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Abstract 
 This research project deals with the aspects of threats and warnings as speech 

acts or as verbal actions performed by speakers. Threat is one speech act defined as the 

act of declaration of hostile determination to be inflicted in retribution for or 

conditionally upon some course, whereas warning is the act of intimation or notice of 

something as about to happen. Obviously, there is a close relation and inherent tensions 

between them. How can speakers assume that the intended illocutionary force will be 

recognized by the hearer? A speech act of threatening, especially a conditional one, 

overlaps with warning. For example:  

"I am going to kill you if you don‟t return my car."  

In this paper, we present two bodies of research focusing on two different kinds of 

speech acts in Arabic and English. In performing threats, as it is hypothesized, the 

most agentive participant is the speaker but in warnings it is the hearer. It is concluded 

that in both languages, warning is the negative of advice and threat is the negative of 

promise. 
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1.       Pragmalinguistics 

 The term 'pragmatics' is firstly used in Morris‟ (1938) general theory 

of signs (a semiotic model), where pragmatics refers to the relationship of 

the sign to the sign user. (225 :2007) اٌخ١ٍفخ who is a Classical Arabic 

scholar, like others, assumes that rhetoric including the speech act theory of 

Arabic has been introduced first by the interpreters of the Glorious Qur‟an 

and the Prophetic Hadith that require a great centre of attention on the 

rhetoric aspects of language which help them to work out the intended 

meaning. In short, pragmatics is (1) the study of meaning as communicated 

by a speaker and interpreted by a listener, (2) the analysis of what people 

mean and (3) the study of circumstances, contextual meaning (how more is 

communicated than what is said). Pragmatics investigates the relationship 

between linguistic forms and their uses (purpose, goal, intention); use of 

language for interaction (the interpersonal function) (ٟ35 :1981 ,اٌغىبو; 

Bussmann, 1996: 927; Yule, 1996:3; ْ2004 ,ؽغبb: 347;  :2005 , اٌّخضِٟٚ 

242). 

 Pragmatics can hardly be considered an independent field of study 

(as is the case for phonology); it is related to many approaches (without 

clear-cut boundaries). Leech and Thomas divide Pragmatics into two areas: 

pragmalinguistics and sociopragmatics (Verschueren, 1999: 496; Rose and 

Kasper, 2001: 2). Pragmalinguistics is pragmatically oriented studies in text 

linguistics, used to refer to the linguistic end of pragmatics where structural 

study is followed (Wales, 1989: 368). Leech (1983: 11) shows that 

pragmalinguistics is a branch of general pragmatics associated with syntax 

and semantics, whereas sociopragmatics is related to sociology, a 

communication-oriented sub-discipline.  

 The major division in treatments of linguistic meaning is between 

semantics and pragmatics. Unfortunately, there are no fully agreed 

definitions of the two fields. A very rough working distinction is that 

semantics is concerned with the stable meaning resources of language-as-a-

system and pragmatics with the use of that system for communicating, on 

particular occasions and in particular contexts. But that characterization 

leaves a number of disagreements unresolved. So, issues like deixis are 

controversial for being whether a pragmatic or semantic phenomenon. If 

used to place utterances in contexts, deictic expressions are part of 
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pragmatics; if used as factors establishing truth conditions of sentences, 

they are semantic (Bussmann, 1996: 877).  

 The central topics of Pragmalinguistics are those aspects of meaning 

which are dependent on context. Two are of particular importance. The first 

type goes under the name of conversational implicature, which refers to 

meanings which a speaker intends to convey, but does not explicitly 

express. The second type of context-dependent meaning concerns 

expressions which designate different things, places, or times in the world, 

in different contexts: this table, over there, last night (Bussmann, 1996: 

877). 

 Speech act theory systematically classifies types of speech acts and 

the ways in which they can be performed. Speakers can perform actions 

while making utterances, and the actions performed via utterances are 

called speech acts (e.g., threat, complaint, compliment, invitation, promise, 

request). The speaker normally expects that his communicative intention 

will be recognized by the hearer. An action performed by producing an 

utterance consists of three related acts, namely, the so-called (1) 

locutionary acts ('الافؼبي اٌم١ٌٛخ'): basic act of utterance, producing a 

meaningful linguistic expression; actual forms of words used by the 

speaker and their semantic meaning (Austin, 1962: 92-95;  ,اثٓ ل١ُ اٌغٛص٠خ

1977:34), (2) illocutionary acts 'الافؼبي اٌخغبث١خ': what the speaker is doing by 

uttering those words, (3) perlocutionary act 'ِٟالاصشاٌىلا' is the intended 

effect of the action (also called perlocutionary effect) and it is defined by 

the hearer‟s reaction (ٟٔ314 :1961 ,اٌغشعب; Austin, 1962: 101-116). The 

forms of “in” and “by” distinguish the illocutionary, “In saying something 

he may threaten you”, from the perlocutionary act “By saying it he may 

intimidate you.” 

 Speech acts are often interpreted narrowly as just the illocutionary 

force of an utterance (the function/communicative force of the utterance). It 

is the performative meaning and can be a statement, offer, commanding, 

promising, threatening, thanking, etc. The same locutionary act can count 

as different illocutionary forces (Cruse, 2006: 42):  

a.)      I'll see you later  

b.)      I predict that a.)                 Prediction  

c.)      I promise you that a.)         Promise  

d.)      I warn you that a.)             Threat  
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Depending on dimensions referred to as felicity conditions, Searle (1979: 

12-7; 1998: 58) has set up the following classes, assertives, directives, 

commissives, expressives and declarations. In Arabic, utterances are 

classified as request-performatives (ٟالأشبءُ اٌغٍّج) and non-request-

performatives ()ٟالأشبء غ١ش اٌغٍج  .(7-441 :1980 ,اٌغىبوٟ) 

2.       Indirect, Non-literal and Implicit Speech Acts 

In the course of performing speech acts, people ordinarily 

communicate with each other. The content of communication may be 

identical, or almost identical, with the content intended to be 

communicated, as when a stranger asks, "What is your name?" However, 

the meaning of the linguistic means used (if ever there are linguistic means, 

for at least some so-called "speech acts" can be performed non-verbally) 

may also be different from the content intended to be communicated. An 

approach to distinguishing types of speech acts can be made on the basis of 

directness. A fairly simple distinction between three general types of 

speech acts is provided by three basic sentence types. There is an easily 

recognized relationship between the three structural forms (declarative, 

interrogative, and imperative) and the three general communicative 

functions (statement, question and command / request) (Levinson, 1983: 

264; Huddleston, 1988: 129). 

Whenever there is a direct relationship between a structure and a 

function, there is a direct speech act. Perlocutions are characteristic aims of 

one or more illocution, but are not themselves illocutions. Nevertheless, a 

speech act can be performed by virtue of the performance of another one, 

e.g:  

 2.                                                            لً ٌٍز٠ٓ اٚرٛا اٌىزبة ٚ الأ١١ِٓ أأعٍّزُ؟

The question whether you have become Muslims is normally taken 

as a request that you do so. This is an example of so-called indirect speech 

acts. Whenever there is an indirect relationship between a structure and a 

function, there is an indirect speech act. Thus, a question used to elicit 

information is a direct speech act, but a question used to make a wish is an 

indirect speech act (Yule, 1988: 133; ٟ206-200 :1988 ,الأٚع): 

                                     .3                 :53)  فًٙ ِٓ شفؼبء ٠شفؼٛا ٌٕب؟)الأػشاف 

 A type of speech act can have a characteristic aim without each 

speech act of that type being issued with that aim. Speakers sometimes 

make assertions without aiming to produce belief in anyone, even 
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themselves. Indirect speech acts are the paradigmatic examples that are 

often used by speakers when the direct forms may appear aggressive 

(Searle, 1979: 60; Gordon and Lakoff, 1975: 87; Leech, 1980:87; اٌغ١ذ, 

 With nonliterality, we do .(488 :1987 ,اٌؾّٛٞ ;247 :1985 ,لاش١ٓ ;133 :1982

not mean what our words mean but something else instead, so the intended 

illocutionary act is not just predicted from the word meanings being used 

(Kreidler, 1998: 177; James, 1983: 128) 

 When performative utterances are explicit, which are usually in the 

present tense and there are immediate participants like the first person. 

Those features are indexical, reflecting features of the immediate context. 

The particular verbs used in performative utterances tend to be verbs of 

speaking, or "metapragmatic verbs," that draw attention to a particular 

relation between the utterance or speech form and context. While some 

theoreticians might describe explicit performative utterances as rare 

occurrences, they argue that there are performative aspects to nearly all 

words, sentences, and phrases, as in threats (ٟٕاٌمض٠ٚ, UD: 301; ٟ1980 ,اٌؾٍج: 

140-141; اٌغىبوٟ    ;2477 :1987 ,اٌغٛ٘شٞ ;136-135 :1985 ,اٌشاصٞ ;17 :1981 ,

Cruse, 2006: 42; Hudson, 2000: 319). 

3.      The Nature of Threats and Warnings in English  

A. Threats are intentional speech acts since they express what the speaker 

intends and can be performed by the speaker alone, 'I', or by the speaker as 

a member of a group 'we' (Adams, 1985: 46). Van Dijk and Kintcsh (1983: 

84) define speech act of threat loosely by saying that threats "are said to be 

appropriate if a number of contextual conditions are satisfied. These 

conditions pertain to the wants, beliefs, and intentions of the speaker and to 

a limited number of social relations between speaker and hearer such as 

rank and familiarity." Consequently, threats can be inferred from the text 

and context. Collins (1987:123), Pearsal (1998:1930), Searle (1969: 58; 

1972: 142) and Hornby (2000:1408) define threat as the expression of a 

hostile intention toward somebody to do something that will cause harm, 

trouble, or inconvenience to him unless that person does what is demanded. 

