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the a present paper predict for Arabic assertive illocutionary
forces by presenting the following diagram.”

Conclusions and Suggestions:

I. Our semantic analysis show the relations of comparative
strength between Arabic assertive illocutionary force
correctly arranged so as to predict actual illocutionary
entailments and incompatibilities between assertive
speech act verbs.
Our descriptive list shows how the set of assertive
illocutionary  force 1s lexicalized in the Arabic
vocabulary this will enable semanticists 1o make a
logical dictionary of illocutionary verbs of actual narural
languages by way of a svsiematic breakdown of
lexicalized forces into their components.
. Further research can also be carried out to @ive semantic
analvsis of the fifth tme of performative verbs wlnch 1S
the declarative act verbs !
4. A Contrastive studv of assertive Verb: in Enahsh and
Arabic can be carried out.
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" All nodas of our modified diagram are speech ast verb naming illocutionary
forcas with the same designatad illocutionary point. A verb is the immediate
successor of another verb in our disgram if the force that it pame can be obtained
from the force named by the other verd by adding nsw components or increasing the
degres of strength (Vanderveken. 19$):181).

“Similar studies were carried out by the same ressarcher on “commissives”.

“expressives” and”directives”,
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' himself to achieve the proposition. In the assertive sense, to
swear is to attest with a high degree of solemnity to the
mode of achievement (particularly high of one has alreadv
sworn to tell the truth.

75.“._ <7 means “to recognize’. This wverbs has the

illocutionary force of asserting that a proposition s true
with a preparatory condition to the effect that 1t has been
proposed by someone else and mav tun against what the
speaker would otherwise have thought.(of. Vandervekn.
1990:178).

26-____ = means “to acknowledgs” . This verb has the
illocurionary forcz of confessing, admitting the truth.
existence or realinv of something, Irs mode of achievemen:
is recognizing openly.

27 s s TNEANS “to praise” . This verb has the
~illocutionary force of asserting to speak with approval ¢
something. Its prepositional content condition s to asser:
that a state of affairs that concerns him or it is good whilz
expressing approval of thar state of affairs (sincert
condition) (of Vanderveken, 1990:179).

28-%_ . ... means “to blame . This verb has the

—

illocutionary  force of asserting to fix on somebody the
responsibility  for something done (badly or wrongly) or net
done. Their prepositional content condition 1s to criticizs
him in asserting that he is responsible for something. Its
preparatory condition is that something is bad. Blame is fai
upon people. One can blame people without saving so

In conclusion, we will show the relations o©f
comparative degrze of strength that the semantic analysis o7

74




clear that one has reasons to support it. “at.,” has also the

directive use.
20-° e .= means “to insist”. It-has the illocutionary force

of asserting urge with emphasis , against opposition or
disbelief. This primitive has a higher degree of strength than
sustaining.

21-%. -,”> means “to assure” 7. This verb has both a

b

commissive and an assertive use. In the assertive use, one
can assure the hearer that a proposition is true. However, in
the commissive use, .one can assure somebody that he will
do asomething. In the assertive use, it is to sustain with the
perfocutionary act of persuading the hearer of the truth of
the preposition. Its preparatory condition is that the hearer
has some doubts about the truth of the proposition.

20 _ai s e L, 22 means “to certify”. This verb has

both a commissive and an assertive use. In the commissive
sense to certify means that a certain task will be completed
on time. While, in the assertive sense, to certify 1s to assure
that a propositicn is true , in a formal way the
perlocutionary act of having the hearer feel “certain” of the
truth of the proposition (e.g. a University Cerificate, a
supervisor’s certification).

23-7 de Gaa o e api” means “to attest”. This verb has the
illocutionary. force of giving clear proof of about the
assertion of something. To “_le 1:2.” (attest) to a proposition
is to assert a proposition with a serious mode of
achievement and with a preparatory condition to the effect
that a proposition is in question.

