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1 Introduction

Interpersonal adverbs are nothing new, as the ample literature surrounding them attests, yet, so
far, they have proven to be a rather elusive category when it comes to the description and
explanation of their formal and functional behaviour. Also known as parenthetical adverbials,
disjuncts, or supplements, interpersonal adverbs are adverbs that can function as a speaker’s
comment on the illocution besides their traditional representational function as part of the

proposition.

(1)  Can a person critique his or her own art honestly?
(COCA 1993) (word search 306")
(2)  Honestly, I think your reaction to this is almost as over-the-top as the action itself.

(COCA 2012) (word search 149)

In (1) the adverb honestly fulfils its traditional representational function of modifying the verb
of the clause, i.e. by specifying the action of critiquing as being done in an honest manner. In
(2), however, honestly does not modify the verb of the clause, but fulfils its interpersonal
function in that it specifies the speaker’s illocution, i.e. the force or intention behind what he
or she says, as being honest. These two uses of honestly do not only differ with regards to their
communicative functions, but also with regards to their formal properties, e.g. their syntactic
integration into the clause or their contribution to the overall truth-value of the statement, as

will become apparent in the following chapters.

1.1 Motivation

Interpersonal adverbs have been treated extensively in the literature, yet up until recently, no
theoretically unified account has been proposed that captures all their formal and functional
dimensions, as well as the interaction between them. The first one to present such a complete
analysis was Keizer with her analysis of interpersonal frankly within Functional Discourse
Grammar (Keizer 2018b). Her analysis crucially hinges on two dichotomies: interpersonal vs,
representational elements, as well as adverbs functioning as modifiers vs. those functioning as

separate Discourse Acts®. Not only is Keizer’s analysis able to capture the relevant formal and

! This code is used to identify the examples in the appendix (10). The example word search 306 refers to the
example 306 in the word search sample for honestly.

2 Definitions and explanations of these and related concepts will be given in the chapter on Functional Discourse
Grammar (see section 3).



functional aspects of interpersonal adverbs, it also shows that Functional Discourse Grammar
is well equipped to adequately represent such complex phenomena — and explain them
conclusively.

Nonetheless, as Keizer herself admits, further research into the syntactic, semantic and
prosodic properties of interpersonal adverbs, as well as into their discourse-pragmatic
functions, is required (Keizer 2018b, 84). And further, in order to test Keizer’s analysis, an

extension and application to other interpersonal adverbs is needed.

1.2 Research questions

A number of research questions has been devised in order to investigate whether the initial
analysis of interpersonal frankly can be successfully expanded, applied and subsequently

confirmed.

1. Can Keizer’s findings regarding the adverb frankly be replicated for the adverbs
honestly and sincerely?
2. How does the adverb honestly behave syntactically, semantically, discourse-
pragmatically and prosodically?
a. Does its behaviour differ from frankly?
3. How does the adverb sincerely behave syntactically, semantically, discourse-
pragmatically and prosodically?
a. Does its behaviour differ from frankly?

4. How does sincerely differ from honestly in its behaviour?

In order to answer these research questions, corpus data from the Corpus of Contemporary
American English (COCA) and the British National Corpus (BNC) for honestly and sincerely

will be analysed according to the same criteria Keizer employed when analysing frankly.

1.3 Structure of the study

The present study will be structured as follows. The first chapter will be a literature review,
presenting a selective overview of previous accounts and approaches, ranging from
Generativism to Thetical Grammar, and how each of them has classified parenthetical adverbial
constructions. Special interest will be on the pragmatic (2.1), semantic (2.2), syntactic (2.3)
and prosodic features (2.4) reported. This will be followed by a chapter on the theoretical
framework this study is located in, i.e. Functional Discourse Grammar (FDG). An introduction

to Functional Discourse Grammar (3.1), its central principles (3.2) and organization (3.4) will



be provided, followed by a discussion of advantages and limitations (3.5), as well as a selection
of application to higher adverbs and parenthetical phenomena (3.6). The third chapter will
present the methodology employed in the present thesis which is closely aligned with Keizer’s
approach for interpersonal frankly (4.1). An explanation of the procedure used to obtain, as
well as analyse, the data will be provided, together with the relevant dimensions of analysis
(4.2) and a characterization of the data itself (4.3). The fourth chapter will provide a detailed
overview of the data for honestly and sincerely along with numerical breakdowns of the
relevant dimensions of analysis. Additionally, examples and explanations are given to facilitate
understanding and prepare argumentation in the later sections (5). Based on the analysis of the
corpus data, the behaviour of honestly and sincerely with regards to discourse-pragmatic
function (6.1), truth-conditionality (6.2), syntactic integration (6.3), placement and distribution
in verbal complements (6.4), modification and coordination (6.5), as well as prosodic features
(6.6) and rhetorical functions (6.7), will be compared to Keizer’s findings for frankly. The last
chapter will then be concerned with a discussion of the findings of the present study, compare
and contrast them with issues found in the literature (7.1), attempt a potential explanation for
the observed similarities and differences between the three adverbs (7.3), highlight the
problematic nature of interpersonal modifiers and representational adverbs constituting a

separate Discourse Act (7.2), as well as answer the initially posed research questions (7.4).