A threat to a person is the danger that something unlikable might happen to 

him. A threat is also the cause of this danger (Nelson, 1966:530). 

According to Austin (1962:131; 150-160), Searle (1979b: 356), Bach 

and Harnish (1979: 42-55) and Hamblin (1987:34), threats are commissive 

utterances that are prospective and assuming an obligation that indicates 
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some future action authoritatively committed or entrusted to speaker to do 

in some specified capacity. There must be some hearer, whether the 

utterance shows it or not, since S must be making a commitment to 

somebody. Commissive predicates can be classified as response to directive 

either with positive response (agree, consent) or negative response (refuse, 

decline). There is another class of commissive predicates that is 

characteristically Self-motivated (not a response to directive). This type is 

either benefactive (offer, volunteer) or malefactive as in threatening speech 

acts performed by malefactor (a wrongdoer, especially a criminal) who is 

called so because of performing malefic action having a harmful or evil 

effect or influence (Kreidler, 1998: 194).  

 Threat illocutionary act is capable of polysemy in that it is both 

assertive, statement describing someone's behaviour in trying to harm you, 

and commisive regardless of the syntactic construction. If someone 

threatens to do something unpleasant to you, or if he threatens you, he may 

say or imply that he will do something unpleasant to you, especially if you 

do not do what they want (Leech 1983: 205-208):  

4. He said army officers have threatened to destroy the town...        

5. If you threaten me or use any force, I shall inform the police. 

 Threatening action or decision bears dangerous or threatening 

consequences (Blackledge, 2005: 68). The negative consequences of threat 

can comprehensibly be either mental or physical or both simultaneously, as 

in the sanction conditions available in the speech act of the bank robber 

who threatens the bank teller, commanding her to hand over money. The 

robber's "Hands Up!," exclaimed while pointing a handgun, shows a power 

claim and that the imperative is to be understood in the sense of a factual 

expression of will, whereby one person's will is simply imposed on the will 

of another (mental punishment). In this case, the reservoir of potential 

sanctions contingently linked with the imperative provides the speaker with 

certainty that the addressee has good reasons to conform.  Audiences feel 

the weight of a promise being made only when they understand, with legal 

clarity, the positive consequences assured by it. The most important thing is 

that there is mostly restraint on behaviour in that threat requires an action 

implied in a clause that may contain a model, e.g. „should‟, with „you‟ as 

an actor (Halliday, 1973: 86-7; Kaufer, et al., 2004: 148). A hearer 
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understands a threat (for example, in the imperative form as in, I (hereby) 

direct you to stop smoking.) if he knows:  

(a) The conditions under which an addressee can bring about the desired 

state (not smoking) and  

(b) The conditions under which S has good reasons to expect that H will 

feel constrained to yield to the will of S (the threat of penalties for violating 

safety regulations). Only by knowing both components (a) and (b) does the 

hearer know what conditions have to be met if a hearer is to be able to 

respond affirmatively, as in imperative. In knowing these conditions, he 

knows what makes the utterance acceptable. Thus, this utterance is 

normatively an authorized imperatives. It presupposes recognized norms 

(the safety regulations for international air travel) and an institutional 

framework authorizing those holding certain positions (e.g., flight 

attendants) under certain conditions (e.g., preparing to land) to direct a 

certain class of persons (the passengers) to stop smoking by appealing to 

certain regulations (Habermas and Cooke, 1998: 226, Searle, 1969:25).  

B. Warnings are „speech acts that try to get another to do something‟ 

(Mullany, 2007: 82). This means that they are directive, as Searle classified 

them, in that speaker tries to get the hearer to perform some act or refrain 

from performing an act prospectively; one cannot tell other people to do 

something in the past. So, they have the pronoun you as actor, whether that 

word is actually present in the utterance or not. The uttering of warning 

words counts as a change of state from non-information of bad future event 

to the effect that action is not in hearer's best interests (Searle, 1969: 67; 

1979: 12-7; Kreidler, 1998: 192): 

5. Don‟t (any of you) miss this opportunity to save. 

Searle states that warning tends to be more like advice than like 

command in it are used more to urge the hearer to avoid than to force him to 

avoid something not in his best interests; it is the negative of advice (Searle, 

1979: 28). According to Bach and Harnish (1979: 44-55), a subcategory of 

directives is that of advisories, and a subcategory of advisories is that of 

warnings having the function of giving advice, usually with the implication 

that the advice given need not be followed.  

 Warning illocutionary act is a single compound speech act in that it is 

both directive and assertive; it is polysemous. It is directive if you warn 

someone against dangerous action, i.e., you advise them not to do it so that 
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they can avoid possible danger or punishment (directing to do something), 

and assertive when it commits hearer to the truth of a proposition in the 

world (informing warningly about something happening if…) (Leech, 1983: 

205-208): 

6. They warned that food was expensive. 

7. They warned us to take enough money. 

Warnings are uttered to let people know S‟s assumption about a 

possible danger, problem, or other unpleasant thing that might happen to 

someone in the future, so that hearer can make a decision to avoid such 

consequences or be cautious about them (perlocutionary act) (Austin, 

1962:131; De Green, 1970: 313). So, warnings are psychologically specific 

stimuli which alert the user.  

Warning is shown as an intentional reduction of risk of personal 

damage via avoiding certain patterns of behaviour and allowing certain 

other patterns. Thus, it means that it is advantageous. The question now is 

whether it is beneficial for the hearer or speaker. The answer is that 

Warning belongs to non-impositive directives, while threat is impositive). 

In the latter the utterance is beneficial for speaker, while in the former, the 

utterance is beneficial for hearer (advisory) (Haverkate, 1979: 31-32; Doris 

and Purswell, 1987: 443; Vanderveken, 1994:183), as in:  

8. Avoid jumping like that, you may break your leg.  

4. The Manifestation of Threats and Warnings on Pragmalinguistic 

Levels in English 

 This section is dictated to specify the distinctive features that 

distinguish threat and warning speech acts. Since the current studying is a 

pragmalinguistic study, how theoreticians tackle these two acts should be 

investigated on four levels: lexical, structural, semantic (linguistic levels) 

and pragmatic.  

Lexically, Austin (1962: 31-2) maintains that one can use sentences 

like 'I warn ...' to perform explicit performative acts of the very sort named 

by the verb; threat can be expressed by the lexical verbs 'threaten' (Leech 

and Svartvik, 1994:171; Kaufer, et al. 2004:122), as in: 

9. I warn you that Rottweiler has been starved for three days and is peevish. 

10. The manager has threatened that they will lose their jobs. 

 Warning can also be expressed by the words which occur in some 

constructions such as alarm and beware. The example below, by using the 
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word 'promise', can be used to mean a threat rather than a promise (Quirk et 

al, 1985: 139; Griffiths, 2006: 150), as in: 

11. Beware of the snake.  

12. I promise to make you regret this.  

They are not only to be realized by lexical verbs. Warning can also be 

realized by using (1) secondary auxiliaries (Leech, 1983: 181; Wierzbicka, 

1987: 177; Halliday, 1973: 87; Quirk et al. 1973: 167), and (2) lexical 

perceptive verbs which have a connotation of warning. This certainly makes 

sense in the context of situations, e.g., 'see, look out, watch out‟ 

(Schmidtke-Bode, 2009: 191). Stubbs (1988:156) states that the verb 

„threaten‟ renders the stretch of language infelicitous "I threaten you …" 

and only marginally acceptable as a response to an implicit threat, as in:  

13. A: I'll punish you if you don‟t behave yourself. 

      B: Don‟t threaten me.  

 Structurally, a different approach to distinguishing threat and 

warning speech acts can be made on the basis of structure. A fairly simple 

structural distinction is made according to sentence forms. The simple 

affirmative active declarative structure is used to manifest threat and 

warning. It is uttered to tell us something regarded as a threatening or 

warning fact (Searle, 1975: 64-7; Allan, 1986: 206; Ernst, 2004: 84; Burt, 

2004: 111), as in: 

14. This nation is peaceful, but fierce when stirred to anger. 

15. I warn you that there is a bull in the field. 

 A type of sentences indicates them hypothetically is "if-then" 

structure, 'subordinate if-clause and matrix declarative clause'. (Searle, 

1969: 67; Halliday, 1973: 87; 97; Wunderlich, 1979:279; Hamblin, 

1987:34; Ishihara and Cohen, 2010: 66): 

16. If you do not give Y money, I will tell the police that... (Threat) 

17. If you put the baby down, she‟ll scream. (Warning)  

 Threat and warning can be indicated by a structure signalling 

imperative directive, „and/or‟ and a declarative sequence. Unlike threat, the 

source of consequence in warning is not the speaker, ultimatums express 

speaker‟s desire that the hearer should carry out the act, so as to avoid the 

consequences of not doing so (Fraser, 1997: 179; Leech and Svartrik, 1975: 

159; Davies, 1986: 204; Thomas, 1995: 104; Halliday, 1973: 87). This is 
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why Sadock (1974: 144) indicates that threat is the negative functional 

form of promise, as in: 

18. Keep the dog calm or you‟ll be punished (Threat) 

19. Close the window or you‟ll get a cold. (Warning) 

 They are also realized by interrogative structures: the speaker either 

asks hearer to provide a response or invites him to obey in performing a 

certain act, and thus speaker's seeking hearer's compliance is an imposition 

on him (Lyons, 1977: 338; Allan, 1986: 207; Cruse, 2000: 339). By doing 

the latter, speaker actuates hearer's mental state towards the 

disadvantageous consequences to indicate a threat. Interrogative warning is 

not used as a structural form eliciting information, but used imperatively by 

speakers; as a means of warningly getting people to act (Searle, 1975: 64-7; 

Sadock, 1974: 143-44; Mullany, 2007: 83; Kreidler, 1998: 177, 179; 

Cotterill and Ife, 2001: 8-7; Kaufer, et al. 2004: 122). 

