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Annotatsiya

Ushbu maqolada ingliz tilidagi gap darajasidagi ravishlar kognitiv-pragmatik nugtayi
nazardan tahlil gilinadi. Tadgiqot vakillik xususiyatiga ega misollarni sifat jihatdan talqin gilish
va asosiy grammatik hamda lingvistik tadgiqotlarda keltirilgan nazariy tavsiflar bilan cheklanadi.
Usul ravishlaridan farqli o‘laroq, gap darajasidagi ravishlar butun gap doirasiga ta’sir qiladi hamda
odatda epistemik munosabat, baholash yoki diskurs alogalarini ifodalaydi. Magolaning magsadi
ularning lingvistik magomini aniglashtirish, asosiy semantik-pragmatik turlarini belgilash va nutq
egasiga xos ma’no yaratishdagi rolini tushuntirishdan iborat. Tahlil shuni ko‘rsatadiki, probably,
certainly, fortunately, frankly, however kabi birliklar oddiy usul ravishlari emas, balki interpretativ
operatorlar sifatida talgin gilinishi mumkin. Tadgigot umumlashtirilgan korpus xulosalarini
bermaydi, balki ushbu ravishlarning berilgan misollar va nazariy tavsiflar doirasida ganday
ishlashini izohlaydi.

Kalit so‘zlar: gap darajasidagi ravishlar, kognitiv-pragmatik talqin, epistemik ma’no,
baholovchi ma’no, nutq egasining pozitsiyasi, diskurs tashkiloti, ingliz tilshunosligi.

KOTHUTUBHO-ITIPATMATHYECKASI UHTEPIIPETALMS ITPEVIO)KEHYECKUX
HAPEUYU B AHI'JIMMCKOM SI3BIKE
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Bo3op6aeBa CapBuno3 Uiaxom ku3u
VY36eKkcKkuil rocy1apcTBEHHbIH YHUBEPCUTET MUPOBBIX S3bIKOB, MArMCTPAHT

AHHOTAIHSA

B crathe paccMmarTpuBarOTCS MNPEIIOKEHUYCCKHE HAPCUUs B aHTIIUHCKOM SI3BIKE C
KOTHUTHBHO-TIParMaTHYECKOW TOYKH 3peHHs. VcclienoBaHue OrpaHHMYMBACTCS KadyeCTBEHHOU
HHTEpIpETAllMell  PENpe3eHTAaTHBHBIX  NPUMEPOB M TCOPCTUYCCKUMH  OIHMCAHHUSIMH,
MIPEJCTaBJICHHBIMA B OCHOBHBIX TPAMMAaTHUYCCKUX W JIMHIBHCTHYECKUX paborax. B oTnuume ot
HapeuHii 00pasa eHCTBYS, MPEIIIOKCHYSCKIE HApEUrsl PACIIPOCTPAHSIOTCS Ha BCE MPEITIOKCHHE
1 0OBIYHO BBIPAKAIOT SMUCTEMHUYCSCKYIO TIO3UITUIO, OLIEHKY HIIH TUCKYPCHUBHBIE OTHOIICHHUS. [{enb
CTaThl — YTOYHHTh HX JIMHTBUCTHYECKHH CTaTyC, ONPEACIUTh OCHOBHBIC CEMaHTHKO-
nparMaTiyeckue THUIBI W OOBSICHHT, WX BKIaax B  (HOPMHPOBAHHE CYOBEKTHBHO-
OPHEHTUPOBAHHOTO 3HAYCHUS. AHAIIN3 TOKAa3bIBACT, UTO TAKKHE SIMHHMIIBI, Kak probably, certainly,
fortunately, frankly, however, crexyer paccmarpuBarh He Kak MPOCTbIe MOAU(DUKATOPHI, a KakK
HMHTEPIPETUPYIONIUE onepaTopbl. MccaenmoBanrue He MPETEHIYET Ha KOPIYCHbIE 0000IIeHus, a
npejyiaraeT TeOPETHYECKH OOOCHOBAHHOE OOBSCHEHHWE (DYHKIIMOHHPOBAHHUS STHX Hapeudil B
paccMaTpUBaeMbIX PUMEPax M OMHCAHUSIX.