2 Features of parenthetical adverbial constructions in previous

accounts

This chapter will present a selective and non-exhaustive overview of how previous accounts
and approaches have classified parenthetical adverbial constructions. Of central interest here

are the pragmatic, semantic, syntactic and prosodic features that have been reported.

2.1 Discourse-pragmatic features

This section will deal with the functions that adverbial expressions can fulfil in the situation of
discourse, in particular, for which purpose the speaker employs the adverbial expression. They
can be used to contribute representational information, i.e. information that pertains to the
extra-linguistic situation described in the sentence. Besides this, they can also be used to
contribute interpersonal information, i.e. information that pertains to the relation between
speaker and hearer or speaker and what they say. And further, adverbials expressions can also
be used to organize the discourse, e.g. in that they signal how two sentences are related to one

another.

2.1.1 Speech Act Theory and Relevance Grammar

Speech Act Theory naturally focuses more on the pragmatic dimensions of speaking. As such,
the contribution of non-conceptual or non-representational information is discussed in greater
detail than that of conceptual or representational information. Likewise, also the emphasizing
of the illocutionary force of an utterance rather than the propositional content is central. A
further differentiation within the domain of non-conceptual information is that into
interpersonal meaning — pertaining to the pragmatic dimension of inter-speaker relations — as
well as procedural or discourse-organizational information — pertaining to the structuring and
organisation of the text itself. Special emphasis within the speech act theory and related
approaches is put on linguistic devices that are used to make the force of an utterance explicit,
so called indicators, which indicate the illocutionary force of the utterance and are generally
taken to contribute non-conceptual information.

Fraser provides a rich categorization of adverbial expressions and offers a finer
differentiation within the interpersonal and discourse-pragmatic dimension of adverbial
expressions, or pragmatic markers, as he calls them (Fraser 1996, 168). His focus is on the
starting point of the pragmatic process, that is, the message potential that derives from the

meaning of the sentence itself. Sentence meaning, according to him, can be divided into two



functionally different domains. On the one hand, the proposition or semantic/conceptual
content of the sentence, on the other hand, as he calls it, basically everything else, such as mood
markers, lexical expressions and further non-propositional content (Fraser 1996, 167).
Interpersonal adverbs, in this categorization, would be part of the second domain. They do not
encode any propositional content, but serve to linguistically encode clues which signal the
speaker’s communicative intentions — they contribute procedural information. As they do not
encode propositional information but rather help to guide the hearer, he calls them pragmatic
markers and differentiates them according to the type of message — or messages — that the
speaker sends, as well as their desired effect (Fraser 1996, 168). Identifying four different types
of messages that can be sent — basic, commentary, parallel and discourse messages — he also
postulates four different kinds of pragmatic markers that can be employed in order to signal
those messages. Basic markers, which signal the force of the message and emphasise the
illocution or intention of the speaker, such as performative expressions or the mood of the
sentence (Fraser 1996, 171). Commentary markers, which can signal a comment on the basic
message — in the case of assessment commentary markers, e.g. fortunately or sadly — or can
signal a comment on the manner of speaking — in the case of manner-of-speaking markers, e.g.
frankly or honestly (Fraser 1996, 180f.). Parallel markers, e.g. pronominal forms or titles, which
signal an additional message parallel to the basic message (Fraser 1996, p.185). And finally,
discourse markers, e.g. however or in other words which signal the relationship of the basic
message to the current discourse (Fraser 1996, 187f.). While the first three types of markers
are counted into the interpersonal domain, indicating a speaker’s communicative intentions,
the last type of marker — the discourse marker — is being employed in order to structure and
organize the discourse rather than relate to the speaker interaction.

Though with a different goal in mind, Ifantidou provides a similar speech act
categorization of sentential adverbial expressions according to their different pragmatic
functions. Illocutionary adverbs, e.g. frankly or honestly, are taken to modify an implicit
illocutionary verb (Ifantidou-Trouki 1993, 69). Attitudinal adverbs, e.g. unfortunately or
happily, do not name the speech act but rather indicate the speaker’s attitude towards the
statement made (Ifantidou-Trouki 1993, 70). Evidential adverbs, e.g. evidently or certainly,
indicate the source or the strength of the speaker’s information and thus their reliability or
commitment (Ifantidou-Trouki 1993, 70, 73). Hearsay adverbs, e.g. allegedly or reportedly,
which are taken to be a subtype of evidential adverbs rather than a qualitatively different
category by themselves, indicate that the source of the information is not the speaker

themselves (Ifantidou-Trouki 1993, 70). They thus indicate a diminished commitment on
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behalf of the speaker (Ifantidou-Trouki 1993, 73). In contrast to Fraser, Ifantidou argues that
the abovementioned sentential adverbs do contribute conceptual information to the discourse
(Ifantidou-Trouki 1993, 88). At the same time, she assumes the standpoint of relevance theory
that expressions may well encode information about how to compute or process the utterances
containing them (Ifantidou-Trouki 1993, 83). They indicate an inference process which may
help the hearer to correctly interpret and thus organize the utterances rather than encoding
information that pertains primarily to the interpersonal dimension of speaker interaction.

