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Abstract 

In this introductory chapter, we first provide a description of the topic of this volume, the 

Interpersonal Level in Functional Discourse Grammar, stressing the fact that, in compliance 

with the Principle of Formal Encoding that is central in FDG, this level captures pragmatic 

distinctions to the extent that these are encoded morphosyntactically or phonologically. We 

then provide an overview of the model of Functional Discourse Grammar as a whole, so as to 

explain the place of the Interpersonal Level within it. Finally, we provide a preview of the 

remaining chapters in the volume, focusing on their contribution to the overall topic. 
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1 The Interpersonal Level in Functional Discourse Grammar 

 

Functional Discourse Grammar (FDG) differs from most other models of grammar in that it 

includes a full-fledged pragmatic level in its design. This pragmatic level is called the 

Interpersonal Level and exists next to semantic, morphosyntactic, and phonological levels, 

with which it interacts. The Interpersonal Level is defined in actional terms and captures the 

many aspects of linguistic structure that are triggered by the interactional nature of human 



communication. Actional categories, however, are represented only to the extent that they are 

reflected in morphosyntax or phonology, in accordance with the Principle of Formal 

Encoding (Keizer 2015) that is central to FDG. A study of the Interpersonal Level in FDG is 

thus a study of grammatical phenomena sensitive to discourse phenomena. 

Since its first presentation in 2008 (cf. Hengeveld and Mackenzie 2008), several 

changes to the basic overall template of the Interpersonal Level have been proposed. Chapter 

2 of this volume presents an updated overview of the structure of the Interpersonal Level in 

FDG, including the aforementioned changes. In order to situate the Interpersonal Level 

within the overall structure of FDG, Section 2 will provide a short overview of the model as a 

whole.  

 The current volume further develops the design of FDG’s Interpersonal Level in view 

of the proposed innovations, both by refining some of its theoretical tenets, and by applying it 

to a variety of grammatical phenomena triggered by pragmatic factors in the different 

chapters, the contents of which are briefly summarized in Section 3. The volume thus makes 

a substantial contribution to current research on the formal reflections of pragmatic 

distinctions, a field that FDG is particularly well placed to develop, given its architecture. 

 

 

2. Functional Discourse Grammar1 

 

2.1 General overview 

 

Functional Discourse Grammar (henceforth FDG) takes what is called a form-oriented 

function-to-form approach to the study of language (cf. Hengeveld and Mackenzie 2008: 38-

 
1 This section is partly based on Mittendorfer (2025a).  



39; see also Principle of Formal Encoding in Keizer 2015). Being a form-oriented model, it 

only aims to account for those linguistic phenomena which are systematically and predictably 

encoded in any one language. The logical consequence of this principle is that phenomena 

lacking any concrete formal, i.e. morphosyntactic or phonological, reflex (such as, for 

instance, the possible interpretations of indirect speech acts) are generally not analyzed 

within the framework. As a function-to-form approach, however, FDG considers the primary 

function of language to be communicative, assuming that the formal features of utterances 

will generally be affected by the speakers’ communicative intentions. Put differently, FDG 

seeks to account for those features of language which are systematically encoded in the 

grammar and can be analyzed in terms of a functional (that is pragmatic or semantic) 

motivation. 

 The architecture of the model reflects these basic assumptions: FDG makes use of a 

hierarchically structured and top-down organization of levels (and layers) of analysis. More 

specifically, the architecture is built up in a way such that “pragmatics governs semantics, 

pragmatics and semantics govern morphosyntax, and pragmatics, semantics, and 

morphosyntax govern phonology” (Hengeveld and Mackenzie 2008: 13). In Figure 1, the 

hierarchical organization with all its levels of analysis is illustrated. Since FDG is embedded 

in a “wider theory of verbal interaction” (2008: 13; Keizer 2015: 22), it consists of a total of 

four components, i.e. three non-grammatical, but linguistically relevant components, i.e. the 

Conceptual, the Contextual, and the Output Component, as well as the  Grammatical 

Component (or FDG proper; represented in bold in Figure 1). In line with the hierarchical 

organization of the model, each utterance starts with a communicative intention, formulated 

in the Conceptual Component, which is passed into the Grammatical Component. The output 

of the FDG proper then feeds into the Output Component, where it is translated into written, 

spoken, or signed form. Finally, the Contextual Component provides information from the 



wider situational and discourse context which is relevant for an adequate description of the 

linguistic form of an utterance.  