24-% s i’ means “to swear”. This verb has botha

commissive and assertive use. In the commissive use, one
can swear that he will do something, i.e. he commites
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[ts prepositional content condition is that some danger is
imminent (e.g., a military alert). '

4= s 3, =y M4y’ INEANS “to alarm”. This verb has the
illcoutionary force of a particular type of warning in the
assertive sense which is of immediate danger (special
propoational content condition, e.g. a fire alarm),

15-% <i” means “to remond”. This verb has the

-

illocutionary force of asserting to cause somebody to
remember to do something ot 1o think of something. To
remind somebody of something ‘s to assert it while
presupposing (preparatory condition) that the knew it and
have forgetten. Reminding s essentially hearer directed.
[6-“dwt” means “to discribe” 7. This verb has the
illocutionary force of asserting to give a picture of
something or certain scene in words. Thus, to describe
something is to make an assertion or a series of assertions
about it. Consequentlu, a description is a speech activity that
involves more than a single isolated assertive illocutionary
act (of, Vanderveken, 1990:175),

17-*, " means “to mform: > This verb is hearer directed m

that it is to assert with the preporatory condition that the
hearer does not already know a certain propostion.

|8- “- - ,— means “tq teveal” 7. This verb has the
illocutionaryforce of asserting to inform with the added
preparatory condition that the information has been hidden.

and that “- " (revelation) is removing the veil or cover that

has hidden it from view (of. Vandervenken, 1990:175).
19- 55— vl means "o sustain”. . This verb has the

illocutionary force of asserting to give a decision in favor of
something or somebody. It is to assert a proposition

publicly, generally with a high degree of strength, making
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this future action on the part of the hearer will benefit him(
for further details, see also Al-Sulaimaan, 1998:34).
13- ;=505 i 5” means “to alert”. This wverb has the

illocutionary force of warning (for instance, troops) to
watch for danger and to be ready to act.
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that the speaker is expected to have good reasons and
evidence for believing what is predicted.
9- %, 4l Lw” means “to forecast”. It says something in

advance about weather and what is likely to happen. This
has the illocutionary force of a special kind of prediction
in that it 1s based on relatively clear signs of how the .
weather seems to be shaping up (additional prepositional
content conditions),
“He, e = Y5 s means “to report”. It means to give an
account of something seen, heard, done, act. This verb has
the illocutionary force of asserting something with the
propostitional content condition to the effect that the
propositional content is about either the past in relation to
the time of utterance, or, In some cases, the present.
Reporting 1s based on what has happened or on what s
happening now(of . Vanderveken, 1990:173).
[1-7,1 <7 means “to warn”. This verb is systematicallv

ambiguous beftween an assertive and diectve use (for
details, see Al-Sulaimaan, 1997:144). It means that the
speaker attempts to direct the hearer to a course of action
more favourable to him. Its propostional content condition
ts that, speaker conveys the proposition of his warning in his
utterance, and predicates a future action. Its sincerity
condition 1s that, speaker wishes hearer to do some action to
avoid the event.

12- “~=.” means “to advise”. This verb like to warn, except
that the additional presupposition is to the effect that what 15
advised is good for the hearer. Its prepositional content
condition is that, speaker expresses the propoation of his
advice in his utterance, and predicates a future act of the
hearer. Its sincerity condition is that, speaker believes that
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achicvement, degree of strength, prepositional content,
preparatory and sincerity conditions.

4-“_” means “to negate”. " (negating) a propostion is
simply asserting the truth functional negation of that
proposition. The “,—s" (negation) of the assertion that

partick is sick is the assertion that partick is not sick.
5-“- +-2” means “to suggest”. It has both directive and

assertive uses. One can suggest both that one should do
something and that something is the case. “or

something means bringing it to the mind of the hearer
without necessarily explicitly affirming it and without a
strong commitment to its truth. In this sense, to suggest
is fo assert with a weak degree of strength. The mode of
achievement is implicit. Sometimes, it is explicit as i
S ol elde e st - 307 (1 suggest you should read).
6-.__.x” means “to guess”. This verb has an illocutionary

use in which it means to assert a proposition weakly.
There is no high level of commitment to its truth. lts
preparatory condition is that one prepsupposes its
probability. There is no clear evidence that can be called
upon. For instance, I may guess that “he has fifty books™.
7- »28” means “to hypothesize™. It means {0 make a weak

assertion. 1t presupposes that although it is not certain, it
is nonetheless reasonable, and that it might prove usefil
to further discussion or investigation. Its mode of
achievement may or may not be more or less formal.
8-« < means “to predict”. This primitive has the

