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INDIRECTSPEECHACTS

BETWEEN MODERN LINGUISTICS AND
ARABIC LINGUISTIC TRADITION

Hisham Ibrahim Abdullla Al- Khalifa

College of Arts, Al-Iraqgia University, Iraq
hisham649ibrahim@gmail.com

ABSTRACT

This paper challenges the widely held beliefthat speech acts - particularly
indirect speech acts (ISAs) - were first conceptualized by twentieth-century
Western philosophers such as John Austin, Ludwig Wittgenstein, John
Searle, and J. Sadock. It questions the assumption that the theory of ISAs
originated solely in modern Western linguistics and seeks to trace its roots
back to Arab and Muslim linguistic traditions.

The first section provides a brief overview of ISAs in modern linguistic
theory, highlighting two major explanatory approaches: the idiom/
ambiguity approach (Sadock, 1974), which treats ISAs as idiomatic
expressions with ambiguous literal meanings, and the inferential
approach (Searle, 1975), which views ISAs as acts performed indirectly
through pragmatic inference. Both approaches rest on the Literal Force
Hypothesis (LFH) but differ fundamentally in interpretation. A third,
more radical pragmatic view rejects LFH entirely, denying the existence
of literal force and, consequently, the ISA problem itself.

The second section examines the contributions of classical Arab
and Muslim linguists, particularly rhetoricians and jurisprudents, to the
understanding of ISAs. Using textual evidence from Arabic linguistic
heritage, the author argues that these scholars demonstrated deep and early
insights into indirect speech acts, comparable to—if not preceding—
those found in Western theories. The analysis focuses on questions as a
representative form of ISAs.

Keywords: Speech Acts, Literal Force, Arabic Linguistic Heritage,

Modern Linguistics
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PART I: Indirect Speech Acts (ISAs) in Modern Linguistics

The notion of ISA is based on the literal force hypothesis (LFH), the
assumption that illocutionary force is built into sentence form, that generally
there is a form—force correlation, or to be specific, there is a correspondence
between the imperative, interrogative and declarative sentence—types on
the one hand, and the illocutionary forces generally associated with them
(requesting, questioning and stating), on the other, with the exception of
explicit performatives, which are declarative in form and have their force
named by the performative verb in the highest clause.

Thus, any mismatch between form and force or any violation of the LFH, is
an exception that needs explanation. The standard account is that the sentence
does have its literal force according to LFH, but has, in addition, an indirect
force. Hence any utterance that violates LFH is an indirect speech act (ISA).
But on this view most utterances are indirect. The problem of [SAs is closely
related to the issue of the classification of implicit performatives. Searle
(1975) concentrates on directives because in them there is a strong motivation
for indirectness, i.e., politeness:

(1) - Can you pass the salt?

— Would you pass the salt?

Two approaches have been proposed to deal with this phenomenon: the
idiomtheory and the inferential theory. According to the idiom theory, sentences
like those in (1) are in fact idioms for, and primary or implicit performative
versions of (I hereby request you to pass the salt (. In other words, sentences of
the form (Can you VP?) are idioms for (I request you to VP). Sadock (1974)
argues that these forms should not be broken down because their meaning is
not compositional, but they should be treated as unanalyzed wholes with the
equivalent semantic meanings. In this respect they are like (kick the bucket) in

the sense of (die). Sadock provides us with some lexical and syntactic support

(1) . However, some speech-act theorists, Bach &Harnish (B&H), for example, argue that
explicit performatives are no exception. See (B&H, 1979), for their view of performatives

as [SAs.
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for his idiom theory, but it suffers from some problems. To mention but a few,
firstly, the addressee can respond to both the surface form and the alleged
underlying idiomatic force as in (2)

(2) a - Can you pass the salt?

b— Sure. (addressee passes the salt).

Secondly, idiom theory suggests that forms like the one in (2a) are
ambiguous and this creates the need for a pragmatic inferential theory to
disambiguate the forces.

Inference theories of ISAs have more explanatory power. According to
them sentences of the form (Can you VP?) retain the literal force of a question;
and they, in addition, acquire the indirect force of a request, by virtue of a
pragmatic inference.

Levinson (1983:270) points out that ‘one can think of the additional indirect
force as, variously, a perlocution, a Gricean implicature, or an additional
conventionally specified illocution'. Therefore, there are more than one
inference theory, but they share some essential properties such as subscribing
to LFH and the existence of an (inference trigger) which indicates that the
literal force or meaning is not feasible in the context and must be 'repaired’ by
some inference using specific principles or rules.

Searle's (1975) is the most widely accepted version of an inference theory.
He integrates his speech act theory into Grice's (1975) theory of implicature,
which is a general theory of pragmatic inference. Thus, ISAs are assimilated
to a broader range of phenomena that include metaphor, irony and other
implicatures.

According to Searle, ISAs are speech acts performed indirectly through the
performance of other speech acts. Searle's claim of simultaneous performance
is supported by speaker's reports of utterances: he observes that (Can you pass
the salt?) can be reported by saying (he asked me whether...)

Searle (1975: 65) lists six categories of sentences used for indirect requests,
and then (P.72) provides us with four generalizations: a speaker can request
indirectly by asking whether, or stating that, a certain felicity condition obtains

(e.g. preparatory, propositional content or sincerity conditions). Searle

¢
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(1975:73) then provides us with a list of ten steps necessary for inferring
the indirect force in « Can you pass the salt?). Here are briefly some of
them: (H=hearer)

(3)

Step 1: Y has asked me a question as to whether I have the ability to pass

the salt.