20. Do I hear anyone laughing?  

21. Do you challenge me?  

 The imperative is a structural form used to realize threat and warning 

(Griffiths, 2006: 170; Davies, 1986:73; Kreidler, 1998: 178), as in: 

22. Don‟t anybody move. (Threat) 

23. Don't move, there's a snake by your foot! (Warning) 

 Threats and warnings can also be realized by embedded non-factual 

structure (different from factual declarative structure), used with or without 

should, and with the so-called 'sausive verbs' that imply intentions to bring 

about some change in future where the hearer is directed to do what is 

desired. (Jespersen, 1954: 270-72; Hornby, 1968: 207; Quirk et al. 1985: 

1180-3; Kreidler, 1998: 191; Griffiths, 2006: 16; 119-20), as in:  

24. If he behaves badly he should go to bed without any supper. (Threat) 

25. We suggest you (should) pay more attention to what you‟re doing. 

(Warning)  

 The already mentioned syntactic structures are not enough to give a 

full realization of threat and warning since there are arguments like 'you' 

that may not be realized on the syntactic level, as in: 

26. She threatens to be more censorious in future.  

Consequently, what is looked-for is to realize the unspecified arguments of 

threat by means of a semantic structure: Halliday (1973:75) and Kreidler 

(1998:258) indicate that „threat‟ is a semantic phenomenon having a 
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structure composed of a transitive futuristic modalized action clause with 

verb as a process, „I‟ as a source or actor and „you‟ as a goal, with an 

optional conditional dependent clause. Threat can also be realized as with 

„you‟ as an actor when there is an action imposed on him. Threat has a 

commissive predicate having a threatening verb that expresses the 

commitment of the subject to the performance of an action to addressee 

(Kreidler, 1998: 194, 298-300). Warning has a directive predicate indicates 

that speaker tries to get the hearer to perform some act or refrain from 

performing an act. So, a directive utterance must have the pronoun you as 

actor, whether that word is actually present in the utterance or not. The 

point wanted to be reached is the actor in warning is the hearer (Perkins, 

1983: 17; Kreidler, 1998: 192; 298- 300). More explicitly, they are 

represented by the combinations of causation of intimidation plus location, 

by the notions of 'source' and 'goal' (Kreidler, 1998: 272), e.g., 'I warn you 

there is a hornet in your left ear, it will cause you to panic, scream and 

scratch wildly at your ear' (Hurford and Heasley, 1983:243).  

 Pragmatically, threat and warning are speech acts playing an 

instrumental role in contexts, and derive their illocutionary meaning from 

other speech acts in other contexts of employment. Therefore, what follows 

is proposed to deal with the functional realization and classification of 

threat that is based on the functions of other speech acts. Threat and 

warning can be realized by prohibition which may show a causal or 

conditional relation so as to establish something as the cause of something 

else or the condition for not doing it (Halliday, 1973: 88; Haverkate, 1979: 

31-32; Allan, 1986: 205; Thomas, 1995:104), as in:  

27. Do not listen to my advice. ('اعّؼٕٟ ٚالا'-Listen to me or else) 

28. Don‟t lean out of the train window. (Warning)  

 Statement can be used to realize threat and warning, indicating 

speaker's belief about the world and they are direct means to a goal where 

threatening or warning illocutionary force will be combined with the 

propositional structure (Cruse, 2000: 337; Trosborg, 1995: 192; Thomas, 

1995), as in:   

29. This ain't no affair of yours, boy! McClosky says threateningly.  

30. Rottweiler has been starved for three days and is peevish. 

31. I think that the next exam will be so difficult. 
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 Threat can be realized by command. Some command speech acts 

direct hearer to comply in doing certain action, while others suggest to 

hearer to do a certain action. The former is used to indicate threat, e.g., 

'come in!' can be a direction that must be complied with when uttered by an 

angry mother to her child. With its peremptory mode of achievement, the 

hearer has no option of refusal to comply, so it is said to be obeyed or 

disobeyed; if disobey hearer will be punished. Warning can also be realized 

by command (Lyons, 1977: 748; Allan, 1986: 226; Kreidler, 1998: 191; 

Gruyter, 2007: 215), as in: 

32. Stay away from the stove.   

 Threat can be manifested by a promise by committing the speaker to 

do something bad to the addressee with the intention of intimidating him, 

and this speech act is called in Arabic 'ّٟٚػذ رٙى' (sarcastic promise) 

(Verschueren, 1999: 24; Griffiths, 2006: 150), as in:  

33. I promise I'll shoot you if you come any closer. 

 Threat and warning can be realized by advice (Trosborg, 1995:188-

89; Hinkle, 1997: 5; Kaufer, et al., 2004:148): 

34. I advise you to shut your mouth. (Threat) 

35. I would strongly advise against it... (Warning) 

 The last kind of threat is realized by warning: when breaking the 

norms, threat which has the surface appearance of a warning is put forward 

in the form of an indirect speech act that is overtly a warning, but covertly 

a threat, as in: 

36. So be warned, don‟t do it 

 This utterance is uttered by Amy, upper-middle manager (chair), 

who is threatening departmental managers, who let her down in filling out 

absence rotas correctly, by giving a warning about forfeits which they have 

to perform if they fill out absence rotas incorrectly (Mullany, 2007: 86, 

107-8; Gramley and Ptzold, 1992: 214). 

5.      Felicity Conditions of Threats and Warnings in English  

 These are conditions that must be satisfied for a speech act to be 

properly performed (also known as „happiness conditions‟). They can be 

grouped under four headings: propositional conditions, preparatory 

conditions, sincerity conditions, and essential conditions. For a threat: 
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1. Propositional conditions indicate that the content of the utterance must 

be about a future event where the speaker performs the action that is in his 

interest. 

2. Preparatory conditions denote an appropriate setting for the act, 

including the speaker‟s intentions and qualifications. The issuer of a threat 

must have authority over the addressee, and the act must be both possible 

and not already carried out. If the preparatory conditions are not satisfied, 

the speech act has not been validly performed (it is said to have „misfired‟).  

3. Sincerity conditions require the speaker to be sincere: someone who 

threatens to do something must genuinely intend to do it; someone 

congratulating someone must feel pleasure at that person‟s good luck or 

success, and so on. An insincere speech act has nonetheless been 

performed, but the speaker is guilty of an „abuse‟.  

4. Essential conditions define the essential nature of the speech act. For 

instance, if someone makes a threat, speakers must intend their utterance to 

count as putting them under an obligation to carry out what is threatened. If 

the essential conditions for a particular speech act are not met, then merely 

producing the right form of utterance does not result in the speech act being 

performed. (Notice that this is different from sincerity: someone telling a 

lie intends their statement to be taken as the truth.) (Palmer, 165: 1981; 

Fraser, 1998:163; Searle, 1969: 66; 1972: 147-154; Bussmann, 1996: 106-

7; Kreidler, 1998: 194), and for warning: 

1. Warning is to be uttered only in the context of an (elliptical) sentence (or 

larger stretch of discourse), where the utterance predicates some future act 

of hearer (Propositional content).             

2. Warning is to be uttered only if the hearer would prefer speaker‟s doing 

act to his not doing the act, and speaker believes hearer would prefer 

speaker's doing the act to his not doing the act (Preparatory).         

3. Warning is to be uttered only if it is not obvious to both speaker and 

hearer that speaker will do the act in the normal course of events 

(Preparatory).  

4. Warning is to be uttered only if speaker intends the hearer to do the act 

(Sincerity).           

5. The utterance of warning counts as an undertaking to the effect that 

event is not in hearer‟s best interest (Essential) (Searle, 1969:60-6; 1972: 
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147-154; Palmer, 165:1981; Levinson, 1983: 240; Bussmann, 1996: 106-7; 

Kreidler, 1998: 194; Noveck and Sperber: 2004:52). 