 

 

Figure 1 The hierarchical architecture of the model 

 

The Grammatical Component makes use of three distinct types of elements, i.e. 

operations, primitives, and levels of analysis. The first of these elements, operations (given in 

ovals in Figure 1), is defined as “those parts of the model where the rules of a specific 

language are applied and linguistic utterances are gradually constructed” (Keizer 2015: 28). 

Operations come in two different kinds, Formulation and Encoding: Information from the 

Conceptual (and if necessary Contextual) Component first feeds into Formulation, where the 

relevant pragmatic and semantic representations are produced using a number of primitives 

(e.g. frames, lexemes, operators; see below). Second, once these pragmatic and semantic 



representations have been constructed, the operation of Morphosyntactic Encoding takes over 

and transforms them into morphosyntactic representations. Third, the representations created 

that way are then passed into the operation of Phonological Encoding, where the 

phonological form of the utterance is produced. Like the operation of Formulation, both types 

of Encoding make use of a set of primitives in constructing the relevant representations, i.e. 

templates and morphemes (during Morphosyntactic Encoding), and suppletive forms and 

phonological operators (during Phonological Encoding). In a final step, the output of these 

operations is fed into the Output Component, where the utterance receives its physical form 

(see e.g. O’Neill 2014, Seinhorst 2014). 

 As briefly mentioned above, the operations of Formulation and Encoding require a 

number of primitives (given in boxes in Figure 1) to construct the relevant representations. 

These are defined as the “building blocks for their respective levels of application” 

(Hengeveld and Mackenzie 2008: 19; cf. Keizer 2015: 30) and fall into three distinct types. 

The above mentioned frames and templates belong to the group of structuring primitives. 

Frames capture the possible combinations of pragmatic and semantic units on the higher two 

levels of analysis (the Interpersonal and the Representational Level; see Section 2.2.1 and 

2.2.2 below) during Formulation. Relevant lexemes and operators (expressing grammatical 

information such as identifiability or tense) are selected once an appropriate frame is chosen. 

The operation of Morphosyntactic Encoding makes use of templates, which determine the 

linearization of constituents within the phrase, clause, or sentence (see ten Wolde, Giomi, and 

Hengeveld 2025). Once a template is selected, Grammatical morphemes, capturing particles 

or auxiliaries, for instance, and operators, i.e. placeholders for suppletive information, are 

inserted where relevant. Finally, the intonational features and stress patterns of an utterance 

are determined by phonological templates. Moreover, Phonological Encoding also makes use 

of suppletive forms (triggered by the insertion of placeholders during Morphosyntactic 



Encoding) and phonological operators for pitch movement. In the next section, we will 

briefly turn to the four levels of analysis, starting with a short discussion of the general 

structure of FDG representations. 

 

2.2 The Grammatical component 

 

2.2.1 General structure of FDG representations 

The Grammatical Component consists of four hierarchically structured levels of analysis, 

each of which is further arranged into a number of hierarchically organized layers. Before 

discussing the different levels and their layers in more detail in the following subsections, 

however, let us first briefly provide an overview of the general structure of representations in 

FDG. In (1) below, we give a maximally general representation of the Formulation levels, 

taken from Hengeveld and Mackenzie (2008: 14): 

 

 (1)  (π v1: [head (v1)Φ]: [σ (v1)Φ])Φ) 

 

As can be seen in (1), each layer consists of a variable v1. This variable determines the type 

of layer (e.g. Discourse Act, Communicated Content, Subacts, etc.) and is restricted by the 

layer’s head. The head may optionally be restricted by modifiers (σ) – that is elements which 

express optional lexical information (cf. Keizer 2015: 31; Hengeveld and Mackenzie 2008: 

14). Moreover, the representation in (1) also provides a slot for operators (π), which express 

grammatical information such as identifiability or specificity, and potential slots for 

(rhetorical, pragmatic, semantic, morphosyntactic) functions (Φ). Finally, note that the head 

of a layer may be built up from one or more layers lower in the hierarchy.  

 



2.2.2 The Interpersonal Level 

On the Interpersonal Level (henceforth IL), “all the formal aspects of a linguistic unit that 

reflect its role in the interaction between the Speaker and the Addressee” (Hengeveld and 

Mackenzie 2008: 46) are captured (see also Keizer, Hengeveld, and Giomi this volume). In 

recent work, a number of changes to the IL have been proposed (cf. Hengeveld, Keizer and 

Giomi in prep, Kojadinović 2022, Mackenzie 2019, Mittendorfer 2025a, 2025b). In (2), we 

provide a brief overview of the structure of the IL as assumed in Hengeveld and Mackenzie 

(2008), as represented in Hengeveld and Keizer (2025: 45). All recent adaptations to this 

structure are discussed in-depth in Keizer, Hengeveld, and Giomi (this volume).  