KiroueBble ciioBa: MpeioKEHUYSCKHE HApeuyusi, KOTHHTHBHO-TIparMaThyecKast
UHTEpIpETAIHs, SMUCTEMUYECKOe 3HAYCHUE, OIICHOYHOE 3HAYCHHUE, MO3HIUS TOBOPSIIETO,
OpraHu3aIHs JUCKYpCa, aHTIIHICKOE SI3bIKO3HAHME.

A COGNITIVE-PRAGMATIC INTERPRETATION OF SENTENTIAL ADVERBS IN
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Abstract

This article examines sentential adverbs in English from a cognitive-pragmatic
perspective. The discussion is limited to a qualitative interpretation of representative examples
and to the theoretical descriptions found in major grammatical and linguistic studies. Unlike
manner adverbs, sentential adverbs have scope over the clause as a whole and typically signal
epistemic stance, evaluation, or discourse relation. The article aims to clarify their linguistic status,
outline their main semantic-pragmatic types, and explain how they contribute to speaker-oriented
meaning. The analysis suggests that items such as probably, certainly, fortunately, frankly, and
however can be described as interpretive operators rather than simple manner modifiers. The study
does not claim corpus-wide generalization; instead, it offers a theoretically grounded account of
how these adverbs function in the examples and descriptions considered here.

Keywords: sentential adverbs, cognitive-pragmatic interpretation, epistemic meaning,
evaluative meaning, speaker stance, discourse organization, English linguistics.

In modern linguistics, adverbs are no longer treated as a fully homogeneous grammatical
class [9; 438-450 p.]. Reference grammars show that adverbials differ in form, semantic scope,
and communicative function, and some of them affect the interpretation of the whole clause rather
than the manner of the event described [2; 575-580 p.]. This observation is especially important
for the study of sentence-level meaning because it shifts attention from the verb phrase to the
speaker’s interpretation of the proposition.

Within this broader class, sentential adverbs such as probably, certainly, perhaps,
fortunately, frankly, and however are frequently discussed as units that add an interpretive layer
to the utterance [3; 180-199 p.]. They do not simply answer questions like how? or when?; instead,
they indicate how the proposition should be understood in terms of certainty, evaluation, or
discourse relation. Thus, the contrast between He will come and He will probably come reflects
not only lexical variation but also a change in epistemic commitment.

A cognitive-pragmatic approach is useful here because it allows the researcher to relate
grammatical form to conceptualization and communicative intention. In this perspective, grammar
is connected with meaning construction, while pragmatic analysis explains how speakers position
themselves toward what they say and toward their addressee [6; 120-140 p.]. The present article
therefore focuses on how sentential adverbs contribute to speaker-oriented meaning in English.

The aim of the article is modest and clearly delimited: to clarify the linguistic status of
sentential adverbs, to group their main semantic-pragmatic types, and to explain their interpretive
role on the basis of representative examples and established grammatical descriptions. The article
does not attempt a corpus-based statistical generalization; rather, it offers a theoretically grounded
qualitative account.

METHODS

The study combines descriptive, semantic, pragmatic, and cognitive analysis. The
descriptive method is used to distinguish sentential adverbs from predicate-level and manner
adverbs. The semantic method helps identify their major meanings, especially epistemic,
evaluative, and discourse-organizing ones [4; 47-58 p.]. The pragmatic perspective is used to
explain how these adverbs signal attitude, degree of commitment, and discourse orientation, while
the cognitive perspective helps interpret them as part of meaning construal rather than as purely
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The empirical material consists of representative English examples recurrently discussed
in major grammars and linguistic studies, including sentences such as Probably, he will come
tomorrow; Certainly, this is true; Unfortunately, they failed; Frankly, 1 do not agree; and
However, the evidence remains weak. These examples are treated as illustrative rather than
exhaustive. This limitation is important because the article aims at conceptual clarification, not at
quantitative coverage of all possible contexts.