Step 2: I assume that he is cooperating

Step 3: There is no indication of an interest in my salt—passing ability.

Step 5: Therefore, his utterance is not just a question.

Step 6: A preparatory condition for any directive is H's ability to perform

the act in question.

Step 9: He has therefore alluded to the satisfaction of a preparatory

condition for a request.

Step 10: Therefore, he is probably requesting me to pass the salt.

But Searle points out that the hearer does not go through these inferential
steps consciously. They are usually short—circuited. The hearer simply hears
it as a request. Searle suggests that this is the main reason why some linguists
(e.g. Sadock) are tempted to think that such sentences have an imperative force
as part of their meaning or that they are (ambiguous in context (. According
to Searle the forms in (1) are conventionally established as standard forms for
ISAs. They are conventional ways of requesting, but at the same time they do
not have an imperative meaning.

On Sadock's view, the sentences standardly used indirectly have additional
literal meaning. Hence the standardized use of such sentences is not indirect,
but direct and literal, and their ambiguity lies in their two meanings and two
literal uses. Thus, the sentences in (1) could be used literally either as questions
or as requests. The historical vision behind Sadock's (1974) ambiguity thesis
is that sentences such as (1) originally could be used literally as questions, but
with the standardization of their indirect use, they came to have another /iteral
meaning: as requests.

The psychological argument for Sadock's view depends on the immediacy

of the inference to the indirect force; hence such sentences as (1) need not be
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consciously disambiguated with regard to force. On this view, the apparent
absence of inference can only be explained by assuming the existence of
ambiguity. To avoid this argument, we must prove the psychological reality of
inference, even though it is not conscious.

Searle undertakes to do this through his concept of illocutionary
conventions. These conventions account for the immediacy of inference since
they involve mutual belief that certain sorts of utterances count as certain sorts
of illocutionary acts. Thus, they help to bypass the inference or short circuit
it. As Searle (1975:73) says, the addressee 'simply hears it as a request'. He
claims that the additional illocutionary force is not part of the literal meaning
of the sentence but is an inference derived via the literal meaning. This is clear
from (fact 1) which Searle (1975: 67) points out concerning indirect requests
through the use of interrogatives:

(4)

Factl: The sentences in question do not have an imperative force as part
of their meaning. This point is often denied by philosophers and linguists, but
very powerful evidence for it is provided by the fact that it is possible without
inconsistency to connect the literal utterance of one of these forms with the
denial of any imperative intent, e.g.:

— I 'm just asking you, Bill: why not eat beans? But in asking you that, |
want you to understand that [ am not telling you to eat beans, I just want to
know your reasons for thinking you ought not to.

Both Sadock and Searle subscribe to LFH, but the first explains ISAs using
the notion of idiom and ambiguity whereas the second explains them using the

notions of inference and convention.

The Rejection of LFH: A Radical Solution
A third alternative to the idiom and inference theories is to reject the LFH in
principle and argue that sentences do not have literal forces atall. See Levinson
(1981) for details of this radical solution to the problem of ISAs. This, in effect,
means that there are no ISAs and no problem of ISAs. One consequence of this

is that illocutionary force is interpreted purely pragmatically through context,
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and hence has no direct correlation with sentence form or sense.
Levinson(1983: 275) suggests that this radical solution is not simply a way
of dealing with the problem of ISAs; it is a general theory of speech act where
semantics has only a limited role in assigning meaning to sentence—types and
performatives. It is supported by the general observation that the three major
sentence—types are rarely used to perform their putative « literal forces (. By
contrast, on the theories that subscribe to LFH, almost all utterances should be

considered ISAs with the superfluous detour via the literal force.
PART II: Indirect Speech acts in Traditional Arabic Linguistics

ISAs and Majaz in Arabic Rhetoric

The most frequent term Arab scholars use to refer to ISAs is (Afa'al
Majazia) (non-literal acts). They distinguish between two kinds of (Majaz)
(non-literal use): there is (Majaz mufrad) (non-literal use of a single word
or expression) and (Majaz murakkab) (non-literal use of a sentence). The
first is almost the same concept that is indicated by the term 'metaphor’ in
western rhetoric. The term (Afa'al Majazia) does not take its meaning from
this commonplace concept but from the second one i.e., (Majaz murakkab),
which Arab rhetoricians define in terms identical to those we know of ISAs.
Thus, they speak of (istifham majazi) (non-literal interrogative) and (khabar
majazi) (non—-literal declarative) and (talab majazi) (non—literal imperative).

We remember that according to Searle an ISA is a speech act performed
indirectly through the performance of another speech act. Thus, Searle assumes
that the literal force of the utterance is also performed, and this question has
been an issue and a source of heated debate as we have pointed out above, but
more of this later.

The second assumption behind Searle's claim is the literal force hypothesis
(LFH) that there is a form—force correlation especially between the three
grammatical moods of declarative(indicative), interrogative and imperative
on the one hand, and the illocutionary forces or functions associated with

them (statement, question, and request) on the other. ISAs are the result of a
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mismatch between the sentence type and the illocutionary function.