 
(2) (π M1: [                  Move 

    (π A1: [               Discourse Act 

       (π F1: ILL (F1):  Σ (F1))        Illocution 

       (π P1: . . . (P1):  Σ (P1))S        Speaker 

       (π P2: . . . (P2):  Σ (P2))A       Addressee 

       (π C1: [            Communicated Content
  

          (T1)/(R1)         Any Subact 

          (Cm1: [         Comment 

             (π T1: [. . .] (T1):  Σ (T1))Φ Ascriptive Subact 

             (π R1: [. . .] (R1):  Σ (R1))Φ Referential Subact 

          ] (Cm1))Φ         Comment 

       ] (C1): Σ (C1))Φ          Communicated Content 

    ] (A1): Σ (A1))Φ             Discourse Act 

 ] (M1): Σ (M1))Φ               Move 

      

The largest unit acknowledged by Hengeveld and Mackenzie (2008) at the IL is the Move 

(M1), which is generally considered the minimal independent contribution to a discourse (cf. 

Kroon 1995: 66). Each Move has as its head one or more Discourse Acts (A1), that is “the 



smallest identifiable unit of communicative behaviour” (Kroon 1995: 65). Discourse Acts are 

considered the basic unit of analysis on the IL. Their head consists of four configurationally, 

i.e. non-hierarchically, related units: (i) the Illocution (F1), e.g. ‘DECLarative’, 

‘INTERrogative’, etc., (ii) two Speech Participants (P1 and P2), and (iii) the Communicated 

Content (C1). The latter contains all the referents the speaker wishes to evoke as part of the 

communicative exchange, as well as any properties they aim to ascribe. As such, the head of 

the Communicated Content consists of one or more Subacts of Reference (R1), evoking 

referents, and/or Subacts of Ascription (T1), evoking properties. As specified in the general 

structure of FDG representations above, each of the layers on the IL also commands operator 

slots and a slot for modifiers. Operators and modifiers on the IL may, among other things, 

express identifiability and specificity (on the R-layer) or the Speaker’s subjective attitude (on 

the C-layer). Finally, many of the layers also provide a slot for rhetorical or pragmatic 

functions.  

 We illustrate this general structure with the following simple example, here analyzed 

on the Interpersonal Level. The Focus structure is indicated.  

 

 (3)  a. (What about your guests?) Unfortunately, they all [had to leave early]Foc.  

   b. (MI: (AI: [(FI: DECL (FI)) (PI)S (PJ)A (CI: [(RI) (CmI: [(TI) (TJ)] (CmI)Foc] (CI):: 

(FJ: unfortunately (FJ)) (CI))] (AI)) (MI)) 

 

On the Interpersonal Level, the utterance in (3a) can be analyzed as consisting of one move 

(MI), which itself contains one Discourse Act (AI). Within this Discourse Act, there are four 

non-hierarchically related elements, i.e. the Illocution (FI), the Speech Participants (PI)S and 

(PJ)A, and the Communicated Content (CI), which together make up the head of this unit. The 

Communicated Content itself consists of one Referential Subact (RI), evoking the topical 



referent they all, as well as a Comment (CmI). The latter of these units contains two 

Ascriptive Subacts (TI) and (TJ), evoking had to leave and early, respectively. Within the 

Communicated Content layer, the informational-structural organization of the utterance is 

captured and the relevant pragmatic functions Top(ic), Foc(us), and Contr(ast) are assigned. 

In the case of (3), the given context suggests that Focus falls on the extended verb phrase. In 

the corresponding FDG representation, this is represented by the assignment of Focus to the 

Comment layer. As will be seen below, the assignment of pragmatic functions has an effect 

on the morphosyntactic and prosodic encoding of the utterance. Note that, since Topic is not 

systematically coded in English (cf. Mackenzie and Keizer, Mittendorfer 2025a), no Topic 

function is assigned to (RI).  