Methodologically, the article proceeds from description to interpretation. First, it outlines
the distinction between clause-level and predicate-level modification. Second, it groups sentential
adverbs into broad functional types. Third, it explains how those types operate in the selected
examples. Such a procedure makes it possible to avoid unsupported generalizations while still
providing a coherent theoretical account of the phenomenon.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The analysis suggests that the examples considered in this article can be grouped into
three broad types: epistemic, evaluative, and discourse-oriented. This classification should be
understood as an analytical convenience based on the literature and on the examples under
discussion, not as a rigid taxonomy covering every possible borderline case.

Epistemic sentential adverbs include units such as probably, perhaps, certainly, and
surely. In the examples considered here, these items modify the proposition as a whole and indicate
the speaker’s degree of certainty or probability. This interpretation is consistent with accounts that
relate such adverbs to modality and propositional assessment [3; 180-199 p.]. The difference
between He answered the question and He probably answered the question therefore lies not in
the event itself but in the speaker’s presentation of that event as more or less certain.

Evaluative sentential adverbs include items such as fortunately, unfortunately, sadly, and
surprisingly. In the sentence Unfortunately, they lost the case, the adverb does not describe the
manner of losing; instead, it frames the entire event through the speaker’s evaluative stance. The
contrast between He resigned, Fortunately, he resigned, and Unfortunately, he resigned
demonstrates that the factual core of the proposition can remain stable while the interpretive frame
changes. In this sense, evaluation is added at the clause level rather than within the predicate.

Discourse-oriented sentential adverbs include items such as however, therefore,
moreover, frankly, and honestly. In the examples considered, however introduces a relation of
contrast, while frankly signals how the following utterance should be interpreted interpersonally.
Their importance lies in the fact that they help organize discourse and orient interpretation, not
merely add lexical detail. This supports the view that sentential adverbs participate in discourse
management as well as clause interpretation.

A key distinction underlying the discussion is scope. Predicate adverbs modify the event
or process, whereas sentential adverbs take scope over the clause as a whole [7; 22-38 p.]. The
contrast between He answered the question carefully and He probably answered the question
illustrates this point particularly clearly: carefully characterizes the manner of answering, while
probably qualifies the proposition itself.

From a cognitive-pragmatic perspective, the selected examples show that sentential
adverbs can be treated as linguistic signals of construal. They do not only report what happened,;
they also indicate how the speaker presents that content—as probable, certain, regrettable,
contrastive, or frank. Within the limits of the present qualitative analysis, it is therefore reasonable
to describe these adverbs as interpretive operators that connect grammar with speaker stance and
discourse organization.

At the same time, the article avoids broader claims that would require corpus evidence.
For example, it does not claim that one type of sentential adverb is always dominant in every
register or that each item has identical pragmatic weight in all contexts. Such questions remain
open and require separate empirical investigation.
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CONCLUSION

The article has shown that sentential adverbs can be described as a distinct functional
group within English adverbials when the analysis is based on semantic scope and communicative
role rather than on form alone. In the material and theoretical descriptions considered here, they
operate at the clause level and contribute epistemic, evaluative, or discourse-organizing meaning.
The main conclusion is therefore cautious but clear: sentential adverbs are not well explained as
simple manner modifiers. In the representative examples analyzed, they function as speaker-
oriented devices that shape the interpretation of the proposition. A cognitive-pragmatic framework
is useful for explaining this role because it links grammatical position, semantic scope, and
communicative intention. Further research may test these observations on broader corpus material,
across registers, or in cross-linguistic comparison. Such work would make it possible to determine
how stable the proposed distinctions are beyond the theoretical and illustrative level examined in
the present article.
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