Now these ideas were very common among Arab rhetoricians and Usulies
(jurisprudents). We select a few samples for illustration. In his encyclopaedic
book (Kashaf) Al-Tahanawi® (d.1158H.,1963,v0l.1:303) surveys the
definition of (majaz murakkab) by previous rhetoricians such as Isfara'ini,
Qizwini and Taftazani:

...Majaz murakkab is the use of a sentence for a function other
than that for which it was originally instituted , by virtue of an
inferential relation and a contextual indicator or clue that blocks
the instituted conventional force ... And majaz murakkab does
not include one—word majaz. What majaz murakkab really
means is a linguistic construction (a sentence) used as such , i.e
as a constructed sentence in its holistic aspect for a function other
than that for which it was originally instituted ... (my emphasis)

He, then, mentions Taftazani's comment:

. in the same way as, individual words were instituted to
mean their individual senses , sentences were also instituted to
mean their sentential functions according to sentence—type.
For instance , the structural form of a sentence such as: "Zaid is
standing" , is conventionally (originally) instituted to function as
a statement to assert or predicate the attribute standing of Zaid ;
however , if that structural form or sentence is used for a function
other than that for which it was instituted, then there must be some

relation between the two meanings ...

Al-Khudhari (d.1287H.,1931: 79) in his gloss on Risala Samargandia
stresses this version of LFH and says that Taftazani in his (Mutawwal)

subscribed to it:

(1) For the documentation of classical Arab authors, I mention the book name in addition to the

author when I quote. The other details are given in the list of references at the end of the
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..... He said that it was literally instituted ,i.e.. literal institution
so as to be primary and original ; thus he distinguished it from
interpretive institution, which is subsidiary and supplementary
, and this is true in the case of non-—literal uses as we have
explained above. And here we have an explicit declaration that
sentence—types are instituted , which is true , but their institution
is according to type. For instance, the structural form (or type)
(Zaid is standing ( is instituted to perform an assertion which
predicates the predicate of the subject, as explained in Mutawwal
(my emphasis)

These ideas and more were proposed by Ibn—Al-Shajari (d.542H.,
1930,vol.1: 277) in his (Amali).

Majaz murakkab, as it was described by some rhetoricians, is not a natural
kind, because they extend it to cover cases where the relation or link between
what is said and what is meant is one of analogy or resemblance. But many
rhetoricians argue that majaz murakkab is a subcategory of (majaz mursal)
((mursal) means free from resemblance).

To sum up, the technical term used by Arab rhetoricians to designate ISAs,
namely, (Afa'al Majazia) (non-literal acts), refers to Majaz murakkab, which
is a subcategory of (majaz mursal) (non—resemblance majaz) and not to the
more frequent and commonplace term of (majaz mushabaha) (resemblance or
metaphorical majaz). We should not be misled by this common term, because
all the examples they give for (Afa'al Majazia) are ISAs in Searle's terms.

It is interesting to note that, according to Arab rhetoricians, in the case of
(majaz) in general and (majaz mursal murakkab) in particular, there must be a
(qarina) i.e.. an inference trigger or a contextual clue to indicate that the literal
interpretationis not feasible or, as they putit, il cxadlssl)) yo 4xle 'mania
min iradat al-mana al-hagqiqi' = 'to block the literal force interpretation'. This
garina or trigger can be either (lafdhyia) textual or (halyia) i.e., contextual
(having to do with the context of situation). There should also be (ilaga) or
a relation between the literal and the intended meaning. Thus, they define

(majaz mursal murakkab) as any sentence or utterance used for a function
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other than its conventional or institutional function, because of a relation other
than resemblance. This (ilaga) boils down to the steps of inferring the primary
illocutionary act from the secondary illocutionary act, which Searle borrowed

from Grice,(see 1 above).

The Steps of Inferring Indirect Force in (Shuruh Talkhis)

Now, there is a striking similarity between the inferential steps used by
Searle and those used by Arab rhetoricians, especially in the commentaries on
Talkhis (Shuruh Talkhis).

The use of inferential steps in explaining linguistic comprehension can be
traced back to Abdul-Qahir Al-Jurjani (died 471 A.H) and his disciple Al-
Sakkaki, who went as far as claiming that all figures of speech were samples
of enthymeme”. One quote may suffice to illustrate the type of inference Al—
Jurjani was thinking of. In his (Dalail Ijaz P.330) he explains how 'Kinayat'
(euphemisms® and metonymies) are interpreted:

..and if you consider it [euphemism] you will see that it boils
down to establishing some meaning through reasoning and
inference not through the verbal sense. Can't you see that
when you consider an utterance like 'he has a lot of ashes', and
understand that it means that he is hospitable and generous, you
do not learn that from the words, but by reflecting and reasoning
this way: 'It is an utterance usually used for praising, but having
a lot of ashes is irrelevant to praise; therefore it is only because
they want to imply by (having a lot of ashes) that he has a lot of
cooking pots in which food is cooked for guests, because the more
food is cooked, the more firewood is burnt; and the more wood is

burnt, the more ashes there are...

(1) An enthymeme is a syllogism in which one of the premises is implicit.

(2) There is a mismatch between the Arabic concept of “Kinaya” and euphemism or metonymy:
it does not nearly fit into one or the other. It is more of a euphemism but the reason behind
it does not have to be to avoid offence. This indicates that such figures of speech are not

natural kinds. See Sperber and Wilson (1986: 243) for other reasons.
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This step towards inferential explanation of language was followed by a
long series of developments in that direction. Al-Sakkaki went so far as to
supplement his famous book (Al-Miftah), which is a linguistic book, with
a final chapter on syllogisms and logical deduction. He explicitly argues for
a deductive and syllogistic analysis of figures of speech. He illustrates his
argument using two metaphors:

5—Her cheek is a rose.

6—Her cheek is an aubergine (egg—plant).

Al-Sakkaki (d.626H., 1937: 268) suggests that these metaphors are
interpreted via enthymemes where the implicit premises are:

7—-Roses are red.