 

2.2.3 The Representational Level 

The semantic structure of utterances is analyzed on the Representational Level (RL). In 

accordance with the overall architecture of the model, the RL is hierarchically organized into 

a number of different layers, all of which designate semantic categories. The layout of the 

RL, taken from Hengeveld and Keizer (2025: 46) is provided in (4) below: 

 

 (4) (π p1:                  Propositional Content 

     (π ep1:               Episode 

       (π e1:               State-of-Affairs 

         (π s1: [           Situational Property 

           (π f1: ♦ (f1): σ (f1))     Lexical Property 

           (π x1: ... (x1): σ (x1))φ     Individual 

           (π t1: … (t1): σ (t1))φ     Time 

           (π l1: … (l1): σ (l1))φ     Location 

           etc. 

         ] (s1): σ (s1))         Situational Property 



       (e1): σ (e1))            State-of-Affairs 

     (ep1): σ (ep1))             Episode 

   (p1): σ (p1))                Propositional Content 

 

As can be seen, the top layer in (4) is the Propositional Content (p). Propositional Contents 

are pieces of knowledge, wishes, or hopes and are generally considered “mental constructs 

that do not exist in space or time but rather in the minds of those entertaining them” 

(Hengeveld and Mackenzie 2008: 144). Each Propositional Content consists of one or more 

Episode (ep), which itself consists of one or more State-of-Affairs (e). The latter are defined 

as temporally anchored (real or fictional) entities such as events, processes, or states. Each 

State-of-Affairs consists of one or more Situational (formerly Configurational) Properties 

(s), which “represents the nuclear predication that characterizes a given State of Affairs, that 

is, it consists of a predicate and all its arguments” (Mackenzie et al. 2025: 10; cf. Hengeveld, 

Keizer, and Giomi in prep). Moving down to the last layer in (4), we find the Lexical 

Property (f), “providing the descriptive information needed to designate (sets of) entities” 

(Keizer 2015: 146). As such, the majority of lexemes is inserted on the RL. Finally, note that 

each of these layers commands a slot for operators, modifiers, and (semantic) functions.  

 In (5), a sample representation on the RL is provided. 

 

 (5)  a. Unfortunately, they all had to leave early.  

   b. (pi: (pst epi: (ei: (si: [(fi: leave (fi)) (all xi)A] (si)) (ei):: (fj: early (fj)) (ei)) (epi)) 

(pi)) 

 

The utterance in (5) can be analyzed as a Propositional Content (pi), which contains a single 

Episode (epi), specified by the absolute tense operator ‘pst’ (past). Within this Episode, we 

find one State-of-Affairs (ei), which itself consists of the Situational Property (si). Consisting 



of the predicate and its arguments, (si) is headed by a Lexical Property (fi) leave, as well as 

the Individual (xi) they, further specified by the quantity operator all. Finally, note that (ei) is 

modified by the Lexical Property (fj).  

 

2.2.4 The Morphosyntactic Level 

The Morphosyntactic Level (ML) analyzes utterances in terms of their syntactic structure, as 

well as the linearization of constituents. The latter of these is accounted for by a complex set 

of placement rules, which cannot be outlined here in any detail. The reader is referred to the 

discussion in Hengeveld and Keizer (2025) for a recent update. In (6), we provide the general 

structure of the ML: 

 

 (6) (Le1:                    Linguistic Expression 

     (Sent1:                Sentence 

        (Cl1:                Clause 

         (Xp1 :             Phrase 

           (Xw1: [           Word 

             (Xs1)         Stem 

             (Aff1)         Affix 

           ] (Xw1))          Word 

         (Xp1))             Phrase 

       (Cl1))               Clause 

     (Sent1))                Sentence 

   (Le1))                   Linguistic Expression 

 

The top layer of the ML is the Linguistic Expression (Le), which itself consists of one or 

more Sentences (Sent), a layer which has only been recently introduced into the model 

(Hengeveld and Keizer 2025). Each sentence contains one or more Clauses (Cl), which in 



turn contain one or more Phrases (Xp). Within a phrase, we further distinguish between 

different types of Words (Xw). Finally, FDG also makes a difference between three types of 

morphemes, i.e. stems (Xs), roots (Xr), and affixes (Aff).2 As with the other levels, each layer 

may further be specified by (secondary) operators. Secondary operators often take the form of 

placeholders for suppletive elements whose final form can only be determined on the 

Phonological Level (PL). Moreover, morphosyntactic representations may also be enriched 

by syntactic functions such as subject or object functions when these functions affect the 

linguistic form. Finally, note that, in line with most other approaches to syntax, the units at 

the ML are inherently recursive in nature. 