6. The Nature of Threats and Warnings in Arabic 

Since doing disadvantage action, committed by creatures, yields 

damage, Allah sets this right with a painful punishment. Allah has 

promised to govern the world rightly "ع١مضٝ ث١ٓ ػجبدٖ ثبٌؾك"    by giving the 

paradise for good-makers and the fire for wrong-makers. Linguistically 

speaking, rhetoricians indicate that threat is a declaration of intent that is 

to commit oneself to doing something to someone with the perlocutionary 

intention of intimidating the hearer and with the presupposition that it is 

bad for him. So, threat is intended to cause harm to the addressee via an 

unwanted act. (728 :1981 ,اٌشاصٜ ;463 :1955 ,اثٓ ِٕظٛس). Religiously 

speaking, penalties are specified for Man making mischief on earth. Thus, 

punishment is a basic notion of the Divine Justice in the Hereafter, and 

thus they need to be stated linguistically (ٌٟاٌجصشٞ ;1904:145 ,اٌغضا and 

others, UD: 49). Some of these punishments are linguistically indicated by 

the act of threat. The act of threatening is considered as a means of 

improvement to mischief-makers, preventing them from committing such 

errors to avoid punishment (91 :1970 ,اٌصذس). Thus, threats put into words 

the intention to perform an act unfavourable to the hearer, resulting in 

intimidating him by subsequent dispraise humiliation and punishment 

ػشفخ  ;81,178-79 :1979 ,اٌغٛعٟ) , 1984: 74-5). Thus, if the addressee is 

intimidated by physical punishment, the speaker is performing a physical 

threat, as in torture; if H is intimidated by mental humiliation, speaker is 

using a mental threat that affects the psychological state of the hearer, 

obliging him to do or to avoid doing something is without any physical 

punishment (ٞ245 :1988 ,ثٕٙغٟ ;338 :1952 ,اٌغٕٙٛس) look attentively at the 

verse: 

27) 

َٙبدُ ِّ َٚثِئْظَ اٌْ  ُُ ََّٙ ُْ عَ ُ٘ َٚا َِأْ  َّ ًٌ صُ َِزَبعٌ ل١ٍَِ َٓ وَفَشُٚاْ فِٟ اٌْجِلَادِ   ,197" )لي ػّشاْ: "لَا ٠َغُشََّّٔهَ رَمٍَُّتُ اٌَّز٠ِ

196). 

"Let it is not deceive you that those who disbelieve go to and fro in the 

cities fearlessly." (Shaker, 2009: 113) 

Allah said that you should not be deceived by the happiness and the 

bodily or the materialistical pleasure of the unbelievers since they last for a 

short time. Unhappiness and agony for the soul and the body are treated in 



AL-USTATH                                                                                                                                   No 204  Volume  Two  2013AD, 1434AH  

 

233 

 

the glorious Qur'an as types of punishments as they are performed on the 

nations went before.  

"Warn" is systematically ambiguous between an assertive and a 

directive use. In the assertive use, I can warn that X where the proposition 

is future to the time of utterance as in the case of a prediction (propositional 

content condition) but where there is the additional presumption both that it 

somehow bodes badly for the hearer and that there is still some possibility 

of avoiding the misfortune (with appropriate action on the hearer's part) 

which brings us to the systematic presence of the directive. Thus, to warn 

the hearer that X is to assert X with the directive purpose of suggesting that 

he do something about it. So, one might say "I warn you that this part of 

town is dangerous at night"                                                                                     

                                                       .(1-2007:160 ,اٌغبِشائٟ ;120-115 :1982 ,اٌغشعبٟٔ)

What is meant by warning is carefulness which in turn means 

safeguard 'رؾشص'; it means frightening, scaring  اٌزخ٠ٛفand alarming the 

addressee so as to alert him to any hazardous characteristic of an action 

when they are properly designed and presented and to motivate and instruct 

the addressee so that necessary and appropriate precautions can be taken to 

avoid the bad consequences (ٞاثٓ  ;626 :1984 ,اٌغٛ٘شٞ ;312 :1982 ,اٌفشا١٘ذ

  .(176-175 :2005 ,ِٕظٛس

Warning is preparedness 'اٌزأ٘ت' and readiness   الاعزؼذاد  : 1976 ,اٌضَّث١ذٞ)

564  - 566). This means that warnings are specific stimuli which alert a 

listener to the presence of some danger, thereby triggering the processing 

of additional information regarding the nature, probability, and magnitude 

of the danger. Generally speaking, warning is typically intended for the 

addressee. But occasionally it is wished for the speaker himself, but its 

connotation is essentially heading for the receiver. Further it is said that it 

is possible to direct the warning to the absent person (ٟ170-2007 ,اٌغبِشائ).  

7. Threat and Warning Manifestation on Pragmalinguistic Levels in 

Arabic 

 This section will sketch out a number of lexical, syntactic, semantic 

and pragmatic features which can denote threat and warning in Arabic. 

Lexically, commissive verbs in Arabic are called „)أفؼبي اٌٛػٛد أٚ )اٌؼٙٛد‟ 

(acts of covenants). They are similar to those in English since these verbs 

have an illocutionary point as part of their meaning. These verbs in Arabic 

include the verb ""٠ٙذد  (threaten) or "٠زٛػذ" (threaten) or the noun 'ٚػ١ذ - 
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threat'. These words are used in Arabic to commit the speaker to doing 

something to some threatening future act (ٞ1962 ,عٍغبْ ;339 :1952 ,اٌغٕٙٛس: 

187). Warning can be realized by the lexical forms warn (ْؽزّس(, caution 

( سْ)ؽزّ , advise )ُْٕصؼ ٠َ(, alarm (ئٔزاس) used to convey the explicitness of their 

warnings (ٞاٌشاص, UD: 653-4). They are not only to be realized by lexical 

verbs, but they also can be realized by using secondary auxiliaries (ط) and 

  .(4-362 :1983 ,اٌشفبػٝ ;72 :1981 ,اٌّغٍجٝ ;160-158 :1964 ,أٌّخضِٟٚ) (عٛف)

28) 

ٌََٚذًا"  ُٗ َٓ لَبٌُٛا ارَّخَزَ اٌٍَّ ٠َُٕٚزِسَ اٌَّز٠ِ (             4) اٌىٙف:  "                                  

"And warn those who say: Allah has taken a son  " (Shaker, 2009: 348) 

29) 

َٚأَصْؾَبةُ اٌْأ٠َْىَ َٚػ١ِذِ" )ق : " ًَ فَؾَكَّ  ًٌّ وَزَّةَ اٌشُّعُ َُ رُجَّغٍ وُ ْٛ َٚلَ              (14خِ 

"And the dwellers of the grove and the people Tuba; all rejected the 

messengers, so My threat came to pass" (Skaker, 2009: 596). 

A different approach to distinguishing types of speech acts, in 

Arabic, can be made on the basis of structure. On the whole, Arabic 

declarative sentences are used to provide information to the hearer in a 

direct speech act, but they can also be used to achieve warning and 

threatening illocutionary forces by using an indirect speech act (ٓ1966 ,ؽغ: 

15-20), as in: 

30) 

ُُ ا ُٙ ٌََٚؼََٕ  ُْ ُٙ َٟ ؽَغْجُ ِ٘ َٙب  َٓ ف١ِ َُ خَبٌِذ٠ِ ََّٙ َٚاٌْىُفَّبسَ َٔبسَ عَ َٕبفِمَبدِ  ُّ َٚاٌْ  َٓ َٕبفِم١ِ ُّ َٚػَذَ الله اٌْ ُْ ػَزَاةٌ " ُٙ ٌََٚ  ُٗ ٌٍّ

ٌُ" ) اٌزٛثخ :    (68ُّم١ِ

"Allah has promised the hypocritical men and hypocritical women and the 

unbelievers the fire of hell to abide therein; it is enough for them; and Allah 

has cursed them and they shall have lasting punishment." (Shaker, 2009: 

246) 

31) 

َٕخٌ..." )الأٔفبي: 28) ُْ فِزْ ْٚلَادُوُ َٚأَ  ُْ َٛاٌُىُ ِْ َّب أَ َّٔ  "...أَ

Threat and warning can also be realized by conditional sentences. 

Any sentence stating limitation is called a conditional sentence, and so it is 

composed of two parts, protasis )عٍّخ فؼً اٌششط(       and apodosis  عٍّخ عٛاة(

ٝاٌغبِشائ ;365 :1988 ,اثٓ ٘شبَ) اٌششط( , 1990: 430-510), e.g.  

32) 

(Threat) (30 :191 ,اٌجمشح)  "َٓ ُْ وَزٌَِهَ عَضَاء اٌْىَبفِش٠ِ ُ٘ ُْ فَبلْزٍُُٛ "...فَاِْ لَبرٍَُٛوُ   
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"…but if they do fight you, then slay them; such is the recompense of the 

unbelievers." (Shaker, 2009: 61)  

33)                                             

ُِّغََّذَحٌ ٠َؾْغَجُ ُْ خُشُتٌ  ُٙ ُْ وَأََّٔ ِٙ ٌِْٛ َّغْ ٌِمَ َٚئِْ ٠َمٌُُٛٛا رَغْ  ُْ ُٙ ُِ ُْ "رُؼْغِجُهَ أَعْغَب ُٙ َٚئِرَا سَأ٠َْزَ َّ ص١َْؾَخٍ " َْ وُ ٛ

 "َْ ُٗ أََّٝ ٠ُإْفَىُٛ ُُ اٌٍَّ ُٙ ُْ لَبرٍََ ُ٘ ُّٚ فَبؽْزَسْ ُُ اٌْؼَذُ ُ٘  ُْ ِٙ  4)ٕبفمْٛ: اٌّ(ػ١ٍََْ

"And when you see them, their persons will please you, and if they speak, 

You will listen to their speech; (they are) as if they were big pieces of wood 

clad with garments; they think every cry to be against them. They are the 

enemy, therefore beware of them; may Allah destroy them, whence they 

are turned back?" (Shaker, 2009: 640) 

Threat and warning are not only to be realized with active declarative 

sentences, but also with passive forms.  The subject of a threat realized by a 

passive voice syntactic structure (na'ib al-fa'il) can also be a noun phrase or 

a pronoun (ْٚ2007:97 ,ِؾشاس ٚاخش) as in: 

34) 

(Threat) (24:ٓاٌغ)   "ًػَذَدا ًُّ َٚأَلَ ْٓ أَضْؼَفُ َٔبصِشاً  َِ  َْ ُّٛ َْ فَغ١ََؼٍَْ َِب ٠ُٛػَذُٚ ْٚا    "ؽَزَّٝ ئِرَا سَأَ

"Until when they see what they are threatened with, then will they know 

who is weaker in helpers and fewer in numbers" (Skaker, 2009: 663) 

35) 

َٓ وَازَّثُٛاْ ثِا٠َبرِ    َٕاب اٌَّاز٠ِ َٚأَغْشَلْ ُْ خَلَائِفَ  ُ٘ َٕب َٚعَؼٍَْ ُٗ فِٟ اٌْفٍُْهِ  َِّؼَ  َِٓ َٚ  ُٖ َٕب َْ     "فَىَزَّثُُٖٛ فََٕغ١َّْ َٕاب فَابٔظُشْ و١َْافَ وَاب

َٓػَبلِجَخُ  ُّٕزَس٠ِ  :73)٠ٛٔظ("  اٌْ

"But they rejected him, so We delivered him and those with him in the ark, 

and We made them rulers and drowned those who rejected Our 

communications; see then what was the end of the (people) warned. 