8—Aubergines are black.
the implications being her cheek is red or is black, respectively. He then
explains the relationship between rhetoric and logic and the plausibility of
supplementing a book on rhetoric with a chapter on logical deduction.

As can be rightly predicted, Al-Sakkaki’s next step was to use his analysis
in explaining ISAs. After pointing out the form—force correlation (LFH), he
says (1937:146) (Whenever it is not possible to interpret these sentence—types
literally, new interpretations relevant to context will emerge). He then goes on
to survey and explain a range of ISA examples (about forty examples).

According to Sayyid Shereeff Jurjani (d.816H.,1912:135) in his gloss
on Taftazani’s Mutawal, the issue of explaining the relevance of the indirect
illocutionary meaning was avoided by many commentators because of its
difficulty. But he himself undertakes that task and achieves it successfully.

However, for lack of space, we select a few illustrative examples from Ibn—
Yacoob Al-Maghribi’s commentary on (Talkhis). He borrows his examples
from Sayyid Shereeff but is more systematic and detailed in his analysis. He
points out that the interrogative form is often used for purposes other than
questioning, thus acquiring a majazi (non— literal) meaning according to its
relevance, with the help of an inference trigger in context. He then gives the
following example Maghribi(d.1110H.,1924:290):
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.. A case in point is ‘istibta’ sUziw1i.e. (blaming someone for
being late) e.g., your saying to someone whom you called but
was late to come: (How many times have [ summoned you?).
Of course, you do not intend to ask him about the number of
summonses because he does not know it; and it is not relevant
to any purpose. Thus, the garina (contextual trigger /clue or
indicator) of the addressee being late, which is undesirable, and
the question being irrelevant to the [current] purpose, and the
addressee being ignorant of the number, indicate that the intended
force is to blame for being late. The [inferential ] relation is as
follows: the question about the number of summonses, which
is the literal signification of the utterance, entails or implies
ignorance of that number, and that ignorance implies, usually
or allegedly, that it is large, and that it cannot be calculated or
estimated immediately, and its being large entails the passing of
a long period of time between asking and compliance, and that
long period entails blaming for being late. Thus, it is more like
‘majaz mursal’ (non—resemblance majaz) and the relation is one
of entailment or implication: using what indicates the effect for

the cause. (My emphasis).

The above text is rich with implications. Al-Maghribi categorically asserts

that what is meant by (majazi) in the case of ISAs is (majaz mursal), and this

supports my argument. However, he should have described it as (majaz mursal

murakkab). Being only (mursal) does not guarantee its being (murakkab),

which is the most important thing: i.e. the use of a sentence, not an individual

word, as such in its holistic aspect for a function different from its original. It

i1s (mursal) because the relation is not one of resemblance but of cause—and

—effect in this case, since there is no resemblance between asking about the

number of summonses and blaming someone for being late.

Al-Maghribi also points out, though indirectly, that the sentence used for

performing an ISA retains its literal sense, but we shall deal with this issue in
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a separate section.

Now, the aspect which is more significant to us in the above text is the

inferential steps which Maghribi suggests the addressee follows to reach the

indirect illocutionary force. We can arrange and number these steps after

Searle in (1) above to make the comparison easier:

(9)-

1.

The speaker has said: ‘How many times have [ summoned you?’, which

is an interrogative sentence (a fact about the conversation).

. The literal signification of that interrogative sentence is a request to

know the number of summonses (LFH, a linguistic fact).

. The question about the number of summonses is irrelevant to the present

purpose (factual background information + principles of conversational
cooperation, especially, the relevance maxim, which Maghribi assumes

as given)

. Furthermore, itis not the case that the speaker intends to ask the addressee

about that number because the(® latter does not know it (inference from

the previous steps)

. The speaker has called the addressee, but he was late to come. (a fact

about the conversation).

. The question about the number of summonses, which is the literal

signification of the utterance, entails or implies ignorance of that number

(the preparatory condition /speech—act theory).

. Thatignorance, usually or allegedly, implies that the number is large and

that it cannot be calculated or estimated immediately. (Inference from

the previous step).

. It’s being large entails the passing of a long period of time between

asking and compliance (inference from the previous step).

. That long period entails that the addressee was late and that he is blamed

(1) According to Al—Subki, another commentator on ‘Shuruh’, it is the speaker who does not

know the answer, which sounds more plausible. See (Aroos, p.304)
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for being late. (Inference from the last two steps)
10. Thus, the speaker in saying (How many times have I summoned you?)
intends not asking, but blaming for being late (majaz mursal, the relation

is one of entailment: using the effect to indicate the cause).

It goes without saying that the essential properties that the inference theories
of ISAs share such as the LFH, the inference trigger, etc. (Levinson 1983:270),
are all there in the Maghribi text.
Another example is the use of the interrogative for threatening, Maghribi
(d.1110H., 1924: 293)
..and such as threatening when you say to someone who
misbehaves: (Didn’t I discipline(punish) so—and—so?) It only
becomes threatening if the addressee, who has misbehaved,
already knows about that disciplining; thus, he will not interpret
your utterance as a question because this entails his ignorance,
whereas he knows that you know about disciplining so—and-
so. On the contrary, he will interpret your intention as that of
threatening, the qarina [inference trigger ] being the undesirability
of misbehaviour which induces rebuke through threatening.
The relation is that asking about disciplining in the context of
misbehaviour calls [the addressee’s] attention to, and makes him
aware of, the fact that it is the penalty for misbehaviour, so that he
may be deterred from it. The calling of the addressee’s attention
to that penalty by the speaker is (threatening). Thus, it is a case
of' majaz mursal through using something for what relates to it by

the relation of entailment. (My emphasis)

The above example indicates an awareness of the role of common or mutual
knowledge in deciding the illocutionary force of an ISA, or at least that it is an
ISA.

