when we get into emotions if that 
holds out. um okay a well, if if we’re 
gonna see if that holds out or not (…) 
(SGR999MX115)

(2) now, did you wanna ask me some-
thing? um, i seem to have uh lost my 
syllabus and i wonder if i could pick 
up oh. another one. (LES605SU080)

(3) (…) we don’t know what they offer 
us, we don’t know if they’re going 
to be effective or not from from pro-
grams that have been proven to work. 
(SEM340JG072)

Table 1. See, wonder, and know with if-clauses in the MICASE corpus

Verb Raw  
occurrences

Irrelevant 
tokens

Occurrences 
after  

eliminating 
 irrelevant  

tokens

Occurrences
per

million words

Percentage
of if-clauses

see 214 18 196 115 91%

wonder 93 0 93 54 90%

know 498 152 346 204 84%

Table 2. See, wonder, and know with whether-clauses in the MICASE corpus

Verb Raw occur-
rences

Irrelevant 
tokens

Occurrences 
after  

eliminating  
irrelevant  

tokens

Occurrences
per

million words

Percentage
of whether-

clauses

see 21 0 21 12 9%

wonder 11 0 11 6 10%
know 64 0 64 38 16%
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By implication, whether-clauses consti-
tute approximately 10% of the complements 
of the three verbs investigated, as exempli-
fied below:

(4) (…) it’ll also be interesting to see 
whether things have changed, since 
our, earlier vishi- uh visit seven 
weeks ago. (LAB175SU032)

(5) i know you were wha- by the bra- 
just the straight brain theory. i’m 
wondering whether there could be a 
comeback for the brain theory against 
this (…) (SEM475JU084)

(6) (…) it’s an unusual move and you 
don’t know whether he’s trying to, 
to finesse the whole question yeah at 
the end or whether he’s um, whether 
he’s gone in an opposite dire- (…) 
(OFC300JU149)

As illustrated in Tables 1 and 2, of the 
three verbs investigated, know is the most 
frequently complemented verb by both 
if- and whether-complement clauses, fol-
lowed by see and wonder: 242 occurrences, 
127 occurrences, and 60 occurrences per 
million words respectively. Second, and 
possibly more importantly, if complement 
clauses are significantly more frequent than 
whether complement clauses: 204 occur-
rences, 115 occurrences, and 54 occurrences 
complementing know, see, and wonder, 
respectively. Whether complement clauses, 
by contrast, exhibit drastically lower fre-
quencies of complementation: know, see, 
and wonder scored a respective 38 occur-
rences, 12 occurrences, and 6 occurrences 
per million words. The statistical data may 
also testify to the overall popularity of the 
verbs investigated, implying that know is 
the most frequent verb of the three verbs 
investigated, followed by see and wonder. 
To a certain degree, this finding appears to 

be at odds with what is claimed by Biber 
et al. (1999: 368–369): in their corpus see 
and know are the two most frequent mental 
verbs, scoring over 1,000 and 500 occur-
rences per million words respectively. By 
contrast, wonder takes the 38th position, 
with fewer than 200 occurrences in written 
academic English. This discrepancy might 
be attributable to a number of factors. First, 
they investigated a different variety of Eng-
lish, i.e., British English. Second, the aca-
demic English they investigated was mainly 
written, rather than spoken, which is the 
object of the present investigation. Finally, 
the verb see might have (also) been used in 
its default meaning of perceiving with the 
eye in Biber et al.’s (1999) corpus, which is 
not the case in the MICASE corpus, as will 
be demonstrated below. 

Selected aspects of the semantics 
and pragmatics of the three mental 
verbs investigated

In terms of its semantics, the verb see has 
a number of senses, the default being “[t]
o perceive (light, colour, external objects 
and their movements) with the eyes, or by 
the sense of which the eye is the specific 
organ” (OED, sense 1a). However, what is 
of particular interest here is the fact that the 
manual corpus investigation of the co-text 
of the verb see and its lemmas revealed 
that not one of the 196 occurrences of see 
complemented by if-clauses and the 21 
occurrences of see followed by whether-
clauses embodied the default meaning of 
see, but rather the sense of “[t]o observe, 
find” (OED, sense 10b), hereinafter referred 
to as find-out see for ease of reference. This 
finding should not be surprising, however, 
given the fact that one of the hallmarks of 
academic discourse is finding out, discover-
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ing, or drawing conclusions. Consequently, 
the employment of see in its find-out sense 
in spoken academic English has at least 
two repercussions: first, it appears to cor-
roborate the notion that spoken academic 
discourse employs see in its less prototypi-
cal meaning, thus possibly differently from 
other genres. Second, the employment of 
find-out see might be indicative of the fact 
that it is a style marker of spoken academic 
discourse. It needs to be added that find-out 
see was particularly frequently employed in 
the phrase let’s see if, whose occurrences 
amounted to 37 hits out of the total 196 oc-
currences of see + if, which, in turn, trans-
lates into the fact that let’s see if constitutes 
approximately 19% of the total occurrences 
of the verb see complemented by if-clauses. 
Alternatively speaking, virtually every fifth 
occurrence of see if was employed in the 
phrase let’s see if, as illustrated below:

(7) i just searched, i was gonna look for 
m- water purifiers, okay hold on let’s 
see if we can find density of, see if we 
can find density of yeast. <LAUGH> 
what? (SGR195SU127)

The relative popularity of the phrase let’s 
see if might give grounds to the claim that 
it is (becoming) a fixed expression which 
performs a number of pragmatic functions, 
the most predominant of which appears to 
be that of exhibiting awareness of the listen-
ers and drawing them into the discourse by 
employing the first person plural pronoun 
us in its contracted form. This theory is sup-
ported by the employment of the first person 
plural we immediately following let’s see if, 
as was the case in 16 occurrences of let’s see 
if, or 43% of the total. By contrast, let’s see 
whether, which is the apparent counterpart 
of let’s see if, scored only one occurrence, 
a finding which testifies to the unpopular-

ity of this expression in spoken academic 
English. 

Regarding wonder, it needs to be spelled 
out that the meanings of wonder and its 
lemmas, as employed in the corpus, do not 
appear to depart from the default meaning 
of this verb, i.e., “To ask oneself in won-
derment; to feel some doubt or curiosity 
(how, whether, why, etc.); to be desirous to 
know or learn” (OED, sense 2). Addition-
ally, the relative unpopularity of this verb, 
being the least frequent of the three mental 
verbs investigated, precluded any qualita-
tive investigation. 

By comparison, the most frequently 
occurring verb, know, deserves a deeper 
investigation. The meaning drawn on in 
the corpus is defined in the following way: 
“To be acquainted with (a thing, place, or 
person); to be familiar with by experience; 
to have learned of by report or through the 
acquisition of information; (also) to have 
or gain such familiarity with (something) 
as gives understanding or insight” (OED, 
sense 6a). By far its most frequent occur-
rance was in I don’t know if (256 occur-
rances) with the default semantics of know, 
as epitomized below:

(8) no i’m really like dinosaurs like fas-
cinate me like that stuff fascinates 
me but i don’t know if that’s like a 
career choice yet but i, was looking 
through the course book and i know 
they offer like a w- half a term class 
or something, one of those that if i 
had space ... (ADV700JU023)

This finding tallies with what is claimed 
by Biber et al. (1999: 691), according to 
whom “[o]ne of the most common verbs 
taking whether/if-clauses is know, which 
also occurs predominantly in the negative.” 
This is also the case of spoken academic 
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discourse employing know in the negative, 
predominantly used with the argument of 
the first-person singular, I, as was the case in 
all 256 occurrences of I don’t know found in 
the corpus. Such a high frequency of occur-
rence of I don’t know, primarily when fol-
lowed by if, may be attributable to a number 
of pragmatic factors, such as hedging or 
politeness when attempting to invalidate 
other claims (cf. Aijmer et al. 2004).

By the same token, the relatively high 
frequency of I don’t know renders it a lexical 
bundle (cf. Biber et al. 1999: 994), and what 
appears even more interesting is the fact that 
I don’t know is regarded as the most com-
mon lexical bundle in conversation, scoring 
a frequency of over 1,000 occurrences per 
million words (ibid.: 994). Consequently, 
the popularity of I don’t know in conversa-
tion, rather than written academic English, 
gives some grounds to claim that spoken 
academic English evinces more points of 
convergence with everyday conversation 
than with written academic discourse, at 
least as far as the employment of I don’t 
know is concerned. This finding, in turn, 
might run counter to our introspective 
judgements regarding the fact that field pre-
vails over tenor; this may not necessarily be 
the case in spoken academic English, where 
tenor appears to prevail over field as in the 
case of I don’t know in spoken academic 
English in the MICASE corpus.