(Shaker, 2009: 265)  

Threat and warning can be realized by interrogative sentences. Some 

interrogative sentences like "Are you sure?" expect assertive answers, 

others like "Do you invite me too?" and "Do you accept?" expect directive 

or commissive answers, and so on for the other illocutionary points 

 Thus there is no specific illocutionary force of .(555-554 :1989 ,اٌغجٛسٞ)

answering, e.g. 

36) 

  اٌُ رش ِب فؼٍذ ثغ١ّش؟

Haven‟t you seen what I have done to Samir? 

37) 

ُْ ًَ و١َْفَ رَشَ "أٌََ  (6ثِؼَبدٍ" )اٌفغش: سَثُّهَ فَؼَ
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"Have ou not considered how lord dealt with Ad"(Shaker, 2009: 691) 

38) 

 ?Did I not warn you about that before – اٌُ أجٙه ػٍٝ رٌه ِٓ لجً؟

 Another structural form used to realize threat and warning is the 

imperative form 'الأِش'. Its forms are the imperative verb )فؼً الأِش( and that 

verb which is associated with 'لاَ الأِش'. The imperative comes out to express 

pragmatic meanings like threat since it comes out from a higher status to a 

lower one, meaning the request of doing an action with an imposition 

ٟاٌغ١ٛع ;75 :1984 ,ػشفخ ;14 :1979 ,٘بسْٚ)  :1982 ,اٌغشعبٟٔ ;335-336 :1988 ,

101, 116-119), as in: 

49) 

 "خبٌف اٌمبْٔٛ ٚعٛف رغغٓ"

"Break the law and you will be jailed."  (Threat) 

50) 

ُٖ وِزَبثبً" َٕب ْٟءٍ أَؽْص١َْ َّ شَ ُْ ئٌَِّب ػَزَاثبً -َٚوُ   :30 ,29) )إٌجأ "فَزُٚلُٛا فٍََٓ َّٔض٠ِذَوُ

"And we have recorded everything in a book, so tastel for We will not add 

to you any aught but chastisement" (Shaker, 2009: 676).                                                                                   

Allah threatens the polytheists with a harsh punishment and He does not 

command them to enjoy but He threatens them indirectly by such an order. 

51) 

١ٍَْؾْزَسِ َٓ "فَ َْ اٌَّز٠ِ ْٓ ٠ُخَبٌِفُٛ ِٖ  أَْ ػَ ِْشِ ُْ أَ ُٙ َٕخٌ رُص١ِجَ ْٚ فِزْ ُْ أَ ُٙ ٌُ"  ػَزَاةٌ ٠ُص١ِجَ  (63 :إٌٛس)أ١ٌَِ

(warning) 

"Therefore let those beware who go against his orders lest a trial afflict 

them or there befall then a painful chastisement" (Shaker, 2009: 419) 

 Semantically, in Arabic, the predicate of threats is a three-place 

predicate, composed of the threatener, the threatened, and the means of 

threat. It also implies the desired behaviour from threat (ٟٕ1985:63 ,اٌّؼ١). 

This can be held up by the fact that 'warn' and 'threat' are transitive verbs of 

the pattern 'faala',  ٘ذد ,رٛػذ, ؽزس  , where the action is shifted from the speaker 

to hearer and this means that 'the action of the verb is considered to 'pass 

over' from the subject to the object. Consider the following example taken 

from Abdul-Raof (2006: 119), which can be said to an employee who is 

ambivalent to his wrong actions which seriously violate his contract: 

52) 

     افصٍه ِٓ اٌؼًّ ارا وشسد ٔفظ اٌخغبء صب١ٔخ فغٛف

If you repeat the same mistake again, I shall sack you.  
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In English, a claim was revised which is that the subject of any 

utterance must not express a participant less agentive than another 

participant. It was revised to arrive at the point that the actor in warning is 

the hearer. One may ask whether the same hypothesis is found in Arabic. 

 states that the hearer is the agent since a warning verb is (70 :2007) اٌغبِشائٟ

used by the speaker to get the hearer to perform some act or refrain from 

performing an act. So, complying with the speaker's beneficial wants 

requires agenthood represented by hearer to fulfill the order. Thus, warning 

is a 'three-place predicate' composed of three arguments; warner, warned 

person and the action warned against-theme. Consider the following 

example taken from Abdul-Raof (2006 106): 

53) 

ُ رذفغ اٌفبرٛسادع١غٍك اٌّصشف ؽغبثه ارا ٌ    

The bank will close your account if you do not pay the bills.  

Pragmatically, depending on the function of language stretches, 

threat and warning can be realized by command. Most actual directive 

forces have a special mode of achievement of their illocutionary point in 

that generally it is clear that the hearer either has or does not have the 

option of refusal. (ّٟاٌجشٚعٛٞ ;206-200 :1988 ,الأٚعٟ ;6-1960:44 ,اٌٙبش, 

;1998:318 ,اٌضؽ١ٍٟ ;1990:176  ,اٌضِخششٞ ;319 :1999 ,اٌجخبسٞ  ;1998:30 , اٌغ١ٛعٟ

2002: 132): 

54) 

 "ٚارجؼٛا اؽغٓ ِب أضي ا١ٌىُ ِٓ سثىُ ِٓ لجً اْ ٠أر١ىُ اٌؼزاة ثغزخً ٚأٔزُ لا رشؼشْٚ"

 (Warning) ( 55 )اٌضِش:

       ''And follow the best that has been revealed to you from your lord 

before there comes to you the punishment all of a sudden while you do not 

even perceive" (Shaker, 2009:  539) 

 points out that using the request in the declarative (2002:132) اٌضِخششٞ        

form is assurance for the request to be fulfilled and makes the addressee 

respond quickly, as in: 

55) 

ََّٙ ٌْم١َِب فِٟ عَ ًَّ وَفَّبسٍ ػ١َِٕذٍأَ ُِّش٠ِتٍ  -َُ وُ ُِؼْزَذٍ  ٍْخ١َْشِ   ( :24 ,25)ق }ََّّبعٍ ٌِّ

"Do cast into hell every ungrateful, rebellious one, forbidder of good, 

exceeder of limits, doubter." (Shaker, 2009: 597)  
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The interrogative form which functions indirectly as a request 

(commanding) rather than questioning can realize threat and warning 

religiously (ْٚ1982:245 ,الأعٕٛٞ ;15 :1979 ,٘بس), as in: 

ًَ َٚعَؼَ  ِٗ ٍْجِ َٚلَ  ِٗ ّْؼِ َُ ػٍََٝ عَ َٚخَزَ  ٍُ ُٗ ػٍََٝ ػٍِْ ُٗ اٌٍَّ َٚأَضٍََّ  ُٖ َٛا َ٘  ُٗ َٙ ِٓ ارَّخَزَ ئٌَِ َِ َٚحً  "أَفَشَأ٠َْذَ  ِٖ غِشَب ػٍََٝ ثَصَشِ

  "َْ ِٗ أَفٍََب رَزَوَّشُٚ ِِٓ ثَؼْذِ اٌٍَّ  ِٗ ْٙذ٠ِ ٠َ َّٓ   23 -ا٠٢خ  -اٌغبص١خ  -فَ

"Have you then considered him who takes his low desires for his god, and 

Allah has made him err having knowledge and has set a seal upon his err 

and his heart and put a covering upon his eye. Who can then guide him 

after Allah? Will you not then be mindful? (Shaker, 2009: 576) 

 is used to ask them to tell him wether worshiping a stone that 'أَفَشَأ٠َْذ'

he desires is better than worshiping. Allah, so be careful Allal will not give 

guidence to those who do so. َْ  is used to warn them by saying that أَفَلَا رَزَوَّشُٚ

they must take this as a lesson, and to direct them to repent and worship no 

one but Allah (ٓاٌغلا١ٌ, UD: 662). 