The last examples we quote from him are those of interrogatives used for
irony and contempt Maghribi (d.1110H.,1924:303):

¢



and such as irony, e.g., in the holy Quran the unbelievers are
quoted as saying to prophet Shu’aib ((peace be upon prophet
Muhammed and upon him)): (O Shu’aib! Is it thy prayer that
commands thee that we should forsake what our forefathers
worshipped?), for the intention is not to ask whether the prayer
really commands the above— mentioned, which is obviously false,
but their intention(God’s curses be upon them) is to be sarcastic
and mock Shu’aib in his prayer; it is as if they said to him: (You
have no special privilege that authorizes you to command us
except this prayer which you say regularly, and neither it nor you
are anything.) Hence it has become as though one would suspect
that the prayer itself commanded the prophet; and attributing
the command to the prayer is a majaz of predication: .... the
relevance or relation [between what is said and what is meant]
is that asking about the prayer being the source of the command
is compatible with the addressee s belief that it is the source of the
command, and that belief entails ridiculing the believer since a
prayer cannot command or prohibit. Therefore, it is an instance

of (majaz mursal) and the relation is one of entailment.
and such as contempt or scorn, e.g., saying (who is that ?) referring to
someone you know, the intention being to scorn him. The relation is that it
is usual of the contemptible to be unknown because nobody pays attention to
him, hence the question about his identity. The relation is one of entailment. ..
The explanation of irony which Maghribi gives above is, in many respects,
closer to the Sperber & Wilson (1986,1995) approach than to the traditional
one. Sperber & Wilson conceive of ironical utterances as cases of echoic
interpretation. By representing someone’s utterance or opinions in a certain
way, the speaker expresses his own attitude to the thought echoed. Ironical
utterances are echoic and are primarily designed to ridicule the opinion echoed.
In the Maghribi example above, the unbelievers are echoing an opinion, which

is absurdly incorrect, and attributing it to prophet Shu’aib. Their attitude to the
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opinion echoed is one of dissociation and rejection, and this is what makes their
utterance ironical.

This example falls outside the scope of the classical definition of irony as
saying one thing and meaning the opposite. What the unbelievers mean is not
that it was not Shu’aib’s prayer that commands him.. etc. According to Sperber
& Wilson 1986 what makes such utterances ironical is (an echoic element and

an associated attitude of mockery and rejection.)

Does a Sentence Lose or Retain its Literal Meaning When Used as an ISA?

We have noticed that ISAs are based on LFH and the mismatch between
form and force, and that the two major approaches to explain this phenomenon
are the idiom (or ambiguity) theory and the inference (or conventionality)
theory. The first one claims that sentences standardly used to perform ISAs
have additional literal meanings and therefore they are ambiguous. According
to Sadock(1974), ISAs are idioms that resist paraphrase.

The second approach, or at least Searle’s version, claims that it is not
viable to multiply meanings unnecessarily; questions used for requesting or
suggesting do function as questions in addition to their indirect use; and their
indirect force is not idiomatic. Therefore, it is a question of a different use, not
a different literal meaning. It is a question of illocutionary conventions or the
knowledge that the utterance of a sentence of a certain form literally used to
perform one illocutionary act counts as the performance of another (Bach &
Harnish 1979:184).

We have already described in some detail the dispute between Searle and
Generative Semanticists like Sadock. We have pointed out that Searle’s answer
to the question of this section is that the sentence functioning as an ISA retains
its literal meaning in addition to the indirect force. This is obvious from(fact
1) which we quoted above in (4)

Now the question is: Did Arab linguists know these issues and concepts?
The answer is: yes, and they knew both approaches: the inferential and the
idiomatic.

A large number of them, especially rhetoricians and jurisprudents, argued
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that the literal force of the utterance rests as it is and the indirect force is an
additional inferential meaning. This is clear in the work of rhetoricians such as
Maghribi and Subki etc. in their commentaries and glosses (Shuruh Talkhis)
where, as we have noticed in the last section, the literal force interpretation
figures as a first step in a long series of inferential steps that lead to the indirect
force. Thus, the question about the number of summonses is a first step that
leads in the end to the indirect force, blaming the addressee for being late.
The same applies to all the examples we quoted above: the interrogative force
being a first step in the inferential process of comprehension. In this, Arab
rhetoricians are like Searle who argued that in an ISA, the speaker performs
an illocutionary act through the performance of another and in addition to it.

However, other Arab linguists, especially grammarians, adopted an
approach similar to that of the Generative Semanticists, who argued that
in ISAs there is a change in the literal meaning. Sometimes they even went
further than Generative semanticists and talked about ISAs as if they were due
to changes in the meanings of certain words (the question words in the case of
ISAs using the interrogative form). Here are some examples from the Holy
Quran:

10— How many generations before them we destroyed (verse 128,ch.20).
11— And who does more wrong than he who invents a lie against God?
(verse69. ch.29).

According to Al-Jalalain (Jalal and Jalal) (d.761,911H.,undated), the
change of'the literal meaning in the above verses is due to a change in the literal
meaning of the question words. Thus, the question words (how many) in (10)
have literally come to mean (many) and the utterance as a whole becomes
an assertive. Arab grammarians call it (assertive (how many)). Hence the
meaning of the verse would be:

12— Many generations before them we destroyed.
This practically means that we have more than one (how many).So, there
is, according to this view, an ambiguity in the literal sense of the words.
This is exactly the opposite of the explanation of thetoricians of (How many

times have I summoned you?) in (Shuruh Talkhis) where they argue that the
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meanings of words rest as they are and they only acquire the indirect force as
an additional meaning through context.