-

illocutionary force of a predication which is that of an
assertion. Its illocutionary condition is characterized by
having a special condition to the effect that the
prepositional utterance. Its preparatory gondition means
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Our interest here is the “paradigmatic central
illocutionary meanings” of arabic assertive speech act
verbs “J . JuY 45 L and the idealization of these
meanings somewhat in our semantic anaylsis. This
important thing, from a logical point of view, is to get
the relations of comparative strength between Arabic
illocutionary forces correctly ordered so as to predict
actual  entailments and incompatiblities between
performative sentences.

The Description of Arabic Assertive Verbs” st i’

Our list of Arabic assertive verbs that will be
described are as follows:

1- .5 & means “to assert”. The primitive “ui4” in Arabic
is “._<¢” which names the illocutionary force of “asE
Sometimes, it is used in the stronger sense of positively

“asserting as opposed to the speech act verb “to deny”,
which case it is a strong “.st” relative to its primitive
use,

2.« _<.” means “to deny”. In assertion sense “to deny”

(21— S is a propostion which means to negate () that
proposition by asserting the opposite proposition. The
preparatory condition is that “y < (the denial) is

P

denial of something that has been affirmed. " -

(denial) seems to be related to matters of some
importance and also related to accusation (further
preparatory conditions).

3-¢ ___+4” means “toclaim”. It also names the illocutionary

force of 4 5 a5 (asserting or affirming) in as much

A

as it has the same illocutionary point, mode of
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The basic theoretical disfinctions in the analysis of

English speech act verbs are as follows:

1-Many performative verbs do not name an ilfocutionary
force, but rather a Kind or a set of illocutionary act.

2- Some performative verbs like “swear” and “vow”, which
name the same illocutionary force, are not SYnonymous.
Their  difference  of meaning  derives  from
“conversational features” which are independent of their
logical forms. |

3-Some speech act verbs which name illocutionary forces
do not have a “performative use”.

4-Many speech act verbs have several uses and can name
cdifferent illocutionary forces.

3- Some performative verbs are systematically ambiguous
between several illocutionary points,

6-One must distinguish between speech act verbs like
“order” and “promise” that are “essentially hearer
directed” and others like “assert” and “conjecture” which
namme illocutionary force of speech acts that are not
necessarily aimed at someone in particular,

7-One must also distinguish between speech act verbs like
“accuse” which name illocutionary acts which can onfy
be performed in public and those like “blame” which ¢an
be performed in “thought” alone and in silent solifoquy:.

8- Some illocutionary verbs like “bet” and “contract” name
speech acts which cannot be performed by the speaker
alone, but which require “a mutual joint performance” by
both a speaker and a hearer.

9-Finally, performative verb can have non-ilocutionar
meanings. For example, the verb “alow”, which has
performative uses, can also name events which are not
speech acts.
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The problem with assertive speech acts is that they

often, perhaps even always, represent a subjective state of
mind:
The speaker who assertts a propostion as true, 1S not so
based on his or her belief (the belief may have different
degrees of “force™). It makes a difference whether |
postulate something or merely hypothesize, however, the
point of the speech act remains the same.

Vandervenken (1990:125) summarizes the wmain
features of assertive speech acts. He says that the force of
assertion has the assertive point, the neutral mode of
achievement, the neutral propositional content condition, the
preparatory condition that the speaker has reasons or
~edidence for the truth of the propositional content; the
“sincerity  condition  that the speaker believes the
propositional content, and the neutral degree of strength.
This primitive illocutionary force 1s named in English by the
-performative verb “assert”, and is realized syntactically i
the declarative sentential type.