Bach and Harnish propose again a different approach in that they categorize
interpersonal adverbs as being illocutionary devices for the indirect performance of
illocutionary acts (Bach & Harnish 1979, 203). Illocutionary adverbials are used to characterize
the act of stating of an utterance, i.e. describe the way in which the illocutionary act is being
performed (Bach & Harnish 1979, 220). They are differentiated according to their function into
manner of speaking adverbs, e.g. frankly or truthfully, as well as sentence adverbs, e.g.
fortunately or clearly (Bach & Harnish 1979, 221). Manner of speaking adverbs are taken to
modify the illocutionary act of uttering the sentence, while sentence adverbs are taken to
modify the whole sentence or clause (Bach & Harnish 1979, 222). The later characterize the

speaker’s attitude towards the proposition expressed.

2.1.2  Descriptive Grammars

Descriptive Grammars such as Quirk et al. (1985) or Huddleston and Pullum (2002)
differentiate between the various categories of adverbial expression according to their role and
importance in relation to other elements in the sentence. A central characteristic of the adverbial
expressions under discussion here is their comment function onto what is being said or how it
is being said. Although descriptive grammars have a broader outlook compared to other more
specialized approaches, they nonetheless also differentiate adverbials according to their
function of modifying the conceptual or propositional dimension of what is being said, or the
dimension of the act of speaking itself, as well as their discourse-organizational functions.
Quirk et al. distinguish between four categories of adverbial expressions: adjuncts, subjuncts,
conjuncts and finally disjuncts (Quirk et al. 1985, 501). Adjuncts, e.g. because of his injuries,
are adverbials that most closely resemble other sentence elements such as the subject, the
complement, or the object of the sentence, and tend to be similar in weight and balance to other
major sentence elements (Quirk et al. 1985, 504). They can be subcategorized into predicating
adjuncts, which relate to the verb or the post-verbal elements, as well as sentence adjuncts,

which relate to the sentence as a whole (Quirk et al. 1985, 505). Subjuncts, e.g. really or indeed



are adverbials that have a subordinate role in comparison to other clause elements and might
function as emphasizers (Quirk et al. 1985, 566, 583). Conjuncts, e.g. first of all or by the way
are employed to conjoin independent linguistic units rather than actually contributing
additional information to a single unit (Quirk et al. 1985, 631f.). They express how the speaker
views the relation between linguistic units and can relate to sentences as a whole, but also to
smaller as well as larger units, e.g. individual clause constituents or whole paragraphs. The
fourth and most relevant category for the present purpose, that of disjuncts, expresses
evaluation of what is being said in respect to either the form or the meaning (Quirk et al. 1985,
615). It is taken to be the speaker’s comment on the accompanying clause and has a superior
role compared to other sentence elements — the opposite of subjuncts. Disjuncts can be divided
into two sub-categories, style disjuncts and content disjuncts. Style disjuncts, e.g. frankly or
honestly, are taken to be a speaker’s comments on modality, manner or respect, and further
draw attention to how something is being said, making them particularly well suited for
comments on language itself (Quirk et al. 1985, 615, 618). Content disjuncts, e.g. possibly or
rightly, on the other hand, are taken to be a speaker’s comments on either the truth value of the
expressed content or a value judgement of the expressed content, revealing the speaker’s
attitude towards it (Quirk et al. 1985, 620). Regarding the initially mentioned tripartite
categorization of adverbials according to their functions, adjuncts and subjuncts fall into the
conceptual domain, conjuncts fall into the discourse-organizational domain while disjuncts
would fall into the interpersonal domain.

Huddleston and Pullum distinguish only two categories of adverbials: adjuncts and
supplements. Within the adjunct category they further distinguish many subcategories with
each fulfilling a different function, such as manner adjuncts, see (3), or speech act-related
adjuncts, see (4), as well as many more (Mittwoch, Huddleston & Collins 2002, 665). Manner
adjuncts, e.g. slowly or with a hammer, characterize how or in what way the verb phrase (VP)
is being performed (Huddleston & Pullum 2002, 670). Certain adverbs, e.g. frankly or happy,
can have both a manner use which modifies the VP, as well as further uses, e.g. a speech act-

related use (Huddleston & Pullum 2002, 672).

(3)  He spoke very frankly about his problems. (manner use)

(4)  Frankly, I don’t care. (speech act-related use)

Speech act-related adjuncts tend to be more peripheral than others as they do not relate to the
situation described or the proposition expressed in the clause. Rather, they relate to the speech

act and how it is being performed by uttering the clause (Huddleston, Payne & Peterson 2002,
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773). Supplements, as in (5), on the other hand, are characterized by adding further information
that is not essential to identify the element to which they attach (Huddleston & Pullum 2002,
1353). They may be realized as separate main clauses with their own illocutionary force
(Huddleston & Pullum 2002, 1352) and have a similar function to that of modifiers — adjuncts
in Huddleston and Pullum’s account, as in (6) — in that they modify the anchor clause to which
they belong (Huddleston & Pullum 2002, 1360). They spell out the differences between
adjuncts and supplements rather in semantic, prosodic and syntactic terms, than in functional

ones.