Further investigation of the occurrences 
of know as complemented by either if- or 
whether-clauses revealed that the appar-
ently more formal equivalents of I don’t 
know if—i.e., I don’t know whether and I 
do not know whether—scored as few as 22 
occurrences and 1 occurrence respectively. 
This relative unpopularity of the apparently 
formal equivalents of I don’t know if appears 
to validate the notion that language is highly 

formulaic, preferring some patterns over 
others and giving rise to the emergence of 
lexical bundles, with I don’t know constitut-
ing a case in point. Curiously, there is not a 
single occurrence of I do not know if in the 
corpus—the uncontracted and therefore, 
apparently, less-informal equivalent of I 
don’t know if, a finding that might indicate 
that spoken academic discourse exhibits a 
preference for drawing on the less formal al-
ternatives and/or more fossilized linguistic 
alternatives, such as lexical bundles. 

The high occurrence of know fol-
lowed by if-clauses prompted the present 
investigator to check whether its overall 
deployment throughout the corpus reflected 
its usage in the prototypical academic sub-
genre, i.e., small and large lectures, with 
a view to casting some light on how (in)
formal prototypical spoken academic Eng-
lish is in respect of the employment of if 
versus whether complement clauses. This 
was motivated by the fact that the MICASE 
compilers define academic English as any 
discourse produced on the university cam-
pus, thus regarding such events as service 
encounters or tours as academic discourse 
on a par with small and large lectures. 
However, due to the fact that these more 
peripheral genres may affect, to the point 
of skewing, the overall results, it seemed 
imperative to probe into the occurrences of 
I don’t know if in small and large lectures, 
spoken academic genres par excellence. 
This inquiry yielded the results illustrated 
in Table 3. 

The p-value is lower than 0.001, in-
dicating that the results are statistically 
significant. As Table 3 shows, I don’t know 
if scored 97 occurrences per million words 
in small and large lectures. By comparison, 
the number of occurrences of I don’t know 
if in the remaining speech event types was 
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almost double, or 179 occurrences per mil-
lion words. This finding speaks volumes 
for the fact that the popularity of if-clauses 
complementing know is particularly attrib-
utable to its high frequency of occurrence in 
the less prototypical sub-genres of spoken 
academic English. Interestingly, whether 
complement clauses evince a relatively 
different pattern of distribution: 10 oc-
currences and 14 occurrences per million 
words in lectures and the remaining speech 
event types respectively. One common 
denominator regarding the occurrence of 
whether complement clauses is the fact 
that they are not particularly popular in 
either sub-genre, which precludes a more 
fine-grained analysis.

In sum, the study appears to have 
disclosed that even the prototypical spo-
ken academic sub-genre, small and large 
lectures, draws heavily on the less-formal 
alternative, if complement clauses. By im-
plication, whether complement clauses are 
relatively unpopular in both the prototypical 
and more peripheral speech event types in 
spoken academic discourse. Nevertheless, 

as was already mentioned, the if comple-
ment clauses are considerably more popular 
in the less prototypical sub-genres of spo-
ken academic English, which was partially 
predictable given that the if complement 
clauses considerably outweigh their alleg-
edly more formal counterparts, the whether 
complement clauses. These observations 
appear to corroborate Biber et al.’s (1999) 
findings, whereby see, wonder, and know are 
most commonly complemented by if-clauses. 
This being the case in spoken academic Eng-
lish, it was interesting to compare the results 
obtained for spoken academic English with 
the results of Biber et al. (1999: 692–693) 
obtained for conversation and written aca-
demic English. It needs to be elucidated that 
Biber et al.’s (1999) results are approximate, 
as the number of occurrences is rounded to 
5, meaning that the occurrence amounting to 
0 does not necessarily mean that there were 
absolutely no occurrences of a particular 
complement type. The comparison of the 
results is included in Tables 4 and 5, below.

The p-value is lower than 0.0001, which 
testifies to the statistical significance of the 

Table 3. Occurrences of I don’t know if and I don’t know whether in lectures vs. the remaining 
speech event types in the MICASE corpus: raw number of occurrences and normalized  
occurrences per million words 

Expression Small and large lectures The remaining speech event types
I don’t know if 57/97 199/179

I don’t know whether 6/10 16/14

Table 4. Frequencies of see, wonder, and know with a complement if-clause, by register;  
occurrences per million words 

Verb Spoken academic English 
(MICASE)