Al-Jalalain also think that the literal meaning of (who) in (11) above has
changed into (Nobody). Thus, the meaning of the verse would be:

13— Nobody does more wrong than he who invents a lie against God.

This approach, as we have mentioned above, is inadequate and leads to
the proliferation of lexical meanings unnecessarily. Moreover, its explanatory
power is limited: it can explain some cases but is not generalisable to the
others. It is adopted mostly by grammarians e.g., Mubarrid, Harrawi and
Maliqi. But every now and then we find some exceptions like Ibn—Jinni
(d.392H.,1954,v01.3:263) in his (Khasais), where under the rubric of (non-—
literal interpretation) he argues that when an interrogative utterance is used to
express an indirect meaning (majaz), it retains its interrogative meaning (as if’
the question was used here to be followed by its answer (ves); and if that is the
case, it will be used then for eliciting a confession and consequently for advice
and reprimand. .).

In this, Ibn—Jinni was anticipating the kind of explanation that rhetoricians
were to offer in (Shuruh Talkhis).

Ibn Al-Shajari (d.542H.1930, vol.1: 277) is another exception in his
(Amali); he adopts an explanation like that of Searle: (..and I have shown
you that most utterances or sentence—types have the potential of meaning
something different from that for which they were instituted, but that meaning
potential does not mean that they lose their original meaning.) However,
sometimes, he sounds more like an advocate of the ambiguity thesis and this is
obvious form the following quote (d.542H., 1930 vol.1, 268):

...and the interrogative sometimes is used for offering or
inviting e.g. when you say: (Won’t you pop in? Won’t you have
something to eat?) An offer is more of a request than a question.
But some [scholars] subsumed it under question because its
form is interrogative. However, as [ have shown you, not every
utterance that is interrogative in form is a literal question. If offers
were questions, the addressee would not have been obliged to say

‘thank you’ to the speaker.
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Shuruh Talkhis and the Inferential Approach

Among the rhetoricians of Shuruh Talkhis Baha Subki (719773-) was
distinguished for his deep and lucid treatment of the above question. In
his (Aroos Afrah),after illustrating the use of interrogatives for Indirect
illocutionary forces, Subki (d.773H., 1924: 306) explicitly raises the same
question that Searle and Sadock dealt with:

Should we say that the interrogative meaning is still there [in the
utterance] and some other meaning was added to it, or that it lost
its interrogative meaning entirely? The answer is disputable. But
evidence supports the first alternative........

This is also supported by the fact that when you blame someone
for being late by saying (How many times have [ summoned you?)
the inference is that the number of summonses is so large that I do
not know it; therefore, I request to know that number. And usually
one asks about the number of what one did if what one did was
repeated so many times that one does not know how many; and
inquiring about the number implies blaming for being late.

Subki’s answer to the question is also close to that of Searle and his
inferential approach, namely that the secondary act of meaning (the literal or
direct one) is there in addition to the primary one (the majazi or indirect). This
conclusion is, of course generalizable and it applies to most ISAs.

However, Al-Zarkashi (d.745H.,1957, vol.2: 347), another rhetorician
and commentator, provides us with more alternative answers to the question,
and he leaves the door open for explanations

concerning these types of non-literal questions, should we
say that the interrogative meaning is still there, and some other
meaning was added to it, or that it lost its interrogative meaning
entirely? There should be no absolute decisive answer, for there
are cases where it is lost, others where it is maintained, and yet
others that are open for many different interpretations, all being
known through inference and reflection.....Both answers are

there in the works of grammarians and rhetoricians.
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Al-Zarkashi mentions both the grammatical and the rhetorical perspectives,
and allows enough latitude for reflection and inference, for he does not believe
in an absolute answer to this question.

Subki sheds a new light on this issue when he analyses ‘taqrir’, which is an
illocutionary act like that of a leading question with the intention of eliciting
a confession from the addressee (or from the audience, as Subki interestingly
points out). This analysis is complicated by a theological constraint when
the speaker is God (Allah): is it possible that God the Omniscient asks
questions seeking information? The answer of most commentators was that the
interrogative force disappears when the speaker is God: His questions are all
non-literal. However, Subki argues that, in the case of (taqrir) the interrogative
force does not disappear, but the question is asked for the benefit of a third
party who is the real target of the question. It is more like what Jenny Thomas
(undated) calls a (complex illocutionary act). Subki (d.773H.,1924:307)
points out:

.. And here is a fine distinction, namely that a question is a request
for information, but is the target of this requested information the
speaker himself or whoever needs that information? Thus, if
somebody, who knows that Zaid did stand up, said to Amr , in
the presence of Bakr, who does not know that Zaid stood up: (Did
Zaid stand up?), then he would be interpreted as informing the
real addressee, i.e. Bakr, of that piece of information. If what I
say is right, then there is nothing wrong with the speaker asking
about what he already knows....

Thus, you see that the interrogative in ‘taqrir’ is still there in its
literal sense, and that God’s question to Jesus Christ in the Quran
(Oh Jesus, son of Mary! Didst thou say unto men: worship me
and my mother as two gods besides Allah?) is literal, for He uses
it to elicit an answer which shows Christians that their claim is
untrue, and that Jesus did not say that.