Rhetorically speaking, the proposition of statements, whose content 

can be either true or false, consists of two units: al-musnad ilaihi and al-

musnad. Statements are pragmatically used to provide either known or 

unknown information to the hearer. Statements can be used to indicate 

several pragmatic functions, other than informing the receiver about the 

content of the constative statement. But instead, the speaker intends to 

express another intention that can be predicted by pragmatic means in the 

situational context. Thus, they may be used to express impotence, to plea 

for mercy, to advise someone, to express a threat or warning (اٌش١خ, 

1986:71-73, 147), as in: 

56) 

ُّ َٔفْظٍ  َِب رَىْغِتُ وُ  ُُ ١ِّؼًب ٠َؼٍَْ َّىْشُ عَ ِٗ اٌْ ُْ فٍٍَِّ ِٙ ِِٓ لَجٍِْ  َٓ َِىَشَ اٌَّز٠ِ َٚلَذْ  ُُ اٌْىُ" َْٓٚع١ََؼٍَْ َّ ػُمْجَٝ اٌذَّاسِ"  فَّبسُ ٌِ

 (42)اٌشػذ: 

"And those before them did indeed make plans, but all planning is Allah's; 

He knows what every soul earns, and the unbelievers shall come to know 

for whom is the (better) issue of the abode." (Skaker, 2009: 305) (Threat) 

57) 

"رٌه اٌّغشَ ٠ٙذد ثبٌمزً "  

"That criminal threatens to kill." 

 mentions that the imperative comes out to a (522 :1989) اٌغجٛسٞ

metaphorical function of stating instead of the original function which is 
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commanding, the function of stating in turn indicates the illocutionary force 

of threat as follows: 

58) 

١ٌَْجْىُٛاْ ل١ٍَِلًا "ف١ٍََْضْؾَىُٛاْ  (82وَض١ِشًا... ")اٌزٛثخ :  َٚ

"Therefore they shall laugh little and weep much as a recompense for what 

they earned" (Skaker, 2009: 248) 

          The imperative forms (ف١ٍََْضْؾَىُٛا ل١ٍَلًا ١ٌَٚجىٛا وَض١شا( so let them laugh a 

little and (they will) cry much function ironically or metaphorically as 

stating to threaten them implicitly that they will laugh a little and weep 

much in the Hereafter. 

59)  

َّ ُْ..."  "... ئِ ُ٘ ْٛ ُْ فَبخْشَ َّؼُٛاْ ٌَىُ   17) (Warning)  )لي ػّشاْ:  اٌَّبطَ لَذْ عَ

"Surely men have gathered against you, therefore fear them"  

The next type of threat and warning are realized by dispraise )َاٌز) : 

Dispraise has two distinct assertive uses, one implying value judgment and 

the other not. In the other use, to criticize is to make an assertion about 

someone or something that highlights his faults. So there is a propositional 

content condition to the effect that the state of affairs represented is bad, 

and a sincerity condition to the effect that the speaker disapproves of that 

state of affairs (ٟٕاٌمض٠ٚ: UD,51), as in: 

60) 

"َِ ِٗ ػٍََٝ  ِِٓ فَضٍِْ  ُٗ ُٗ ثَغ١ْبً أَْ ٠َُٕضِّيُ اٌٍّ َّب أَٔضَيَ اٌٍّ ُْ أَْ ٠َىْفُشُٚاْ ثِ ُٙ ِٗ أَٔفُغَ ْٚاْ ثِ َّب اشْزَشَ ْٓ ثِئْغَ ِِ ٓ ٠َشَبءُ 

ٌٓ" )اٌجمشح ١ِٙ ُِّ َٓ ػَزَاةٌ  ٍْىَبفِش٠ِ ٌَِٚ ِٖ فَجَاؤُٚاْ ثِغَضَتٍ ػٍََٝ غَضَتٍ   (90: ػِجَبدِ

"Evil is that for which they have sold their souls-- that they should deny 

what Allah has revealed, out of envy that Allah should send down His 

grace on whomsoever of His servants He pleases; so they have made 

themselves deserving of wrath upon wrath, and there is a disgraceful 

punishment for the unbelievers" (Shaker, 2009: 44)  

In this verse, the dispraise is stated on their disbelief to imply a threat that 

disbelieving will bring about wrath and punishments (ٓاٌغلا١ٌ, UD, 19).  

61)     

َٓ"  ) اٌغّؼخ  ١ِّ ََ اٌظَّبٌِ ْٛ ْٙذِٞ اٌْمَ ُٗ ٌَب ٠َ َٚاٌٍَّ  ِٗ َٓ وَزَّثُٛا ثِا٠َبدِ اٌٍَّ َِ اٌَّز٠ِ ْٛ ًُ اٌْمَ َِضَ  5) :"... ثِئْظَ 

"evil is the likeness if the people who reject the communications of Allah; 

and Allah does not guide the unjust people" (Shaker, 2009: 638)      

One of the most important types of pragmatic threat and warning is 

that which is realized by Prohibition 'ٌٟٕٙا': Prohibition functions a directive 
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request for not doing an action. It may show a causal or conditional relation 

so as to establish something as the cause of something else or the condition 

for not doing it. The prohibition mode of discourse requires the negation 

particle (لا– no) prohibition (لا) which occurs before the verb, as in (لا– Do 

not sit down) and it differs from negation (لا) which occurs before the noun 

and can express threatening significations (ٞع١ج٠ٛٗ ;174 :1967 ,ا٢ِذ, 

اٌغىبوٟ  ;1966:253-254 أثٓ  ;88 :1984 ,ػشفخ ;101 :1982 ,اٌغشعبٟٔ ;524 :1981 ,

 .(36-35 :1985 ,اٌصبثٟٛٔ ;1984:187 ,ػبشٛس

62)  

 "أذ لا رؾزشَ ٚاٌذ٠ه ٚلا رٙزُ ثّغزمجٍه"

"You neither respect your parents nor care about your future." 

This speech act carries an implicit threat that the addressee has to respect 

his parents and take care of his future. 

63) 

"Do not listen to my advice."  ٟلا رغّغ ٔص١ؾز    

This is an implicit threat which means (اعّؼٕٟ ٚالا-Listen to me or else). 

63) 

َٚلَا َٓ ئٌَِٝ رَشْوَُٕٛاْ " ُُ اٌَّز٠ِ َّغَّىُ ُّٛاْ فَزَ   (113اٌَّبسُ" )٘ٛد:  ظٍََ

"And do not incline to those who are unjust, lest the fire touch you" 

(Shaker, 2009: 283)    

Another example refers to a quotation taken from various sources 

like Abdul-Raof's book (2006: 265) that indicates semantic exaggeration 

that: 

64) 

 "لا رغز١ٕٙٛا ثٙزٖ اٌّبدح اٌذساع١خ, ِزٝ اضغ اٌؼّبِخ رؼشفٟٛٔ"

"Do not take this module lightly. You will know me when I put on my 

turban." 

The conversationalist has used the quotation (ِٟٔٛزٝ اضغ اٌؼّبِخ رؼشف – you 

will know me when I put on my turban) which is a famous threatening 

expression said by the notorious ruler al-Hajjaj. Thus, the speaker has 

employed implicit threat through this quotation. 

65) 

  "ٌٓ ُّج١ِ ُٗ َٔز٠ِشٌ  ْٕ ِّ ًٙب لخَشَ ئِِّٟ ٌَىُُ  ِٗ ئٌَِ َِغَ اٌٍَّ (51 :اٌزاس٠بد  )ٌََٚب رَغْؼٍَُٛا   " 

"And do not set up withAllah another god; surely I am a plain warner to 

you from him" (Shaker, 2009: 602)  
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The last and the most important type of threat is that type which is 

realized by warning: Very often, an indirect threat, which has the surface 

appearance of a warning; the argument is put forward in the form of an 

indirect speech act that is overtly a warning, but covertly a threat.  

In the following case, the speech event is Allah's addressing to 

disobedient people. He is putting forward a proposal for them to be 

submissive, and in his speech, he is arguing that his proposal would be a 

good thing for them. 

66)  

َْ ِِٕزُُ "أَ َّبء فِٟ َّٓ أَ ًَ أَْ اٌغَّ ُْ ٠ُشْعِ َْ ػ١ٍََْىُ ُّٛ  (17َٔز٠ِشِ"  )اٌٍّه:  و١َْفَ ؽَبصِجًب فَغَزَؼٍَْ

"Or are you secure of those in the heaven that he should not send 

down upon you a punishment? Then shall you know how was my warning 

(Shaker, 2009: 649). 

The speech act of threatening in this ayah is rhetorically realized by 

warning and structurally expressed by an interrogative sentence. In case 

they challenge and disobey Allah (Almighty), Allah threatens that all 

people will not be protected from His torment. He (Almighty) threatens 

them by sending against them rigorous wind or sandstorms as a curse or 

punishment (ٟٔٛ568 :2006 ,اٌضِخششٞ ;1985:419 ,اٌصبث). 

Finally, warning can be realized by elliptical expressions when the 

utterances are spoken due to an immediate reaction, and this is why they 

are elliptical. The pragmatic function of these elliptical sentences is to warn 

and raise the alarm of an imminent danger, as in:  

  !Fire –  ؽش٠ك ! (67

  !The car – اٌغ١بسح ! (68

These are elliptical speech acts whose al-musnad ilaihi (٘زٖ/٘زا– this) is 

ellipted. The non-elliptical original word order is (٘زا ؽش٠ك – this is fire!), 

 This pragmatic function is used .(this car (is coming towards us) –٘زٖ اٌغ١بسح)

when, for instance, „fire‟ is seen, when a „car‟ is approaching person on 

foot (Abdul-Raof, 2006: 134).  