Written academic English Conversation

see 115 10 135
wonder 54 0 55
know 204 0 90
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results. As regards if complement clauses, 
the uses of see and wonder in spoken 
academic English exhibit strikingly greater 
similarities to conversation than to written 
academic English: 115 occurrences of see 
were complemented by if-clauses in spoken 
academic English, and 135 in conversation. 
Wonder, by comparison, scored a similar 
number of occurrences in both the two gen-
res investigated: 54 versus 55 occurrences 
per million words respectively. Interest-
ingly, know appears to exhibit a marginally 
divergent tendency: it was more frequently 
complemented by if-clauses in spoken aca-
demic English than in conversation: 204 
versus 90 occurrences per million words 
respectively. In conversation, know failed 
to demonstrate any preference for either 
type of complementation, be it if or whether 
complementation clauses, scoring 90 and 
85 occurrences respectively. By extension, 
the low incidence of whether-complement 
clauses, complementing see and wonder, 
precludes any fine-grained analysis. In the 
light of the results obtained, mode appears 
to prevail over field, to employ Hallidayan 
parlance, at least as regards the if and 
whether clausal complementation of see and 
wonder in spoken academic English. 

Conclusions
It is frequently claimed that corpus-based 
approaches that search for linguistic pat-
terns in data can produce insights not 
available to armchair grammarians. The 
present investigation appears to corrobo-

rate this claim, inasmuch as the apparently 
alternative complementation patterns of if 
and whether complement clauses exhibit 
drastically divergent preferences for the 
complementation of the three mental verbs 
investigated—see, wonder, and know. This 
is a finding which would likely have yielded 
inaccurate results had only introspective 
judgements been drawn on. This implies 
that having recourse to a corpus-based 
analysis has provided us with information 
concerning the (dis)preferred complemen-
tation patterns of see, wonder, and know 
with if- and whether-clauses. The results 
are statistically significant (p < 0.0001), 
and hopefully demonstrate that if comple-
ment clauses predominate, as their occur-
rences significantly outnumber whether 
complement clauses. This finding, in turn, 
produces a number of repercussions: first, 
in respect of the clausal complementation 
of see, wonder, and know, spoken academic 
English tends to adhere to the less-formal 
alternative, i.e., if-clauses. Second, the pref-
erence for if complement clauses appears to 
demonstrate that spoken academic English 
evinces more points of convergence with 
everyday conversation than with written 
academic English, thus possibly corroborat-
ing the notion that mode prevails over field. 
Furthermore, this inquiry is believed to have 
demonstrated that spoken academic English 
is formulaic inasmuch as, given alternatives, 
there exist strong preferences for one type 
of complementation pattern over another. 
This finding, in turn, suggests that spoken 

Table 5. Frequencies of see, wonder, and know with a complement whether-clause, by register; 
occurrences per million words 

Verb Spoken academic English Written academic English Conversation
see 12 10 5

wonder 6 0 10
know 38 10 85
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academic discourse, with its preference 
for if complement clauses, can be likened 
more to everyday conversation than writ-
ten academic discourse, at least as far as 
the complementation of see and wonder is 
concerned. Semantically and pragmatically, 
the inquiry has demonstrated that all the oc-
currences of see and its lemmas employed 
the sense of find-out see, rather than the 
default sense of perceiving with the eye. 

This also appears to tally with the field of 
academic discourse, which is one of infer-
ring, discovering, and drawing conclusions. 
By comparison, the employment of know, 
particularly frequent in the phrase I don’t 
know if, indicates that it performs the prag-
matic and rhetorical function of hedging, by 
withdrawing full commitment to the propo-
sitions made and expressing modesty—thus 
possibly constituting a face-saving act.
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KILKA SŁÓW NA TEMAT ZDAŃ DOPEŁ-
NIENIOWYCH Z IF I WHETHER CZASOW-
NIKÓW SEE, WONDER I KNOW WE WSPÓŁ-
CZESNEJ MÓWIONEJ AMERYKAŃSKIEJ 
ANGIELSZCZYŹNIE AKADEMICKIEJ: 
BADANIE KORPUSOWE 
Streszczenie