The interesting thing here is Subki’s vision that the real target or addressee

can vary according to context: you can ask about what you already know to call
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a third party’s attention to the answer. And this is one instance of what Arab
rhetoricians call_s ,LaJ| ybd (Tajahul Al-Arif) (the knower pretending
ignorance). He, then (p.308), goes on to survey many examples of questions
used as ISA for additional illocutionary forces, and summarizes his argument:

.. to put it briefly, the interrogative meaning is retained in addition
to another meaning with the help of contextual or cotextual clues. .

But it seems as if the controversy over this question were only verbal;
rhetoricians whom Subki criticizes for labelling ISAs as (majaz) (non-literal
uses) do not deny that the interrogative meaning is retained since, as we have
mentioned above, literal interrogative meaning figures in their analyses as the
first step in inferring the indirect force.

This conclusion anticipates the claim of linguists like Searle and Dascal
that the indirect illocutionary force or implicature is not a new sentence
meaning but part of speaker s additional meaning. As Dascal (1983:34) puts
it in a different context:

When mother yells supper is served, thereby meaning that father
is to stop playing the clarinet and Jocelyn is to wash her hands
and come to table, we cannot say that, though her words do not
timelessly mean ‘stop playing the clarinet’ this is what they mean
on this occasion. This is what she means by uttering them on this
occasion.

Although Dascal is speaking in a different context, what he says leads to
the same conclusion: that the indirect force or implicature is not part of the

semantic meaning of the sentence but of speaker’s meaning.

The Interaction Between Form and Force: Are ISAs Cases of Ambiguity
or (Majaz) or is LFH to be Abandoned?

In this section we are going to deal with the use of the imperative for direct
and indirect illocutionary acts. The choice of the imperative is warranted by the
amount of what was written on it in the Usiilies’ literature; and this is explained
by the fact that Islamic law which is derived from the Quran and the prophetic

Tradition is mostly in the form of directives.
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There was much heated debate among Muslim linguists and Usiilies
concerning whether directives have a certain linguistic form or mood, and
whether the imperative form (Do!) is restricted to directives. This question is
closely related to ISAs and the form—force correlation.

We shall see that some scholars argue that there is a direct form—force
correlation between the imperative and Directives; others argue that the
imperative is ‘mushtarak’ s . (i.e., ambiguous or polysemous): it has more
than one force built into it; others claim that the other meanings or forces are
cases of majaz s (ISAs), not ‘mushtarak’, i.e. the imperative is used for
other forces; and there are yet others who solve the problem by (Waqf)as o
(rejecting the LFH). Wagifies, as they are called, reject any a priori assignment
of meaning to words.

These are extreme ‘Wagqifies’a.8| 5 ; however, there are moderate Wagqifies,
like Ghazzali, who allow room for the assignment of very general and broad
meaning to forms.

Wagifies are the first radical pragmatists or contextualists; their slogan is to
stop and think of the context before making a judgment (Wagqf literally means
‘stoppage’).

The above—mentioned different views about the LFH and the status of
non-literal illocutionary force are very close to the views of the proponents of
the ambiguity theory, the inference theory, and the rejection of LFH in modern
pragmatics.

But first let us survey these different perspectives. Again, for lack of space,
we must be selective.

Sayfuddin Amidi (d.631H.,1983:205) points out:

There was a dispute about human speech: Is there a special
linguistic form exclusively indicating command (order)? Abu
Hassan Ashari and his followers said there isn’t, while other
scholars said there is. Al-Juwaini and Ghazzali said: to attribute
the above view to Ashari is a mistake, since (I order you to... ) and
(You are ordered to..) are special forms indisputably associated

with command. In fact, the dispute is over the imperative (Do!):
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whether it is restricted to command or not, since it is used to
express many different meanings, as we shall see.

What Amidi is referring to above is obviously the dispute over LFH and the
form—force correlation, which is a familiar issue in modern speech act theory.
It is also obvious that Ashari represents an extreme rejection of LFH and the
consequences of that rejection.

However, we shall see that some of his followers, like Ghazzali, are
moderate and concede that there is at least ‘qadr mushtarak’ (common core) of
meaning that is always associated with the form.

Ghazzali(d.505H.,1904,vol.1:417) also points out that the dispute is
not over explicit performatives but over implicit ones. Let us listen to him
surveying different views:

...the dispute is rather over utterances like (Do this or that). Does

such an utterance mean command regardless of context? for it is
used to express different meanings such as... These are fifteen
different intentions for uttering the imperative form, and seven for
uttering the negative imperative; therefore, we should investigate
what the original meaning is, and what the majaz (indirect
intention) is. Some people say that the form is ambiguous (or
polysemous) covering all these fifteen meanings like the words
[‘eye’, ‘head’]™. Others say that the form indicates the minimum
common core which is permission; other people say it indicates
preference and can indicate obligation with the help of context;
and yet others say it indicates only obligation unless there is
‘Qarina’ (contextual clue) indicating other meanings.

Then Ghazzali undertakes to undermine the arguments of the proponents of
the ambiguity or polysemy theory and any argument for an apriori interpretation
depending on literal meaning regardless of context. He (Mustasfa, vol.1
p.420430-) adopts a pragmatic view in which one should (stop) and look into
the context every time one comes across the linguistic form, in order to see the

actual meaning or force because the latter is not absolute or fixed.

