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Abstract

Functional Discourse Grammar (FDG) has its own way in dealing with illocutions.
Illocutions in FDG are divided into abstract illocutions and performative verbs. This paper
sheds light on the way FDG deals with illocution according to its current frame showing its
inability to deal with implicit illocutions. The study suggests a new view depending on
context and concept to deal with such illocutions. A new frame is proposed with analyses of
different examples to test its applicability as a step towards the development of the theory.

Introduction

Functional  Discourse  grammar
(Hengeveld  2004a, 2004b, 2005)
(Hengeveld & Mackenzie 2006, 2008),
(Mackenzie & Gomez-Gonzalez 2004,
2005) , (Groot & Hengeveld 2005),
(Garcia Velasco & Rijkhoff 2008) is the
latest manifestation of Simon Dik’s
Functional Grammar, and it appears as a
response to criticism of the earlier model,
particularly in reaction to the small part
played by discourse phenomena, and also
the low priority accorded, in practice if not
in principle, to cognitive (psychological)
and pragmatic adequacy.

Hengeveld and Mackenzie (2008: 9
— 10) say that FDG is so called because it
seeks to understand the structure of
utterances in their discourse context,
though it is in no sense a discourse
analytical model. The intention developed
by the speaker does not arise in vacuum,
but in a multifaceted communicative
context. It is as shown in Figure 1 the
grammatical component of a more
comprehensive  model: there is a

conceptual component in  which
conceptualization and communicative
intentions are developed, and which drives
the grammar; an output component dealing
with the ultimate representation of
language production as sounds, written
marks or signing, and a contextual
component which contains a record of the
content and form of the preceding
discourse, and also information about the
setting in which the speech event occurs.
The central unit of analysis in FDG
is the Move (M) which is the grammatical
realization of communicative intentions. A
Move is modified by a grammatical
operator © or a lexical modifier Y. Moves
are made up of one or more Discourse Acts
(A). Each Discourse Act is characterized
on the basis of its Illocution, represented
by means of an illocutionary frame
(abstract one ILL or performative 4) in
which variables are introduced for the
Speaker (P,)s and the Addressee (P,)a. The
third argument of the illocutionary frame is
the  Communicated Content  (C),
constructed on the basis of Referential (R)
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and Ascriptive (T) Subacts. Garcia Velasco possible to distinguish between semantic
and Rijkhoff (2008: 10) argue that these entities and the pragmatic functions of
variable, which were absent in FG, make it reference and predication or ascription.
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Figure 1: General Layout of FDG ( Hengeveld and Mackenzie 2008 : 14 )
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Basic and Converted Illocutions in
Functional Grammar
Dik (1997a: 301) (1997b: 231)
differentiates three types of illocution: that
which is intended by the speaker (llls), that
which is encoded in the clausal expression
(lllg), and that which is interpreted by the
addressee (lll). Where fully successful
communication is achieved, Il is identical
to Ills, but in cases where Illz does not
encode Ills very explicitly, there are, as
Dik points out, many instances where the
interpreted illocution differs from that
intended by the speaker. For instance, an
utterance intended simply as a statement
might be interpreted by the addressee as a
warning. Dik (1997b: 232) makes it clear
that it is the illocution as coded in the
expression which is of central interest in
FG;
From the point of view of grammar
we are primarily interested in Ilg:
the illocution to the extent that it is
coded in linguistic expression. lllg
will not on one hand have some
kind of reflection in the formal
(including the prosodic) structure
of linguistic expression (if not, it
could not be said to be coded in
that expression); on the other hand,
it is an integrated part of the
semantic  structure of  the
expression. For these two reasons,
Illle is a property of linguistic
expressions that a grammar will
have to account for.

Dik (1997a) proposes an illocutionary
variable, E, at the final level in his account
of the underlying structure of the clause
which he calls Level 4 or ‘from

proposition to clause’. At this level the
proposition is converted into a full clause
representing a speech act. Butler (2003: 1)
explains that Dik’s illocutionary variable is
introduced to account for cases such as that

in the following example where that refers
anaphorically to the speech act the
previous speaker has just produced.

(1) a. if we do it alternative days you're
going to finish up not really having
done anything special.
b. (laughs) no but [a] (laughs) that’s not
fair.

Dik (1997a: 300 — 301) comments
that many attempts to set up speech act
typologies have paid insufficient attention
to grammatical coding, and have
approached illocution mainly from the
view point of the speaker, rather than as an
aspect of a communicative relationship
between speaker and addressee. He also
takes issue with the tendency to regard the
final interpretation of the utterance as the
basis for the assignment of its primary
illocutionary force.

Dik (1997b: 232 — 36) rejects, for a
number of reasons, the type of analysis
which postulates, for all clauses with
illocutionary force, an underlying structure
containing a performative verb. Explicit
performative clauses are very rare in
authentic interaction; furthermore, when
they are used, they are clearly marked
versions of the corresponding ‘implicit
performatives’ (i.e. clauses which use
grammatical devices to indicate illocution),
often employed as emphatic repetitions: it
therefore seems unwise to postulate
performatives as the basic structure.
According to Dik (Ibid), the performative
analysis runs into many problems.
Moreover, FG does not permit the kind of
deletion which is needed in order to get
from the underlying performative structure
to the structure of the actual utterance.