 

 (7)  a. Unfortunately, they all had to leave early 

   b. (Lei: (Senti: [(Advpi: (Advwi: unfortunately (Advwi)) (Cli: [(Npi: (Nwi: they 

(Nwi)) (Gwi: all (Gwi)) (Npi)) (Vpi: (Vwi: had (Vwi)) (Gwj: to (Gwj)) (Vwj: leave 

(Vwj)) (Vpi)) (Advpj: (Advwj: early (Advwj)) (Advpj))] (Cli))] (Senti)) (Lei)) 

 

At the Morphosyntactic Level, our example utterance is analyzed as a Linguistic Expression 

(Lei) containing a single Sentence (Senti). Ignoring some of the details of the representation 

in (7b), it can be seen that the Sentence layer is characterized by a configurational head 

consisting of a number of lower layers. Note that the linearization of these elements is, as 

already briefly mentioned above, captured by the placement rules (cf. Hengeveld and Keizer 

2025).  

 

2.2.5 The Phonological Level 

 

 
2 In all these cases, X stands for the type of Phrase, Word, Stem, or Root, e.g. nominal, verbal, etc. 



The lowest of the four levels of analysis is the Phonological Level (PL), which captures, 

among other aspects, the intonational and prosodic features of utterances.  In (8), the 

simplified representation of the hierarchical structure of the PL is provided (Hengeveld and 

Mackenzie 2008: 428): 

 

 (8) (π U1: [                Utterance 

     (π IP1: [              Intonational Phrase 

       (π PP1: [            Phonological Phrase  

         (π PW1: [         Phonological Word 

  (π F1: [       Foot 

              (π S)n      Syllable 

            ] (F1))        Foot 

         ] (PW1))          Phonological Word 

       ] (PP1))            Phonological Phrase  

     ] (IP1)               Intonational Phrase 

 ] (U1))                  Utterance 

 

The hierarchy in (8) largely follows the generally accepted prosodic hierarchy proposed in 

Nespor and Vogel (2007 [1986]); the Utterance (U) consists of one or more Intonational 

Phrases (IP), which in turn consists of one or more Phonological Phrases (PP) and each 

Phonological Phrase contains one or more Phonological Words (PW). Within the 

Phonological Word, the Foot (F) is located, which itself contains the Syllable (S). Each layer 

may be specified by tertiary operators specifying, for instance, the type of pitch movement on 

the IP and PP layers. Note that, unlike what is suggested in Nespor and Vogel (2007 [1986]) 

and later formalised by Selkirk (1984) under the term Strict Layer Hypothesis (cf. Ladd 

2008), FDG in principle allows for prosodic recursion. In (9), a (simplified) phonological 

representation of our example sentence is provided.  

 



 (9) a. Unfortunately, they all had to leave early. 

   b. (Ui: [(rIPi: (fPPi: –/ʌnˈfɔːtʃənətli/– PPi)) (IPi)) (fIPj: [(PPj:/ðeɪˈɔːl (PPj)) (PPk:    

   ˈhædtəliːvˈɜːli (PPk))] (IPj)) 

 

As can be seen here, the utterance in (9) consists of two Intonational Phrases, which in turn 

consist of one or more Phonological Phrases. Each Intonational Phrase is specified by a 

tertiary operator, expressing the global pitch pattern, i.e. “the ultimate direction of [pitch] 

movement” (Hengeveld and Mackenzie 2008: 437), of the respective unit. Operators on the 

different layers may also combine. Thus, for instance, the f(alling) operator on (PPi) and the 

r(ising) operator on (IPi) together give rise to a complex fall-rise. Note also that, following 

Hengeveld and Mackenzie (2008), the Focus function on the Comment at the Interpersonal 

Level is not reflected in the assignment of operators in (9), the assumption being that the 

corresponding (nuclear) fall operator on (IPj) will — in an End-Focus language like English 

— be realised on the final accentable element of the Intonational Phrase by default.  

 Finally, it should be mentioned that, of all four levels, the PL has so far received the 

least amount of attention in the FDG literature. Recently, a number of proposals have been 

made to further develop the representation of intonational features in the framework (cf. 

Kojadinović 2022, Mittendorfer 2025ab), with the aim of bringing FDG closer to research in 

intonational phonology (in particular the AM-Phonology; cf. Ladd 2008). In this line of work, 

the set of tertiary operators is adapted, allowing for the direct representation of pitch accents 

in the formalism (cf. Mittendorfer, this volume). For a detailed discussion of the relevant 

issues, see Mittendorfer (2025a: 310-321).  

 

 

3. This volume 



 

All chapters in this volume aim to further develop the Interpersonal Level in Functional 

Discourse Grammar outlined in Section 2. The first two chapters deal with general issues. 