(5)  Pat — the life and soul of the party — had invited all the neighbours. (supplement)
(Huddleston & Pullum 2002, 1350)

(6)  She departed very hastily. (adjunct)
(Huddleston & Pullum 2002, 670)

The most important functional difference might be that supplements provide non-essential
information which could also be left out. Beyond that, Huddleston and Pullum themselves state

that there is little difference between adjuncts and supplements.

2.1.3 Systemic Functional Grammar

Halliday assumes language to have the three meta functions experiential, interpersonal and
textual which are manifest in the three purposes for which adverbial expressions can be
employed: to contribute conceptual information, to contribute interpersonal information, and
to organize the discourse (Halliday & Matthiessen 2014, 30f.). All three of them become united
in the clause according to Systemic Functional Grammar (SFG), as the clause is taken to be the
primary channel of grammatical energy (Halliday & Matthiessen 2014, 49). The clause in terms
of structure is the combination of the mood element, being the subject and the finite verb
(Halliday & Matthiessen 2014, 139ff.), together with the residue, being basically everything
else, most notably though consisting of functional elements such as predicator’, complement
and adjunct (Halliday & Matthiessen 2014, 151ff.). Out of all those elements in the clause, the
adjunct is the least needed one and can be distinguished into three classes according to their
metafunction (Halliday & Matthiessen 2014, 156f.). Circumstantial adjuncts serve the

experiential metafunction, are part of the residue and might add conceptual information such

3 The predicator is present in all major clauses and realized by a verbal group minus the temporal or modal
operators. It is non-finite and specifies the secondary tense, the aspect, the voice and the process. Been trying to
be heard would be the predicator of the phrase he has been trying to be heard (Halliday & Matthiessen 2014,
151f.)



as time, place or manner. Modal adjuncts serve the interpersonal metafunction, are part of the
mood or comment and might add either temporality, modality and intensity, or interpersonal
information in the form of a comment. Conjunctive adjuncts serve the textual metafunction,
are outside of the mood structure and help to organize the discourse. Within the modal adjuncts,
two subtypes of comment adjuncts can be distinguished, which are most relevant for the present
purpose: the propositional type, e.g. inevitably or cleverly, which is the speaker’s comment on
the proposition, as well as the speech functional type, e.g. frankly or honestly, which is a

comment on the act of exchanging propositions (Halliday & Matthiessen 2014, 190, 192).

2.1.4 Generative Grammar

Traditionally being situated towards the formal end of the spectrum, approaches within
generativism do not discuss classifications based on discourse-pragmatic or textual-
organizational features in great detail. Haegeman, in her radical orphanage approach, for
example, bases her distinction between central and peripheral adverbial clauses solely on
syntactic properties (Haegeman 2009, 331).

Nonetheless, Espinal, distinguishing a wide variety of members to be part of the class
of disjuncts, ranging from whole sentences to single word adverbial phrases, e.g. frankly or
quickly (Espinal 1991, 726), provides at least some interpersonal aspects of disjunct
constituents. She characterizes them as connecting with the speaker, providing information
about the attitude of the communicator, introducing additional assumptions and providing
information about the context of information (Espinal 1991, 735). She further assumes a
relation of commenting between the disjunct constituent and the sentence in which it occurs
and conceptualizes disjuncts as comments. Adverbs are taken to be comments on the speaker
or hearer attitude towards the speech act, discourse adverbials are taken to be comments
constraining implicatures, and sentence disjuncts are taken to be comments on the speaker’s
assumptions (Espinal 1991, 757).

Although with a rather different goal in mind, Cinque, in his cross-linguistic
comparison of the ordering of adverbs, provides a classification of adverbs into higher*
adverbs, e.g. frankly or honestly, and lower adverbs (Cinque 1999, 33). Accordingly, he
distinguishes a rich make-up of various functional heads within the clause, ranging from modal

ones, e.g. speech act, over temporal ones to aspectual ones (Cinque 1999, 106), which he argues

4 The distinction between higher and lower adverbs generally refers to adverbs being outside of the proposition
and thus being non-truth-conditional, e.g. speech act related adverbs (=higher), and adverbs being part of the
proposition and thus being truth-conditional, e.g. manner adverbs (=lower).
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to correspond with related adverbial expressions (Cinque 1999, 77, 140). The category of mood
or modal functional heads, respectively, is defined as having to do with the speaker’s opinion
or attitude towards the proposition expressed, and is also the category most relevant for the
present purpose (Cinque 1999, 78). The speech act mood is the marking of the basic
illocutionary force of the sentence, i.e. declarative, interrogative or imperative, while speech
act adverbs, e.g. frankly or honestly, are said to qualify the speaker’s act of declaration (Cinque

1999, 84).°

2.1.5 Natural Language Semantics

Potts argues for parentheticals to be understood as conventional implicatures. He takes them to
be part of semantics and distinguishes them, following Grice, from conversational implicatures
which are taken to be part of pragmatics (Potts 2004, 1). Conventional implicatures introduce
information that is not assumed to be common ground and serve as a kind of commentary on
the content of the host clause (Potts 2004, 5). They are rarely used to express controversial
propositions or to carry the main theme. Instead they guide the discourse and help the hearer
understand why the at-issue content — that which is being said — is important (Potts 2004, 7).
In general, they are contributions made by the speaker and thus speaker-oriented comments
evaluating what is described in the sentence. In support for his analysis of parentheticals as
conventional implicatures he lists expressives, such as (7), as well as supplements, such as (8)

as prime examples (Potts 2004, 6).