In view of the concentration on I,
Dik (Ibid) approaches the description of
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illocution by asking what speech act values
are universally encoded in the grammars of
languages. He recognizes several basic
sentence types stating that “In all
languages we find special sentence types
classifiable as Declaratives, Interrogatives,
and Imperatives, and in most languages we
find a special sentence type for

Exclamatives” (1997a: 301)

Each of the four basic illocutions, as
coded in sentence type, can be interpreted
in terms of the ways in which the speaker
wishes to change the pragmatic
information of the addressee (Ibid: 301 —
302). The glosses given for each sentence
type are as follows:

Declarative: S wishes A to add the content
of the linguistic expression to
his pragmatic information.

Interrogative: S wishes A to provide him
with the verbal information as
requested in the linguistic
expression.

Imperative: S wishes A to perform the
content as specified in the
linguistic expression.

Exclamative: S wishes A to know that the
content of the linguistic
expression impresses S as
surprising,  unexpected, or
otherwise worthy of notice.
(Dik 1997h: 239).

Dik (Ibid) assumes that the basic
illocution of an expression can be
converted to other values. In The Theory of
Functional Grammar Part 1 Dik (1997a:
302) proposes three different types of
conversion:  pragmatic, lexical, and
grammatical. By pragmatic conversion is
meant the construction, by the addressee,
of an interpretation which is not coded in
the expression, but must be inferred from
the aspects of the co-text and/or context.

For instance, the expression ‘His leg broke
in two places’ could be wused, in
conversation, as a warning to the addressee
when operating in circumstances similar to
those which cause the person’s leg to
break; or it could even be used as a threat
that the speaker will break the addressee’s
legs just as s/he did with the other person.
However, Dik considers such
interpretations as beyond the concerns of
grammar, for “this type of conversion will
not be handled in the linguistic description,
but in a wider, pragmatic theory of verbal
interaction” (Ibid).

Lexical conversion is concerned
with the use of a performative verb to
make the illocution more explicit, as in the
example below:

(2) I tell you I did not go.

However, in The Theory of
Functional Grammar Part 2, Dik no
longer makes use of the concept of lexical
conversion. His interpretation (1997b: 252
— 54) of examples of the type shown in (2)
Is that since the content of the embedded
clause is enough in itself to add the
required pragmatic information to the
addressee’s store, the additional pragmatic
information that the speaker is telling the
addressee the assertion acts as a
reinforcement of that assertion.

Grammatical conversion refers to
the situation in which a language has
conventionalized devices for converting a
basic illocution into a derived one. Such
conversions are, thus, within the scope of
the grammar itself. Dik (lbid: 249 — 50)
concedes, however, that it is sometimes
difficult to draw a borderline between
grammatical and pragmatic conversions.
As far as English language is concerned,
he (lbid : 243) gives examples of the
grammatical conversions of Declarative to
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Interrogative, and Imperative to Request
by means of tag, Declarative to Request
and Interrogative to Request by means of
please, Interrogative to  Rhetorical
question, Interrogative to Exclamative, and
Imperative to Exclamative by means of
intonation. Here are some examples:

(3) You aren’t bored, are you, Liz?

(Decl >Int)

(4) Can you just put the Pepsi
somewhere for me, please? (Int > Req)

(5) Please ring soon. (Imp > Req)

(6) Stop worrying, will you? (Imp >
Req)

(7) Who would want immortality?
(Int > Rhet)

(8) You want our money? (Decl >
Int)

Pragmatic  Adequacy in FDG:
Illocutionary Force and Illocutionary
Force Indicating Device

According to Hengeveld and
Mackenzie (2008), the Interpersonal Level
is the pragmatic level, while the general
layout of the theory shows that the
Interpersonal Level is part of the
Grammatical Component, and that the
Conceptual and Contextual Components
are outside the operation.

Hengeveld’s model of illocution
differs from Dik’s in that it handles
illocutionary force in terms of an
illocutionary frame rather than an operator.
This frame is of the general form shown
below, where F represents illocutionary
force, ILL an abstract illocutionary
predicate, ¢ represents an illocutionary
variable, together with a modifier ) and an
operator .

(TE F1: ¢/ILL (Fl): Z (Fl))
In  order to distinguish the

illocutionary force, functional Grammar
has to accommodate means for indicating a

given force to the addressee, or the
addressee would not be able to decode the
message, that is, the meaning of the
speaker’s utterance (his communicative
intention). Here, the interpersonal part of
Functional Grammar comes into play, for
the speaker has to follow some constitutive
semantic rules for the ‘illocutionary force
indicating devices’, 1.e. the verbal signs for
literally encoding the force intention of the
conceptual component. In FDG, this is
dealt with at the Interpersonal, or
pragmatic, Level of representation.