8. Felicity Conditions of Threats and Warnings in Arabic 

Sentences can go wrong in a number of ways: words might be 

mispronounced, the marks on letters might be misplaced or we might make 

an irregular verb regular even though we don't normally do so. Speech acts 

can go wrong, too, by being situationally inappropriate, and we say in such 

cases that the speech act in question is infelicitous - has gone wrong. Then, 



AL-USTATH                                                                                                                                   No 204  Volume  Two  2013AD, 1434AH  

 

242 

 

associated with each speech act is a set of felicity conditions that must be 

satisfied if that speech act is to be correctly (including honestly) performed, 

especially in religious situations. Consider this order: 

ًَّ وَفَّبسٍ ػ١َِٕذٍ َُ وُ ََّٙ ٌْم١َِب فِٟ عَ ُِّش٠ِتٍ" )ق  -"أَ ُِؼْزَذٍ  ٍْخ١َْشِ   ( :24 ,25ََّّبعٍ ٌِّ

"Do cast into hell every ungrateful, rebellious one, forbidder of good, 

exceeder of limits, doubter" (Shaker, 2009: 597) 

What felicity conditions have to exist for this Verse to be a threat? 

1. Language users should have the ability to use and comprehend the 

verbal threat which must be denoted syntactically, semantically, and 

pragmatically.   

2. The speaker is willing and able to carry out the futuristic threat 

against a particular hearer who must present; the speaker must be in 

a position of authority over the hearer.  

3. The hearer believes that the speaker has the ability to carry out the 

threat, and that speaker intends his utterance to cause a sense of 

intimidation to the hearer, if the desired behaviour is not fulfilled, via 

the specification of physical, mental means of punishments. Thus, 

speaker wants the hearer is obligated to perform or to be refrained 

from performing an action 

4. The hearer does not want the threat to be carried out. The main 

difference between a threat and a promise is that the hearer doesn't 

want the action to be carried out (threat) or that he DOES (promise.) 

 Since, the speaker is Allah and the hearers are His creatures, then the 

felicity conditions exist for the utterance to be a threat. But what if the 

speaker was a roommate (one of his creatures), and express the same 

content? He no longer has the ability to carry out the threat and the hearer 

likely doesn't believe she can carry it out. The felicity conditions no longer 

exist - thus, no threat (ْ142 :1985 ,اٌّؼ١ٕٟ ;1988:243 ,ثٕٙغٟ ;40 :1985 ,فز١ب). 

 To realize a warning speech act the following conditions are 

required:  

1.  An agent connects with an action the intention and purposes 

(intended effects) of evoking awareness of danger in somebody; the 

intention to warn,   irrespective of whether they are achieved or not. 

2. An actual overt behaviour an agent used to perform the 

communicative action. Depending on this criterion, a rhetorical question is 
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a question since it occurs in interrogative form, but a warning since it is 

intended as a warning. 

3.  A person actually being warned, i.e. becoming aware of danger 

connected with his course of action. The actually achieved effects 

interpreted by a receiver of the act of communication or the agent himself 

can give the effects of a certain type of behaviour (these effects need not be 

identical with the intended effects) (ٞ230 :2002 ,اٌّىٛدٞ ;312 :1982 ,اٌفشا١٘ذ; 

564 : 1976 ,اٌضَّث١ذٞ  - 566) 

 

 

9. CONCLUSION 

 We have dialled in detail with threat and warning in Arabic and 

English languages. This is necessary not only because of the interest the 

various cases present in themselves but also because a thorough knowledge 

of these possibilities helps one to understand the lexical, structural, 

semantic and pragmatic structure of threat and warning at the present stage 

of their development.  

 In both languages, threats and warnings are indirectness. It is pointed 

out that warning and threat do not share similar preparatory, sincerity, and 

essential conditions. For example, they are pragmatically different due to 

felicity conditions and components of illocutionary, and thus as forces they 

are completely different.  

 The most common and prominent feature that these two speech acts 

enjoy is that of beneficiality. That is, the successful execution of warning 

acts will render it beneficial to the hearer first, and to the whole society 

next. Unlike frequent warnings, the beneficiality of threats occurring in 

everyday conversations is mostly assigned only for the speaker. 

 One may believe that threatening and warning are universally 

understood as a commitment to do something. But one must believe also 

that in threat the commitment is speaker-directed while in warning it is a 

hearer-directed commitment. 
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Arabic References 

 . ث١شٚد: داس اٌفىش.ئػلاَ اٌّٛلؼ١ٓ ػٓ سة اٌؼب١ٌّٓ(  1977شّظ اٌذ٠ٓ. ) اثٓ ل١ُ اٌغٛص٠خ,

 . ث١شٚد: داس صبدس ٌٍغجبػخ ٚإٌشش.ٌغبْ اٌؼشة(  1955أثٓ ِٕظٛس, أثٟ اٌفضً ثٓ ثىش. )

 . ث١شٚد: داس اٌىزت اٌؼ١ٍّخ.ٌغبْ اٌؼشة( 2005) ـــــــــــــــــ

 . ث١شٚد: داس اٌغ١ً.ششػ شزٚس اٌز٘ت فٟ ِؼشفخ ولاَ اٌؼشة( 1988الأصبسٞ. ) أثٓ ٘شبَ,

. اٌمب٘شح: ٔٙب٠خ اٌغإاي فٟ ششػ ِٕٙبط الأصٛي( 1982الأعٕٛٞ, عّبي اٌذ٠ٓ ػجذ اٌشؽ١ُ. )

. الإؽىبَ فٟ أصٛي الأؽىبَ( 1967اٌّغجؼخ اٌغٍف١خا٢ِذٞ, ع١ف اٌذ٠ٓ أثٟ اٌؾغٓ. )

 ٟ                                   اٌمب٘شح: داس الارؾبد اٌؼشث

. ثغذاد: أٌّىزجٗ أعب١ٌت أٌغٍت ػٕذ إٌؾ١٠ٛٓ ٚاٌجلاغ١١ٓ(  1988أٌذوزٛس ل١ظ  ئعّبػ١ً. ) الأٚعٟ,

 اٌٛع١ٕخ.

فزؼ اٌج١بْ فٟ ِمبصذ ( 1999أثٟ اٌغ١ت صذ٠ك ثٓ ؽغٓ ثٓ ػٍٟ أٌؾغ١ٓ أٌمٕٛعٟ. ) اٌجخبسٞ,
 . ث١شٚد: داس اٌىزت اٌؼ١ٍّخ.  اٌمشلْ

. ثغذاد: أٌذاس ر٠ٕٛش ألأر٘بْ ِٓ رفغ١ش سٚػ اٌج١بْ(  1990أٌش١خ ئعّبػ١ً ؽمٟ. ) جشٚعٛٞ,اٌ

 اٌٛع١ٕخ. 

سعبئً اٌجصشٞ, اٌؾغٓ؛ اٌشعٟ, اٌمبعُ أثٓ أؽّذ؛ ػجذ اٌغجبس؛ اٌّشرضٝ, اٌشش٠ف. )ثلا ربس٠خ( 
 . ث١شٚد: داس اٌٙلاي. 1, طاٌؼذي ٚاٌزٛؽ١ذ

 . اٌمب٘شح: داس اٌششٚق.  غٕبئ١خ فٟ اٌفمٗ الاعلاِٟاٌّغإ١ٌٚخ اٌ( 1988ثٕٙغٟ, اؽّذ فزؾٟ. )

 . ثغذاد: و١ٍخ ا٢داة.  أعب١ٌت اٌّغبص فٟ اٌمشلْ اٌىش٠ُ( 1989اٌغجٛسٞ, أؽّذ ؽّذ ِؾغٓ. )

 . اٌمب٘شح: ِىزجخ اٌمب٘شح.دلائً الإػغبص(  1961ػجذ اٌمب٘ش. ) اٌغشعبٟٔ,

. اٌمب٘شح: داس ١ٙبد فٟ ػٍُ اٌجلاغخالإشبساد ٚاٌزٕج( 1982ِؾّذ ثٓ ػٍٟ ثٓ ِؾّذ. ) اٌغشعبٟٔ,

 إٌٙضخ.

. ث١شٚد: داس اٌؼٍُ  اٌصؾبػ ربط اٌٍغخ ٚصؾبػ اٌؼشث١خ( 1987ئعّبػ١ً ثٓ ؽّبد. ) اٌغٛ٘شٞ,

  ٌٍّلا١٠ٓ.

 . أٌمب٘شح: ػبٌُ اٌىزت. أٌٍغخ اٌؼشث١خ ِؼٕب٘ب ِٚجٕب٘ب( 2004رّبَ. ) ؽغبْ,

 اس اٌّؼبسف.                    . اٌمب٘شح: د4,ط1ط إٌؾٛ اٌٛافٟ(  1966ؽغٓ, ػجبط. )

. اٌؼشاق: داس اٌشش١ذ ؽغٓ اٌزٛعً ئٌٝ صٕبػخ اٌزشعً( 1980شٙبة اٌذ٠ٓ ِؾّٛد. ) اٌؾٍجٟ,

 ٌٍٕشش.