(7)  Nowhere did it say that the damn thing didn’t come with an electric plug!
(expressive)
(8)  After first agreeing to lend me a modem to test, Motorola changed its mind and

said that, amazingly, it had none to spare. (supplement)

Supplementary adverbs such as utterance modifiers, also called pragmatic adverbs or second-
order speech act adverbs, e.g. frankly or honestly, are taken to modify the relation between the
speaker and a particular utterance (Potts 2004, 149). Even though Potts locates his analysis
strictly within the domain of semantics, the described comment function is prototypical of the
interpersonal dimension of adverbial expressions, as is the characterization of the relation

between speaker and proposition that is being made.

3 It should be noted that this semantic/pragmatic side is non-definitional in his approach. The categories, as well
as their positions in the hierarchy, are determined on the basis of theoretical/formal behaviour, i.e. the adverbs
relative position. Only later, once the hierarchy is established, a potential link to semantics/pragmatics may be
established. As such, it is only a side aspect rather than central criterion for their classification.
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2.1.6 Discourse Grammar / Thetical Grammar

Within Discourse Grammar, more specifically within Thetical Grammar, discourse-pragmatic
and especially discourse-organisational aspects play a superordinate role, as this approach
focuses primarily on the linguistic resources used for structuring texts, and peripherally also on
the intentions of speakers as well as the aspect of text planning (Heine et al. 2013, 156). Heine
et al. classify parentheticals as a subcategory of theticals — a term created from the term
parenthetical — as they take theticals to comprise a wider range of related phenomena such as
parentheticals, disjuncts or extra-clausal constituents (Heine et al. 2013, 161f.). They
distinguish several categories of theticals according to their respective functions in discourse.
Conceptual theticals, such as discourse markers, have as their primary function the organization
of text (Heine et al. 2013, 165). Imperatives serves the paradigm function of thetical grammar
of speaker-hearer interaction (Heine et al. 2013, 170). Vocatives and formulae of social
exchange serve the speaker-hearer interaction as well and are used to establish or maintain
mutually beneficial relationships between the participants (Heine et al. 2013, 165, 166).
Interjections, as the final thetical category, can either be expressive, indexing emotional or
cognitive change, phatic, expressing the mental state of the speaker regarding the ongoing
discourse, or conative, being used to attract the hearer’s attention (Heine et al. 2013, 172). As
can be seen from the above, theticals and Thetical Grammar are mostly determined by the
situation of discourse and the persons involved, rather than being determined by the structure
of sentences and their conceptual-propositional content (Heine et al. 2013, 177). As such,
Thetical Grammar is understood as a tool for the placing of utterances in a wider context,
elaborating cognitive and emotive states, guiding the hearer to the intended interpretation and
creating text coherence (Heine et al. 2013, 85). Interpersonal adverbs, e.g. frankly or honestly,
on this account, would be located as discourse markers within the category of conceptual

theticals, serving a textual-organizational function.

2.1.7 Summary

Despite different approaches, categorizations and concepts, the previous accounts can all be
taken to differentiate adverbial expressions into those adding conceptual-propositional
information and those not adding such information, with the latter being further subcategorized
into adverbial expressions adding interpersonal information and those adding discourse-
organizational information. The first category comprises adjuncts and subjuncts; manner
related and experiential adjuncts; and lower adverbs. The second category comprises basic,

commentary and parallel pragmatic markers; illocutionary, attitudinal and evidential adverbs;
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manner of speaking and sentence adverbials; disjuncts; supplements; modal and comment
adjuncts; higher adverbs; supplementary adverbs; as well as most theticals. The third category
comprises discourse markers; conjuncts; conjunctive adjuncts; disjuncts; and discourse
markers as a subcategory of conceptual theticals. The only accounts that do not really
differentiate along discourse-pragmatic or functional lines are Huddleston and Pullum’s
adjunct — supplement account, saying that their differentiation is primary based on syntactic
and prosodic features — i.e. non-integration — rather than functional ones. As well as Pott’s
natural language semantics account, which takes the adverbials under discussion to be a case

for semantics.

2.2 Semantic features

This section pertains to the semantic or meaning-related dimension of adverbial expressions in
the literature. As such, the kinds of meaning that those adverbial expressions carry, such as
propositional or procedural meaning, will be discussed. The primary focus of this section will,
however, be on their particular role in relation to the truth value of the sentence they are part

of, i.e. whether those adverbial expressions are truth-conditional or non-truth-conditional.

2.2.1 Speech Act Theory and Relevance Grammar

Interpersonal adverbs — pragmatic markers, sentential adverbs and their like — are traditionally
taken to be non-truth-conditional, i.e. not contributing propositional content to the sentence
they are part of. Rather, they contribute procedural meaning, e.g. in the form of indicators of
the illocutionary force of the utterance, indicating either the speech act being performed or the
propositional attitude of the speaker. Nonetheless, the notion of all sentential adverbs being
non-truth-conditional, i.e. not contributing propositional meaning, has not gone unchallenged.
Ifantidou, for example, opposes the traditional view and argues that even non-truth-conditional
adverbs encode conceptual meaning, although they do not contribute to the proposition of the
sentence they are part of, but rather to higher-level explicatures.