(1) Traditional Arab linguists often used these words as examples of polysemy.
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Gazzali (d.505H.,1904,vol.1:420430-) elaborates on these issues but for
lack of space we summarize his view: he argues that the imperative mood does
mean some common core of requestive force; it is easy to tell the difference
in meaning between the imperative and the negative imperative (prohibitive):
they cannot both be in the same form although the imperative can be used for
a prohibitive force, in the same way as it is easy to tell the difference between
the past, present and future tenses, although the past tense can be used to refer
to the present with the help of contextual clues (qarina).

Thus, according to Ghazzali, the imperative is not ambiguous or polysemous
covering the meanings of threatening, advise, permission etc. These are
additional meanings inferred from context: the imperative is colored with them
through use in context, what Gazzali rejects is some other usulie’s claims that
the imperative form or utterance is semantically ambiguous and regardless of
context. He also rejects the claim that one or the other of its alleged meanings
outweighs the others and is considered by this or that scholar as the original
literal meaning, a claim which is counter—intuitive according to Ghazzali.

An interesting topic for research may be a comparison between the ‘waqf’
of Ashari who is extremist and refuses to concede any literal sense (rejection
of the LFH) and the ‘waqf” of his disciple Ghazzli, who is moderate in his
rejection of LFH and concedes some ‘qadr mushtarak’ or common core. I think
that such thinkers, and they are not unique in Islamic culture, were really the
forerunners of some of the ideas that we come across in the works of modern

pragmaticists.

Conclusions and Recommendations
Using many quotations from the books of Arab and Muslim rhetoricians and
jurisprudents such as Taftazani, Jurjani, Sakakki, Maghribi and Subki and many
others, the researcher finds supportive evidence for his main hypothesis that
Arab linguists were well acquainted with ISAs centuries before their western
counterparts. Except for some differences in the technical terminologies, the
quotations show that Arab linguists were familiar with almost the same notions

and were involved in very similar debates and controversies over the right
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approach to explain the phenomena: the ambiguity approach, the inferential
approach and even the radical pragmatic approach are all there. Searle’s
inferential steps and the controversy over the question: « Does an utterance
lose or retain its literal force?) figure prominently in the quotations from Arab
linguists. Arab linguists used terms such as (majaz murakkab) and (afaal
majazia) to refer to what is known as indirect speech acts in modern pragmatics.
Special reference is made to questions and directives as samples of ISAs.

The above conclusions are hardly surprising if we bear in mind that Arabic
culture is often described as (a linguistic culture). It is recommended that other
linguistic phenomena should be investigated with the same aim of finding out

whether they were familiar to Arab linguists.
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Editor-in-Chief’s Foreword

Launching a peer-reviewed journal in the field of linguistics may appear to be a
bold undertaking, given the considerable time, effort, and material as well as moral
investment it demands. Nevertheless, we have embraced this endeavor with strong
hope that this research platform will emerge as a distinguished scholarly forum and
a meeting point for researchers and scholars in linguistics and discourse analysis. It
is envisioned as a multilingual venue that reflects cultural and intellectual diversity
and fosters academic dialogue among researchers from around the world.

For decades, we have taken upon ourselves a firm commitment to support and
engage in rigorous research. Linguist Journal comes as a natural extension of that
mission, aiming to keep pace with the rapid scholarly and intellectual progress
taking place in the field of modern linguistic studies.

We firmly believe that the quality of research begins with careful selection of
topics, sound methodology, rigorous peer review, and adherence to internationally
recognized academic publishing standards. Accordingly, the Journal adopts a
meticulous review policy to ensure a level of scholarly excellence that meets the
expectations of the academic community it addresses.

We would like to extend our sincere thanks to Prof. Dr. Leila Mounir, Dean of
the Faculty of Arts and Humanities at Mohammed V University in Rabat, for her
generous support and steadfast commitment to the continuity of the journal.

In conclusion, we warmly welcome all researchers and scholars along with their
studies and contributions. We invite them to join this academic project and enrich
it with their work. We look forward to Linguist Journal becoming a qualitative
addition to the field of linguistic studies and a radiant scholarly beacon both in the
Arab world and internationally.

May God grant us success

Editor-in-Chief
Prof. Hafid Ismaili Alaoui
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Editorial of the Issue

Since the publication of its early issues, Al-Lissani Journal has demonstrated a
clear distinction and a unique identity, which quickly earned it the attention and
trust of readers, including linguists and researchers. It secured a foothold in the
field of linguistic research both within Morocco and abroad, thanks to the depth,
originality, and rigor of the studies it published contributions made by a number
of renowned scholars.

Since the journal ceased publication after releasing the four issues of its first
volume, researchers and interested parties from inside and outside Morocco have
continued to inquire about it and expressed a strong desire to publish in it. This
motivated us to prioritize the resumption of this respected academic platform,
as part of a broader strategy aimed at advancing scientific research within our
institution, by encouraging all purposeful initiatives.

Today, we are pleased to present this new issue of the Journal to readers, and
we sincerely hope that the Journal continues with the same excellence that serves
scientific research in general, and linguistic research. We aim to offer researchers
valuable and innovative contributions in the field of linguistics—an area in which
our institution has always held a pioneering role, both locally and in the Arab
world.

I would like to express my gratitude to Professor Hafid I. Alaoui, the Journal’s
director and editor-in-chief, for his dedicated efforts and strong commitment
to keeping the Journal under the umbrella of the Faculty of Letters and Human
Sciences, Mohammed V University in Rabat. I also thank all members of the
editorial board for their support of this outstanding academic project, and we hope

for the Journal’s continued publication and regularity.
Administrative Director

Prof. Laila MOUNIR

Acting Dean, Faculty of Letters and Human Sciences
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