Simple declarative sentences  whose illocutionary
force marker is identical with their sentential type, serve to
make assertions.

After this brief review of the assertive speech acts and
speech act verbs, we will present the main theoretical
distinctions in the anaysis of English speech act verbs that
have been made by Searle and Vanerveken (1985), and
Vanderveken (1990). Some of these distinctions derive from
the fact that there is no one-to-one coirespondence between
actual illocutionary forces and speech act verbs. Other are
relative to linguistically important aspects of utterances (of.
Vanderveken, 1990:167) _

Searle’s and Vanderveken’s Basic Theoretical
Distinction in the Analysis of English Speech Act Verbs:
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Searle (1986:219) says that assertives point or purpose s
to commit the speaker in varying degrees to something
being the case, to the truth of the expressed propostion. All
of the members of this class are assessable on the
dimenesion of assessment which includes “true” and
“false”. This class includes inter alia statements, assertions.
explanations, descriptions, and characterizations. All the
members of this class have the word-to-world direction of
fit (of. Schiffrin, 1994:57-38). ‘

Searle (1991) and Habermas(1991) believe that assertive
speech acts are governed by the following conditions:

(1) The essential condition on assertion is that a
statement is a commitment to the truth of a
proposition,

(2) The sincerity condition is that in making a

- statement the speaker expresses a belief in the truth
of the propostion expressed.

(3) The preparatory condition is that the speaker 1s
required to have evidence or reasons for a statement,
Alstone (1991:68) states that the psychological state
expressed for assertives is belief, the illocutionarv

~ point is to commit the speaker to something being the
case. For him assertives have words-to-world
direction of fit (for a similar view, see Verschueren
1998:28).

Mey (1993:163-164) claims that representative
speech acts are assertions, in the classical sense of Frege.
and thus carry the values “truth” or “false”. This is their
“point”; as fo “fit”, they should, of course, match the world
in order to be true, '
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(1) predictive assertive verbs (e.g. predict, foretell.
forecast) from retrodctive  ones (e.g. report, narrate,
recount).

(2) Public assertive verbs (e.g. declare, proclaim and
anpnounce) from private assertive verbs (e.g. intimate,
imply, hint). '

(3) Confident assertive verbs (e.g. suggest, postulate.
hypothesize).

(4) Informative assertive  verb (e.g. tell, report) from
areguinentative assertive verbs (e.g. claim and disagree )
(for further details, see leech, 1983:224, Levinson,
1983:226, and Recanati, 1087:156).

Haverkate (1984:18) gives a much more comprehensive
definition saying that assertive acts are not constrained as
their propositional content is concerned; they may express
“any proposition P, which is equivalent to stating speakers
uttering an assertive are in a position to assign propetties not
only to themselves or to their hearers, but also to any other
person. Assertive arc radically different from COMIMISSIVES
and directives in that their performance does not call forth
anly commitment or obligation on the part of the speaker ov
the hearer to undertake a future action for the benefit of
either of them. It is precisely assertive speech acts which are
characterized by the widest variety of speaker-and kihearer-

referring expressions, which is certainly due to assertive

being favorite candidates for expressing conversational

implicatures (Haverkate, 1984:18).

Crystal (1985:264) states that representatives (assertives)
are terms used in the theory of speech acts to refer to a type
of utterance where the speaker conveys his belief about the
truth of a proposition, as in | state/hypothesise (for a similar
view, see Clark, 1977:chap.3).
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Searle (1979:12) says that the illocutionary point of
representatives (assertive) is to represent a state of affairs;
which have a word-to-word fit, i.e. the intention 1s to make
the words fit the world; in which a belief is expressed; and
in which any preposition can occur, e.g. statements.