Following the classic view of speech act theorists, Fraser divides the sentence meaning
into the proposition, i.e. the propositional content representing the state of the world, and
everything else, such as e.g. discourse pragmatic markers (Fraser 1996, 167). On this account,
discourse pragmatic markers, such as in (9), carry procedural meaning, signalling the

relationship of the basic message to the current discourse (Fraser 1996, 186).

(9)  Jane is here. However, she is not going to stay.
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However here does not contribute to the extra-linguistic situation described, but rather indicates
how the second message relates to the first, i.e. in a contrastive manner. As discourse markers
do not contribute to the propositional aspect of the utterance, they are taken to be non-truth-
conditional, i.e. not influencing the truth value of the utterance as a whole.

Ifantidou, as already mentioned, challenges the view of indicators generally being non-
truth-conditional and not contributing propositional content, via embedding or if-test. The
sentence under discussion becomes embedded into a conditional and depending on whether the
adverbial falls within the scope of the if operator or not, the truth-conditionality is determined.
If the adverbial falls within the scope of if, it is taken to be truth-conditional, if not, then it is
taken to be non-truth-conditional (Ifantidou-Trouki 1993, 73). Her analysis finds that
attitudinal (unfortunately) and illocutionary adverbs (honestly) do not make a contribution of
the proposition and are thus confirmed to be non-truth-conditional, much in line with the
traditionalist’s view (Ifantidou-Trouki 1993, 75, 82). Hearsay (reportedly) and evidential
(clearly) adverbs, on the other hand, are found to make a contribution to the proposition and
thus have to be taken to be truth-conditional, opposite to the general assumption (Ifantidou-
Trouki 1993, 77, 81). She further proposes an alternative account of non-truth-conditional
semantics along the lines of relevance grammar, in order to counter the problem of some
adverbs being non-truth-conditional, while at the same time encoding conceptual meaning,
something that the traditional speech act accounts are not capable of. Illocutionary and
attitudinal adverbs, despite having proven to be non-truth-conditional, might well encode at
least elements of conceptual meaning, as their information can be denied by the hearer
(Ifantidou-Trouki 1993, 84). This apparently contradictory behaviour is explained by the
assumption that even though such adverbs might encode and contribute propositional meaning,
they do so not towards the propositional content relevant for the truth value of the utterance as
a whole, but rather to some higher-level explicatures. While the only relevant explicature for
the overall truth value is the proposition expressed by the utterance, higher-level explicatures
do not contribute to the overall truth value, might be true or false in their own right or even
contradict each other (Ifantidou-Trouki 1993, 86f.). As such, the view presented by Ifantidou
takes truth-conditional adverbs to contribute to the proposition and non-truth-conditional
adverbs to contribute to higher-level explicatures, with both of them encoding conceptual rather
than procedural meaning. The semantic independence of non-truth-conditional adverbs is
speculated to be due to there being two separate truth-conditions which may make differently
weighted contributions to the overall truth value — the truth-condition of the utterance and the

truth-condition(s) of the higher-level explicature(s) (Ifantidou-Trouki 1993, 88f.).
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2.2.2 Descriptive Grammars

While Quirk et al.’s A comprehensive Grammar of the English Language does not touch upon
the topic of truth-conditionality, The Cambridge Grammar of the English Language by
Huddleston and Pullum does so in relation to adverbial expressions, although they prefer a
differentiation into integrated vs. supplementary as it better accords with the observed semantic
differences (Huddleston & Pullum 2002, 1353). Even so, their differentiation is only partly
based on the notion of restrictiveness and non-restrictiveness, i.e. truth-conditionality, and
rather based on the composite notion of integration vs. non-integration.

Huddleston and Pullum distinguish between verb-oriented and clause-oriented adjuncts
according to the type and way of meaning contribution (Huddleston & Pullum 2002, 576). VP-
oriented adjuncts denote modifications of the details of the predicate clause, e.g. manner, as in
(10), or degree, while clause-related adjuncts represent modification of the applicability of the

clause content, e.g. modality, evaluation or speech act, as in (11).

(10)  She walked unsteadily to the door. (manner)

(11)  Frankly, I’m not interested. (speech act-related)

The latter’s meaning contributions are taken to be more external to the content of the
proposition and rather specifies how the content relates to the world. They further differentiate
the semantic dimension of adverbs according to their restrictiveness, i.e. whether they bear on
the truth of the utterance they are part of or not, as well as their relative scope, which is taken
to be the semantic analogue to syntactic constituent structure in that the meaning of a sentence
is build up from the meaning of the individual parts (Huddleston & Pullum 2002, 667f.).
Adjuncts, in their account, are thus elements that express relatively constant kinds of meaning
and come with a wide range of semantic categories, e.g. being speech act-related (Huddleston
& Pullum 2002, 665f.). Speech act-related adjuncts describe the speech act being performed,
are not part of the expression of a proposition and thus do not introduce a truth condition — they
can only be infelicitous but not false in the semantic sense of truth-conditionality (Huddleston
& Pullum 2002, 773). Supplements are characterized by being related to an anchor® with which

they have to be semantically compatible, although they are not licensed by this anchor in the