 In the first chapter, Evelien Keizer, Kees Hengeveld, and Riccardo Giomi present 

an overview of the Interpersonal Level in Functional Discourse Grammar. In particular, they 

introduce a number of innovations concerning the organization of the layers at this level. 

Among various other updates, they argue for several new layers, a distinction between 

different types of rhetorical functions, interpersonal recursivity, and a new set of pragmatic 

operators and functions. As such, this chapter provides the necessary background for all 

following contributions.  

 Thomas Schwaiger, in the next chapter, investigates the morphopragmatic interface, 

the interaction between pragmatics and morphology, within FDG. He argues that, unlike 

many linguistic theories, FDG provides a suitable locus for pragmatic information through its 

Interpersonal Level, allowing communicative intentions to systematically shape word 

formation and inflection. The author explores a wide array of phenomena where 

morphological structures are triggered by pragmatic factors. In the realm of compounding, for 

instance, he analyzes identical constituent compounds (e.g., salad-salad) and echo-words 

(e.g., messy-shmessy), suggesting they are driven by interpersonal operators of exactness or 

dismissal. He also addresses phrasal compounds, where the integration of a syntactic phrase 

into a word is licensed by an expressive operator at the Interpersonal Level. Furthermore, the 

chapter explores derivational morphology, such as evaluative diminutives and negative 

prefixes, discussing whether their pragmatic nuances (like mitigation or pejoration) should be 

handled in the grammar or in the Fund. Finally, Schwaiger explores inflectional morphology, 

focusing on past participles used as directives in Germanic languages, showing that these 

forms call for for a bottom-up influence of the Morphosyntactic Level. 



 The next three chapters focus on the treatment of illocutionary distinctions in FDG. 

They cover both grammatically and lexically expressed illocutionary forces, as well as the 

possible modifications of these. 

 Marco Favaro analyzes the role of modal particles (MPs) within the Discourse Act 

on the example of Italian pure. Arguing that the use of MPs should be understood as an 

aspect of common ground management, the author shows that they function as a means to 

fine-tune the specific force of a speech act by relating the latter to the speech participants’ 

knowledge states. Following previous accounts within the FDG literature, it is proposed that 

MPs can be captured in FDG by treating them as operators that express illocutionary 

modification. Unlike earlier work, however, the specific illocutionary value expressed by 

pure is appended to the operator, thereby specifying how exactly the Illocution is modified. 

More general pragmatic strategies often analyzed as part of the meaning of MPs, such as, for 

instance, mitigation or reinforcement, are analyzed as operators of the Discourse Act. It is 

argued that together, the operators on the Discourse Act layer and the Illocution yield the 

specific interpretation of pure in different contexts.  

 In their study, Riccardo Giomi, Daniel van Olmen, and Denise van Oers study the 

question of whether insults are encoded as a distinct sentence type. This question is especially 

relevant in the context of FDG, as in this theory interpersonal categories are distinguished in 

the grammar only to the extent that they are morphosyntactically and/or phonologically 

encoded in a language. The paper develops three criteria to establish whether a language has 

a distinct insultive sentence type, and applies these to 29 constructions collected from a 

sample of 23 languages. 7 of these constructions turn out to be distinctive of an insultive 

sentence type, which means that indeed in certain languages an Insultive Illocution should be 

recognized. Moreover, they found evidence that in certain languages an Evaluative Illocution 



is part of the grammar, which is used not only when a negative evaluation is involved, as in 

the case of the Insultive Illocution, but also when the evaluation is positive.  

 Evelien Keizer focuses on performatives and their grammatical behaviour. FDG is 

one of the few grammatical theories that analyzes performatives in terms of their grammatical 

properties. The aim of the paper is to improve on the existing analysis by studying a number 

of properties of performatives that have received less attention. The first of these concerns the 

use of hereby in performatives. The author argues that hereby is not compositional, but an 

invariable expression that marks performativity, and represents it as an operator in FDG. The 

second issue addressed in the chapter concerns illocutionary adverbs. The author shows that 

the range of meanings of these is much wider than previously assumed, and proposes a new 

analysis for the five different subclasses that she identifies. Passive performatives are the 

third topic discussed in the chapter. The author argues that these are actually not passives at 

the Interpersonal Level, but rather at the Representational Level. The next issue discussed in 

the paper concerns embedded performatives. As the author shows, their existence reveals that 

Discourse Acts may occur in embedded positions at the Interpersonal Level. Finally, 

pronominalization of performatives leads the author to propose that Illocutions, as 

Interpersonal Properties, may be coindexed at IL. 