 . ث١شٚد: داس ِىزجخ اٌٙلاي.خضأخ الأدة ٚغب٠خ الاسة( 1987رمٟ اٌذ٠ٓ أثٛ ثىش. ) اٌؾّٛٞ,

ٌىلاِٟ ث١ٓ ػٍُ اٌٍغخ اٌؾذ٠ش ٚاٌّجبؽش ٔظش٠خ اٌفؼً ا( 2007اٌخ١ٍفخ, ٘شبَ ػجذ الله ئثشا١ُ٘. )
 .           ِىزجخ ٌجٕبْ. ث١شٚد: اٌٍغ٠ٛخ فٟ اٌزشاس اٌؼشثٟ ٚالإعلاِٟ

 . ػّبْ: داس اٌفىش.ٔٙب٠خ الإ٠غبص فٟ دسا٠خ الإػغبص( 1985فخش اٌذ٠ٓ. ) اٌشاصٞ,

 اٌؼشثٟ. . ث١شٚد: داس اٌىزبةِخزبس اٌصؾبػ( 1981اٌشاصٞ, ِؾّذ ثٓ أثٟ ثىش ثٓ ػجذ اٌمبدس. )

 . و٠ٛذ: داس اٌشعبٌخ.ِخزبس اٌصؾبػ)ثلا ربس٠خ(  ـــــــــــــــــ

. ثغذاد: ِغجؼخ ٚصاسح الأٚلبف 1, طششػ وبف١خ اثٓ اٌؾبعت( 1983اٌشفبػٟ, أعبِخ عٗ. )

 ٚاٌشإْٚ اٌذ١ٕ٠خ.                                                      

ِصش: . رـــبط اٌؼشٚط ِٓ عٛا٘ش اٌمبِٛط(  1976ٟ. )اٌضَّث١ذٞ, اٌغ١ذ ِؾّذ ِشرضٝ اٌؾغ١ٕ

 اٌّغجؼخ اٌخ١ش٠خ.

. دِشك: داس اٌزفغ١ش ا١ٌّٕش فٟ اٌؼم١ذٖ ٚاٌشش٠ؼخ ٚإٌّٙظ( 1998الأعزبر اٌذوزٛس ٚ٘جٗ. ) اٌضؽ١ٍٟ,

 اٌفىش اٌّؼبصش.

اٌىشبف ػٓ ؽمبئك غٛاِض اٌزٕض٠ً ( 2002اٌضِخششٞ, أثٟ اٌمبعُ عبس الله ِؾّٛد ثٓ ػّش. )
 . ث١شٚد: داس اٌّؼشفخ ٌٍغجبػخ.ْٛ الألب٠ًٚ فٟ ٚعٗ اٌزأ٠ًٚٚػ١
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 . اٌّٛصً: داس اٌؾىّخ.                                                              ِؼبٟٔ إٌؾٛ( 1990اٌغبِشائٟ, فبضً صبٌؼ. )

 . ثغذاد: داس اٌشعبٌخ.ِفزبػ اٌؼٍَٛ( ٠1980ٛعف ثٓ اثٟ ثىش ِؾّذ ثٓ ػٍٟ. ) اٌغىبوٟ,

 . ِصش: ِغجؼخ داس اٌشعبٌخ.ِفزبػ اٌؼٍَٛ( 1981) ـــــــــــــــــ

 . اٌمب٘شح: داس اٌّؼبسف. إٌظش٠خ اٌؼبِخ ٌلاٌزضاَ: ِصبدس الاٌزضاَ( 1962عٍغبْ, أٛس. )

 اٌٛع١ظ فٟ ششػ اٌمبْٔٛ اٌّذٟٔ: ٔظش٠خ الاٌزضاَ ثٛعٗ ػبَ( 1952اٌغٕٙٛسٞ, ػجذ اٌشصاق اؽّذ. )

 . ث١شٚد: داس ئؽ١بء اٌزشاس اٌؼشثٟ.1ط

 . اٌمب٘شح: داس إٌٙضخ.اٌىزبة( 1966ػّش ثٓ ػضّبْ  ) ع١ج٠ٛٗ,

 . و١ٍخ اٌؼٍَٛ: عبِؼخ  اٌمب٘شح.اٌزفغ١ش  اٌج١بٟٔ: سؤ٠ٗ  ثلاغ١ٗ  ٔمذ٠ٗ(  1982شف١غ. ) اٌغ١ذ,

 ٌىزت اٌؼ١ٍّخ. .ث١شٚد: داس ا ّ٘غ اٌٙٛاِغ فٟ ششػ عّغ اٌغٛاِغ( 1998. )علاي اٌذ٠ٓ اٌغ١ٛعٟ,

. ِصش: دساعبد فٟ اٌجلاغخ ػٕذ ض١بء اٌذ٠ٓ ثٓ الأص١ش( 1986اٌش١خ, ػجذ اٌٛاؽذ ؽغٓ. )

 الإعىٕذس٠خ.                                            

 . ث١شٚد: داس اٌمشلْ اٌىش٠ُ.صفٛح اٌزفبع١ش( 1985اٌصبثٟٛٔ, ِؾّذ ػٍٟ. )

ٟ ألا علاِٟ فٟ اٌّزا٘ت اٌخّغخ ِمبسٔب ثبٌمبْٔٛ اٌزشش٠غ اٌغٕبئ(. 1970اٌصذس, اعّبػ١ً. )
 . إٌغف: ِغجؼخ إٌؼّبْ.                                                                                           1, طاٌٛضؼٟ

ٜ .إٌغف الاششف: عّؼ١خ ِٕزذالالزصبد ف١ّب ٠زؼٍك ثبلاػزمبد( 1979اٌغٛعٟ, ِؾّذ اثٓ اٌؾغٓ. )

 اٌشؼش.                                                           

ِٓ ثلاغخ إٌظُ اٌؼشثٟ: دساعخ رؾ١ٍ١ٍخ ٌّغبئً ػٍُ ( 1984ػشفخ, ػجذ اٌؼض٠ض ػجذ اٌّؼغٟ. )
 .  ث١شٚد: ػبٌُ اٌىزت.                                    2, ط 1, طاٌّؼبٟٔ

 . ثٛلاق: اٌّغجؼخ الأ١ِش٠خ.   غزصفئ فٟ ػٍُ الأصٛياٌّ( 1904أثٛ ؽبِذ. )  اٌغضاٌٟ,

ثغذاد: ِؼٙذ اٌجؾٛس  .اٌزؼج١ش ػٓ الإسادح فٟ اٌفمٗ ألا علاِٟ ٚاٌفمٗ اٌّذٟٔ( 1985فز١بْ, فش٠ذ. )

 ٚاٌذساعبد اٌؼشث١خ.                                                   

. ٚصاسح اٌضمبفخ ٚالإػلاَ: داس وزـــبة اٌؼ١ٓ( 1982اٌفشا١٘ذٞ, أثٟ ػجذ اٌشؽّٓ اٌخ١ًٍ ثٓ أؽّذ. )

 اٌشش١ذ.                               

. ثغذاد: ِىزجخ الا٠ضبػ فٟ ػٍَٛ اٌجلاغخ: اٌّؼبٟٔ ٚاٌج١بْ اٌجذ٠غاٌمض٠ٕٟٚ, اٌخغ١ت )ثلا ربس٠خ( 

 اٌّضٕٝ.

 ؼبسف.. اٌمب٘شح: داس اٌّاٌج١بْ فٟ ضٛء أعب١ٌت اٌمشاْ( 1985ػجذ اٌفزبػ. ) لاش١ٓ,

 . إٌغف الاششف: داس اٌض١بء.دسٚط فٟ اٌغخ اٌؼشث١خ( 2007ِؾشاس ٚاخشْٚ. )

. ِىزجخ اٌّضٕٝ: رفغ١ش الاِب١ِٓ اٌغ١ٍ١ٍٓعلاي اٌذ٠ٓ. )ثلا ربس٠خ(  علاي اٌذ٠ٓ ٚ اٌغجشعٟ, اٌّؾٍٟ,

 ث١شٚد.

 خ. . ث١شٚد: ِٕشٛساد اٌّىزجخ اٌؼصش٠فٟ إٌؾٛ اٌؼشثٟ: ٔمذ ٚرٛع١ٗ( 1964اٌّخضِٟٚ, ِٙذٞ. )

 . ثغذاد :داس اٌشش١ذ ٌٍٕشش.فٟ إٌؾٛ اٌؼشثٟ: ٔمذ ٚرٛع١ٗ( 2005) ـــــــــــــــــ

. ثغذاد: داس اٌشش١ذ فٟ اٌزشو١ت اٌٍغٛٞ ٌٍشؼش اٌؼشالٟ اٌّؼبصش( 1981اٌّغٍجٟ, ِبٌه ٠ٛعف. )

 ٌٍٕشش.                                                                  

ساٖ ٚاصشٖ فٟ اٌزصشفبد اٌششػ١خ: ثؾش ِمـبسْ ث١ـٓ  اٌفمٗ ( الان1985عؼٛد. )اٌّؼ١ٕٟ, ِؾّذ 
 . اٌّٛصً: ِغجؼخ اٌض٘شاء اٌؾذ٠ضخ.الاعلاِٟ ٚاٌمبْٔٛ اٌٛضؼٟ

ششػ اٌّىّٛدٞ ػٍٝ الأٌف١خ فٟ ػٍّٟ ( 2002اٌّىٛدٞ, أثٟ ص٠ذ ػجذ اٌشؽّٓ ثٓ ػٍٟ ثٓ صبٌؼ. )
                                                                                                                 . ث١شٚد:  داس اٌىزت اٌؼ١ٍّخ.    اٌصشف ٚإٌؾٛ

 . ِصش: ِىزجخ اٌخبٔغٟ.الاعب١ٌت الأشبئ١خ فٟ إٌؾٛ اٌؼشثٟ( 1979ػجذ اٌغلاَ ِؾّذ. ) ٘بسْٚ,

 . اٌمب٘شح: ِغجؼخ اٌغؼبدح.ٚاٌجذ٠غعٛا٘ش اٌجلاغخ فٟ اٌّؼبٟٔ ٚاٌج١بْ (  1960اؽّذ. ) اٌٙبشّٟ,