% The anchor might be best understood as the constituent within the host clause to which the supplement relates.
In the example Pat — the live and soul of the party — had invited all the neighbours Pat serves as anchor for the
supplement the live and soul of the party, while Pat had invited all the neighbours serves as the host. Heine et al.
also remark upon the difference between host and anchor that the latter pertains to the sematic dimension while
the former pertains to the syntactic dimension (Heine et al. 2013, 189).
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sense of syntactical licensing (Huddleston & Pullum 2002, 1351f.). In (12), Pat serves as

anchor for the supplement.
(12)  Pat — the live and the soul of the party — had invited all the neighbours.

This is in line with supplements adding information that is additional and not needed in order
to identify the anchor or demanded by the anchor. Accordingly, they are taken to be necessarily
non-restrictive, i.e. not posing a constraint on the truth value of the utterance in which they

occur (Huddleston & Pullum 2002, 1352).

2.2.3 Systemic Functional Grammar

Halliday and Matthiessen do not discuss semantic characteristics of interpersonal adverbs.
Some relation to the concept of truth and truth-conditionality in regard to sentences can be
found in the discussion of the meaning of subject and finite element making up the mood
element in SFG. Both are semantically motivated although they bring different contributions
to the clause. The finite element makes the proposition finite, gives it a point of reference and
relates it to the context — it locates the exchange in the semantic space opened up between
speaker and hearer (Halliday & Matthiessen 2014, 144f.). The subject is taken to be something
by reference to which the proposition can be affirmed or denied and in whom the success or
failure of the proposition is vested (Halliday & Matthiessen 2014, 145f.). As, however, the
SFG category of adjuncts that comes closest to interpersonal adverbs, i.e. modal adjuncts, is

located outside of the mood element, this observation is only of peripheral relevance.

2.2.4 Generative Grammar

Approaches within the framework of Generative Grammar, being traditionally more on the
formal end of the spectrum, tend to remain rather silent about semantics or truth-conditionality
in relation to interpersonal adverbs. Espinal, however, in providing a summary of properties
found in the literature, includes at least some points which partially pertain to the semantic
dimension of disjunct constituents. She lists that constituents in either the host sentence or the
disjunct may be added or deleted without affecting the meaning of the rest due to disjuncts not
contributing to the meaning or truth-conditions of the host (Espinal 1991, 730). A further
property given is the linguistic independence between speaker-oriented disjunct and the host
that contains it, evident in the fact that the meaning of neither of the two components is altered
when they become combined (Espinal 1991, 733). This goes to show again that the disjunct is
semantically, and thus truth-conditionally, independent from the host, and vice versa. As the

meaning of the disjunct is not integrated into the meaning of the host, disjuncts are taken to be
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independent constituents. Nonetheless, although at first glance appearing somewhat
contradictory, Espinal notes that syntactic independence does not mean semantic independence
(Espinal 1991, 740). The meaning of the disjunct may not affect the meaning or truth-
conditions of the host, but the meaning of the disjunct does relate to the meaning of the host or
an element within it’. Therefore, while there may not be any truth-conditional relations, other

semantic — or conceptual — relations might well entail between the two.

2.2.5 Natural Language Semantics

Taking parentheticals to be a matter of semantics, Potts subsequently provides an explication
of the semantic dimensions of parentheticals. He generally distinguishes a rich ontology of
classes of meaning as the backdrop of his work, most notably grouped according to them being
either context dependent or entailments (Potts 2004, 23). The former are taken to be only
potential contributions — depending on the context — and thus deniable, while the latter are
taken to be commitments by the speaker, independent of the context. Conventional implicatures
are assumed to be part of the class of entailments. Following Grice’s initial distinction between
conventional and conversational implicatures, Potts characterizes parentheticals as
conventional implicatures, which are strictly semantic and thus outside of pragmatics, due to
their meaning being already contained in the grammar and therefore not being inferred through
conversational maxims or the cooperative principle (Potts 2004, 8). In line with Grice’s
characterization of conventional implicatures, Potts defines conventional implicatures as part
of the conventional meaning of words, as commitments giving rise to entailments, as
introduced by the speaker, and as logically and compositionally independent of what is being
said, i.e. independent of at-issue entailments (Potts 2004, 11). Their truth value is independent
of the truth value of the host, making them non-truth-conditional (Potts 2004, 32).
Supplements, e.g. parentheticals, which are together with expressives taken as prime evidence
for Pott’s account, are found to share those properties with conventional implicatures (Potts
2004, 89). Their basic semantic properties are that they have conventional implicature based
semantics, non-deniable and context-independent meaning, cannot be backgrounded, i.e. taken
to be commonly known, as their meaning is not entailed by the participants common ground,
are non-restrictive in that they cannot restrict the at-issue value of their anchors, and are

scopeless in that they are interpreted as taking widest or primary scope thus lying outside of

7 Similar to the previously mentioned relation between supplement and anchor, in that the supplement — or disjunct
— has to be semantically compatible with the anchor — or host — even if their relation is different from that of
syntactical licensing (Huddleston & Pullum 2002, 1351f.).
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any dominance relation (Potts 2004, 111-114). Utterance modifiers, such as e.g. frankly, in
being non-truth-conditional and not contributing to the proposition expressed — the at-issue
content — are rather taken to modify the relation between speaker and the respective utterance,

thus arguably contributing interpersonal or procedural information (Potts 2004, 147).