 The next set of five chapters concentrates on constructions with a special pragmatic 

value. 

 Ozan Mustafa provides an analysis of the English construction it be (not) that-clause 

and its fragmentary counterpart not that-clause. Drawing on data from the Corpus of 

Contemporary American English (COCA), the author argues that these forms are 

fundamentally ambiguous between two readings: a specificational reading (often referred to 

as the inferential construction) and an existential reading. In the specificational reading, the 

construction expresses a value for an implicit variable, the nature of which is inferred from 



the discourse (e.g. reason, cause, result, problem).  In contrast, the existential reading (e.g., 

It’s not that I went to the bar...) emphasizes the truth of a proposition or the (non-)occurrence 

of an event, paraphrasable as it is not the case that. Mustafa also identifies a third use of it’s 

just as a discourse marker, expressing the explicit marking of affective involvement in the 

speech act. With respect to its fragmentary counterpart, the not that-clause exhibits distinct 

semantic, discursive, and formal profiles compared to the full counterpart, reflecting 

divergent rhetorical uses. By applying the FDG framework, Mustafa successfully models 

these contrasts through differences in interpersonal and representational formulations, 

providing a nuanced account of how these structures are used in the English language. 

 The chapter by Hella Olbertz and Victoria Vázquez studies the use of cleft 

constructions with lo que ‘what’ in an oral corpus of European Spanish. They argue that in 

regular lo que clefts, the clefted element serves the function of expressing Focus. Classifying 

them into three distinct groups depending on the syntax of the clefted element (i.e. a noun 

phrase, a non-finite clause, or a complement clause), the authors show this classification does 

not match the constructions’ semantic or pragmatic structure. Within FDG, they show that, on 

the Representational Level, clefted noun phrases can either be Individuals or States-of-

Affairs, non-finite clauses correspond to States-of-Affairs, and, finally, complement clauses 

to Episodes or Propositional Contents. On the Interpersonal Level, they represent clefted 

noun phrases as Referential Subacts, and non-finite and complement clauses as 

Communicated Contents. In contrast, the authors argue that reversed lo que clefts are Topic 

constructions, and the free relative tends to contain focal information. In FDG, they represent 

these as Topic-Comment constructions on the Interpersonal Level; the clefted element is 

represented as a Referential Subact assigned the Topic function, while the free relative 

corresponds to the Comment.  



 Carmen Portero Muñoz concentrates on the English constructions not for nothing 

and not for nothing but, focusing on their interpersonal functions. She shows that not for 

nothing provides evidential justification for a prior claim. At the Interpersonal Level in FDG 

it is represented as a Subsidiary Discourse Act with the rhetorical macrofunction Extension, 

while its microfunction is that of  Evidential Support. Not for nothing but is different, in that 

it functions as a politeness strategy that mitigates face-threatening acts. At the Interpersonal 

Level in FDG it is represented as the expression of a Subsidiary Discourse Act with the 

function Prelude (expressed by not for nothing) followed by a Discourse Act with the 

function Contrast (expressed by but). The author furthermore discusses several variants of the 

first construction and the subtle differences between them. 

 Elnora ten Wolde presents an analysis of purpose and result clauses introduced by so 

(that) in English. She shows that the different uses of so-clauses are more heterogeneous than 

assumed in earlier literature. Purpose clauses differ from result clauses in that they tend to be 

the focus of communicative attention which means, in terms of FDG, that they are an 

embedded Communicated Content frame within the Comment layer at the Interpersonal 

Level. Result so-clauses are more diverse and generally more detached. They can denote a 

clear cause-result relationship , separate events with conceptual causal links, and speaker 

conclusions. At the Interpersonal Level these different types are represented as different 

frames: the first a combination of Communicated Contents, the second a combination of 

Nuclear Discourse Acts, and the third a combination of a Nuclear and a Subsidiary Discourse 

Act. This means that in the case of constructions with so-result clauses, there are either two 

separate, non-hierarchical Communicated Contents or two separate Discourse Acts involved, 

while in the case of constructions with purpose-so clauses, the purpose clause is embedded 

within the Comment layer.  