Niniejszy artykuł stanowi przyczynek do badań 
współczesnej mówionej angielszczyzny akade-
mickiej. Nadrzędnym celem artykułu była analiza 
korpusowa trzech czasowników – see, wonder 
oraz know – i ich komplementacja za pomocą 
zdań podrzędnych z if i whether, co z kolei miało 
odpowiedzieć na pytanie, które z dopełnień prefe-
rują badane czasowniki ogólnie oraz w zależności 
od przyjętych parametrów badawczych, jak na 
przykład prototypowy i peryferyjny mówiony 
dyskurs akademicki. Analiza ilościowa stanowiła 
punkt odniesienia dla analizy jakościowej, której 
wyniki wskazują, że w aspekcie komplementacji 
badanych czasowników mówiony dyskurs akade-
micki jest podobny do codziennego języka mó-
wionego, ponieważ badane czasowniki preferują 
komplementację ze zdaniami podrzędnymi z if. 
Te wstępne wyniki badań empirycznych mogą z 
kolei przeczyć pewnym założeniom teoretycznym, 
które wynikają, na przykład, z introspekcji bada-
cza, często dającej podstawy założenia a priori, 
że mówiony dyskurs akademicki jest podobny do 
pisanego dyskursu akademickiego, co w aspekcie 
trzech badanych czasowników nie zostało potwier-

Oskar Gawlik
Jano Kochanovskio universitetas Kielcuose, 
Lenkija
Moksliniai interesai: žodinis ir rašytinis akade-
minis diskursas, semantika, sintaksė, pragmati-
ka, sisteminė funkcinė lingvistika, (kognityvinė) 
tekstyno analizė

APIE SEE, WONDER IR KNOW VEIKS-
MAŽODŽIUS IF-  IR WHETHER- PAPILDI-
NIO SąLYGOS SAKINIUSE ŠIUOLAIKINĖJE 
ŠNEKAMOJOJE AKADEMINĖJE AME-
RIKOS ANGLŲ KALBOJE: TEKSTYNU 
PAGRĮSTAS TYRIMAS
Santrauka

Straipsnio tikslas – remiantis MICASA tekstynu, 
ištirti sakytinėje akademinėje amerikiečių anglų 
kalboje dviejų akivaizdžiai besivaržančių baigtinių 
papildinio struktūrų if ir whether, papildytų trimis 
mentaliniais veiksmažodžiais (see, wonder ir 
know), paskirstymą. Introspektyvi teorinė prielaida, 
pagal nutylėjimą teigianti, kad du šalutinio sakinio 
jungtukai turi laisvą distribuciją, nebuvo patvirtina 
empiriniais tyrimais, nes trys veiksmažodžiai ne-
rodo lingvistinės pirmenybės papildinyje, pirme-
nybės, kuri priklauso nuo daugelio veiksnių: tam 
tikro veiksmažodžio junglumo modelio, konteksto, 
sub-žanro ir pan. Tyrimas parodė, kad papildinių 
see, wonder ir know vartojimas šnekamojoje aka-
deminėje anglų kalboje labiau panašėja į kasdienę 
šnekamąją, o ne rašytinę akademinę anglų kalbą. 
Taip patvirtintas teiginys, Halliday žodžiais, kad 
vartojimo laukas svarbesnis už būdą. Tiriant trijų 
mentalinių  veiksmažodžių semantiką, nustatytas 
faktas, kad šių veiksmažodžių prasmę žanras veikia 
tiek, kad jie nukrypsta nuo savo įprastinės žodyno 
reikšmės ir įgauna ne tokias prototipines reikšmes. 
Tyrimo rezultatai, savo ruožtu, suteikia pagrindą  
pragmatiniam ir funkciniam trijų veiksmažodžių 
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dzone badaniami korpusowymi (por. Biber i in. 
1999). Badanie komplementacji czasowników see, 
wonder oraz know stanowiło także próbę określenia 
ich znaczenia semantycznego, pragmatycznego 
oraz funkcji, jakie pełnią w mówionym dyskursie 
akademickim w korpusie MICASE. W powyższej 
analizie wykorzystano metodologię językoznaw-
stwa korpusowego. Wyniki badań mogą mieć 
zastosowanie w glottodydaktyce oraz leksyko-
grafii. Artykuł może także stanowić inspirację do 
dalszych badań komplementacji czasowników.  

SŁOWA KLUCZOWE: zdania podrzędne 
z if i whether, czasowniki see, wonder, know, 
komplementacja czasownika, mówiony dyskurs 
akademicki.       
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tyrinėjimui.  Reikia pabrėžti, kad remiantis šiais 
rezultatais, nederėtų daryti galutinių apibendrini-
mų. Mokslinis tyrimas turi būti pratęstas.

REIKŠMINIAI ŽODŽIAI: veiksmažodžiai see, 
wonder, know, papildinio sakiniai if ir whether, 
papildymas, šnekamasis akademinis diskursas.   