2.2.6 Discourse Grammar / Thetical Grammar

The two domains of Discourse Grammar — Sentence Grammar and Thetical Grammar — are not
only understood as pertaining to different functions which language can be employed for, but
also as encoding different kinds of meaning (Heine et al. 2013, 182). Sentence Grammar is
characterized by restrictive, i.e. propositional, meaning which is grounded in the semantic
structure of the sentence. Thetical Grammar, on the other hand, encodes non-restrictive
meaning, i.e. meaning concerning reasoning processes and inferential mechanisms, which is
grounded in the situation of the discourse, e.g. procedural meaning. This also results in a
difference in semantic-pragmatic scope potential of the respective domains (Heine et al. 2013,
182). Sentence Grammar units have scope over the sentence or its constituents, while Thetical
Grammar units have scope over the situation of discourse. Theticals, which are taken to
subsume parentheticals, are therefore characterized as having —amongst other properties — non-
restrictive meaning. In their subsequent analyses, Heine et al. found all their theticals to have
non-restrictive meaning and they note that their information value of theticals is often described
to be optional or non-essential® (Heine et al. 2013, 195). They also note that the meaning of
theticals forms a cline from least to most text-relevant, rather than being a binary matter, as
well as that most theticals are in fact not entirely independent (Heine et al. 2013, 188). An
interesting aspect of this approach is the phenomenon of cooptation, which crucially affects the
semantic properties of the elements involved, as it is the transition or recruiting of an SG
element to be deployed within TG (Heine et al. 2013, 185f.). This leads to a shift in the
abovementioned semantic-pragmatic scope from syntax to discourse setting, as well as a
change in the meaning of the element. Its meaning is no longer defined with reference to
syntactic function but instead is redesigned by the situation of discourse, becoming more

complex, as the unit is freed from their previous semantic constraints.

8 «“A common thread across the relevant literature is that the use of theticals is optional or non-essential and that
they can be dropped without affecting the meaning or grammatical acceptability of utterances.” (Heine et al. 2013,
195)
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2.277 Summary
Most accounts differentiate between propositional or conceptual meaning, and procedural
meaning. Related to this, most accounts also distinguish adverbial expressions according to
them being truth-conditional or not, i.e. contributing to the truth condition of the utterance they
are part of. The literature lists as contributing propositional meaning and thus being truth-
conditional: basic, commentary and parallel markers; evidential and hearsay adverbs;
integrated adverbial phrases; as well as VP-oriented adjuncts. Not contributing to the
propositional dimension of utterances and thus taken to be non-truth-conditional are: discourse
markers; attitudinal and illocutionary adverbs; supplementary adverbial phrases; clause-
oriented adjuncts; supplements; disjunct constituents; conventional implicatures; as well as
theticals. This traditional equation of non-propositional meaning with non-truth-conditionality
is challenged by Ifantidou, in that all sentential adverbs are taken to encode at least partially
elements of conceptual meaning.

An important notion pertaining to the discussed non-truth-conditionality of
parenthetical constructions is the speculation that maybe instead of one, two utterances — and

thus two separate truth-conditions — might be involved.

(13)  You write about — very frankly — about losing your virginity when you were 14
years old.

(Keizer 2018b, 62)

In (13) the host clause might have a separate truth-condition, i.e. whether or not it actually is
the case that the person referred to writes about losing their virginity when they were 14 years
old. And additionally, the parenthetical might have another separate truth-condition in its own
right, i.e. whether the manner in which the losing of the virginity is written about is indeed very
frank or not. Therefore, if we speak of adverbs being non-truth-conditional, what is meant is,
that they might not contribute to the overall truth-conditionality of the utterance as a whole.
The parentheticals themselves, however, may well be truth-conditional in their own right.

Other accounts, such as descriptive grammars, SFG or approaches within the
framework of generative grammar, do not view truth-conditionality or semantic integration as

key features and instead base their differentiation rather on other factors.

2.3 Syntactic features

This section pertains to the syntactic dimension of adverbial expressions as discussed in the

literature. As such, special attention will be on syntactic tests or criteria which have been
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employed to distinguish between various types of adverbials, as well as their position in the

sentence or clause they are part of.

2.3.1 Speech Act Theory and Relevance Grammar
Apart from some rather general observations about the position of adverbial expressions, the
syntactic dimension is largely left untouched by accounts within the framework of speech act
theory. Regarding the position of pragmatic markers, Fraser observers, that thy tend to occur in
sentence initial position (Fraser 1996, 170). If separated by comma intonation, however, they
can also occur in medial or final position. Unfortunately, no further syntactic properties are
given for the here especially relevant comment or discourse markers.

Ifantidou, in a similarly superficial manner, also notes that sentential adverbs seem to
behave similar to parentheticals in that 