Bach and Harnish (1979:41) classifies the assertive speech
acts as constatives. They believe that constatives express the
speaker’s believe and his intention or desire that the hearer
‘have or form, e.g. belief. Constatives, for Bach and Harnish
(1979) include the following subcategories: assertives.
predictives, retrodictives,  descriptives,  ascriptives,
informatives, confirmatives, concessives, retractives,
assentives, dissentives, disputatives,  responsives,
suggestives,and suppositives. _

Assertive comumit speaker to the truth of the
expressed proposition, e.g., stating, suggesting, boasting.
complaining, claiming, reporting, etc. Such illocutend to be
neutralas regards politeness, ie., they belong to the
collaborative category of leech’s (1983) categories (The
illocutionary goal is indifferent to the social goal, e.p.
asserting, reporting, announcing and instructing). But there
are some exceptions, for instance, boasting is generally
considered to be impolte. Semantically, assertives arc
propositional (of. Leech, 1983:100).

Leech (1983:205) shows that assertive verbs normally
occure in the construction”S verb (....) that X7, where S 15
the subject (referring to the speaker), and where “that X™
refers to a propostion, e.g., affirm, allege, assert, forecast.
predict, announce, insist, etc,

Leech(1983:223) distinguishes between the following
types of assertives verbs:
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analysis of these verbs will be emphasized. The logical form
of these verbs will also be described and the actual
~ components of the illocutionary forces which they name
will bespecified. Our paper will make use of some
theoretical diastinction in the analysis of english speech act
verbs that have been made by Searle and Vanderveken
(1985), and Vandervenken (1990).

The Concept of Assertives:

Assertive speech act verbs have attracted the attention
of linguists and philosophers for a long time. This category
of speech act verbs has been well-defined by Searle (1979).
He states that the illocutionary point of the members of the
assertive class is to commit the speaker in varying degrees
to something being the case, to the truth of the expressed
proposition (Searle, 1979:12). This class contains most of
Austin’s (1962) expostives and many of his verdictives.
Examples are: affirm, state, describe, inform, tell, swear.
assert, msist, efc.

Stalnaker (1978:315) states that assertions have the
following features. First assertions have content; an act of
assertion is, among other things, the expression of a
proposition (something that represents the world as being a
certain way. Second, they are made in a context (a situation
that includes a speaker with certain beliefs and intetions.
and some people with their own beliefs and intentions to
whom the assertion is addressed). Third, sometimes the
content of the assertion is dependent on the context in which
it is made ; for instance, who is speaking or when the act of
assertion takes place. Fourth, acts of assertion affect, and are
intended to affect, the context, in particular the attitudes ot
the participants in the situation; how the assertion affects the
context will depend on its contents.

62




A Semantic Analysis of Arabic Assertive Verbs

Dr. Misbah M.D, Al-Sulaimaan
Khalid M. Isam’eel
Abstract:
The aim of the present paper is twofold. First, it
attempts to give a descriptive list of Arabic assertive verbs
“us Lo so as to show how the set of assertive

illocutionary forces is lexicalized in the Arabic vocabulary.
Second, it tries to show the relations of comparative strength
between the Arabic assertive illocutionary forces correctly
ordered so as to predict the actual illocutionary entailments
between assertive speech act verbs.

Introduction:

Contrary to Saussure’s attempt to establish with his
distinction between “langue” and “parole”, and Chomsky's
distinction between “competence” and “performance”, the
nature of the primary speech acts that are performed in the
use of a natural language is determined by the semantic
structure  of  that language (Vanderverken,1990:166).
Natural languages suchas English, Russian, French,
German, Syriac and Arabic have a great number of speech
act verbs whose meanings can determine the possible
illocutionary forces cf the utterance (of. Hassan and Al-
Sulaimaan. 1998:19-28).

This paper will make use of the application of the
illocutionary logic of general semantics to Arabic and to
proceed to the lexical analysis of about twenty eight
important assertive verbs”.sLdi L which contain an

illocutionary point as part of their meaning.
In the present paper, the meaning of the assertive
speech act verbs will be described and direct semantic
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