 In the last chapter of this part of the volume, Felix Berner investigates the referential 

and the qualifying use of the English type noun sort (N1) of + N2, especially with regard to 

their interpersonal properties. Three different issues are discussed. First, for the referential 

use, the author shows that N2 can be referential as well even if N1 is already used 

referentially (e.g. the best sort of the waiters, the common sort of them) in cases where the 

whole construction makes reference to a subtype of an identifiable and specific supertype - a 

possibility not recognized in earlier literature. Second, he discusses cases of potential 

modifying uses in which N1 sort of is taken to function as a modifier of N2 (e.g. a 

paternalistic sort of chap) or as a modifier of the adjective (e.g. a keeping-up-with-the-Jones 

sort of person). However, he argues that these cases constitute instances of the referential use 

and that it is in fact the combination of N1 + N2 that is the target of modification. Third, he 

discusses the qualifier or approximative use of sort of (e.g. sort of proud), which is generally 

considered to be non truth-conditional, and shows that two additional truth-conditional uses 

of sort of, expressing degree (e.g. sort of tall) or approximation (e.g. sort of dead) can be 

identified, depending on the gradability of the adjective. 

      The last part of this volume focuses on pragmatic functions, more specifically on 

focus and contrast, and their impact on grammar. 

 Kees Hengeveld investigates the focalizing copula construction in Colombian 

Spanish, a grammatical phenomenon in which the verb ser ‘be’ functions as a focus marker, 

in order to assess the extent to which its various uses corroborate the organization of 

Communicated Content within FDG. To this end, he distinguishes this monoclausal 

construction from biclausal pseudo-cleft structures, drawing on evidence such as the licensing 

of negative polarity items and the possibility of clitic raising. The author further characterizes 

the formal properties of the construction, noting that the focalizing element may range from 

bare nouns to full subordinate clauses, and outlines its functional versatility, whereby the 



focalized constituent may correspond to a primary or secondary predicate, different types of 

arguments, adjuncts, or modifiers within a noun phrase. With regard to the FDG analysis, 

Hengeveld argues that Focus assignment is restricted to units within the domain of the 

Communicated Content. Within this domain, the focalizing copula construction is shown to 

target a range of units, including the Comment, embedded Communicated Contents, and 

Referential Subacts within Ascriptive Subacts. By demonstrating that each unit predicted to 

be focalizable in the revised FDG model is attested in Colombian Spanish, the study offers 

empirical support for a more recursive organization of interpersonal structures within FDG. 

 In his contribution, Matthias Mittendorfer explores the pragmatic and prosodic nature 

of Contrast and contrastiveness in parallel structures in English. While parallelism is often 

assumed to be inherently contrastive due to the presence of alternativeness, Mittendorfer 

argues that this is a necessary but insufficient condition for Contrast. Instead, he proposes that 

a truly contrastive analysis is only warranted when a specific contrastive discourse relation 

(that is OPPOSE, CONTRAST, and CORRECTION) exists between the discourse segments. 

Drawing on data from the International Corpus of English (ICE-GB), the author examines 

how different discourse relations influence the prosodic realization of parallel structures. He 

finds that the majority of parallelisms in smooth discourses are related by a similar relation 

and do not trigger specialized contrastive marking. However, when a relation of OPPOSE 

(violation of expectation) or CORRECTION (rejection of a background assumption) is present, 

speakers may employ prosodic cues.  With respect to the prosodic features, Mittendorfer 

suggests that contrastive marking in English is gradient rather than categorical, sensitive to 

the degree of contrastiveness intended by the speaker. Finally, the chapter models these 

findings within FDG. The author argues for the introduction of a new rhetorical function, 

Contrast, which operates outside the Communicated Content and allows FDG to 

systematically account for the morphosyntactic and prosodic reflexes of parallel structures.  



 In the final chapter of this part of the volume and of the volume itself, Ventura 

Salazar García investigates the classification of Spanish Focus particles, arguing that 

existing proposals in the literature do not capture their grammatical properties accurately. He 

proposes instead to recognize four basic categories of Focus particles, i.e. additive, 

restrictive, particularizing, and identifying. In contrast to what is assumed in the literature, the 

author argues that scalarity, a notion usually employed in discussions of Spanish Focus 

particles, does not define a basic category in itself, but rather plays a role with respect to 

identifying particles and a subset of additive ones. In FDG, he proposes to represent all Focus 

particles by means of operators on the Interpersonal or Representational Level. Thus, additive 

and restrictive particles are accounted for by their respective operators on the 

Representational Level, while particularizing and identifying particles are captured by 

operators on the Interpersonal Level. Importantly, the representational operator ‘scalarity’ 

may additionally specify additive and identifying uses of Focus particles.  
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