According to Bakker and Siewierska
(2004: 350 — 51), the Interpersonal Level
does not seem to be pragmatic. It is the
Conceptual Component that deals with the
pragmatic meaning since it concerns the
meaning of the speaker’s utterance,
whereas the Interpersonal Level would be
part of semantics dealing with word and
sentence meaning. Bakker and Siewierska
(Ibid) consider it no more than a sub —
level, lumped together with the
Representational Level into a semantic
level. The illocutionary force in FDG
cannot be an illocutionary force in the
meaning of Dik, Moutaouakil, or those
who hold the modular approaches. This is
due to the fact that they consider this
concept as an integrated part of the pre —
grammatical (Conceptual) component,
whereas FDG interprets it as a part of the
Grammatical Component.
Ilocution in FDG

Hengeveld and Mackenzie (2008:
68) hold that the Illocution of a Discourse
Act captures the lexical and formal
properties of the Discourse Act which can
be attributed to its conventionalized
interpersonal use in  achieving a
communicative intention. According to
FDG, communicative intentions include
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such Discourse Act types as calling for
attention, asserting, ordering, questioning,
warning, requesting, etc., which may map
onto Illocutions such Vocative,
Declarative, Imperative, etc. Dik (1997a:
425) states that there is no one-to-one
relation between a specific communicative
intention and an lllocution, as languages
may differ significantly in the extent to
which they make use of linguistic means to
differentiate  between  communicative
intentions. Since every Discourse Act
contains an Illocution, FDG considers the
presence of illocutionary indicators an
Important  diagnostic  factor for the
Discourse Act status of a linguistic unit.

The general frame for Illocutions
has the following structure:

(T[ F1: +/ILL (Fl): Z (Fl))
(Hengeveld and Mackenzie 2008: 71)

According to FDG, performatives
are lexical expressions of the illocutionary
force. This is represented in the frames (a)
and (b):

(@) (m As: [nFi:¢ (F1)) (Py)s (P2)a (Co)]
(A)D
(b) (m As: [nF:ILL (F1)) (P1)s (P2)a (C1)]

(A))® (Ibid)
Consider the illocutionary force of B’s
utterance in the following example:
(9) A. I don’t feel well these days.

B. Why don’t you give up smoking?

In Searle and Dik’s terms, B’s
sentence has a secondary illocutionary
force; that is of a question, and a primary
one that is derived from the secondary one
through the use of context and concept; in
this case it is of ‘advice’. By applying
Dik’s rules (1997 a: 302), in order for Illg
to encode llls explicitly, and in order that
I1l5 be fully identical with Ills there must
be a context and a concept.

According to Moutaouakil (1986,
1991), the utterance in (9 B) has an
implicated illocution derived from its
literal illocution by the process of
conventionalization. After this process is
applied, the sentence will have the
illocutionary force of ‘advice’.

According to FDG, this sentence is
analyzed as follows:

(7[ A1: [ﬂZFl: INTER Neg (Fl)) (Pz)A:
you (P2))a (Cu:- give up smoking (C.))]
(A1)

FDG analyzes it as a negative
guestion having the illocutionary force of
Interrogative.

According to the illocutionary rules
of FDG, for this sentence to have the
illocutionary force of ‘advice’, it must be
said as follows:

B. I advise you to give up smoking.

Consider now the difference
between (A) and (B) in the following
example analyzed according to FDG:

(10) A. I promise (you) to do the washing-
up.

B. I will do the washing-up.

A-1. (t Ay [nF.:promise, (F1)) (P |
(P1))s (P2: (you) (P2))a (Cy: do the

washing-up (C,))] (A4))

B'l. (TE A1: [TEFl: DECL (Fl)) (Pl: I

(P1))s (P2) A (Cy: do the washing-up

(C))] (A))

According to FDG, (10 B) is a
declarative ‘indicative’ clause, as indicated
by the implicit performative DECL. Thus,
(10 A) and (10 B) are interpersonally
different, owing to the lexico-grammatical
structure. In (10 B) the speaker gives the
addressee a piece of information ;( “T’ll do
the washing-up in an unspecified future”),
not committing himself as in (10 A).
Pragmatically, on the level of
communicative intention, both (10 A) and
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(10 B) would be presumably promises, but
in different ways.

According to FDG (Hengeveld and
Mackenzie 2008: 71) both explicit (¢) and
implicit  (ILL) performatives can be
modified by a manner satellite:

(11) A. Sincerely, this is not a trick.

B. | promise (you) sincerely that this

IS not a trick.

(Ibid: 72)

A-l. (A [(F:  DECL
(F):sincerelyas (Fi)) (P)s (P5)a (C)] (A))

B-1. (TC Ay [(F|:
promise,(F)):sincerelyas, (F))) (P)s (Py)a
(C)] (A))

The  difference between a
performative and a non-performative can
be shown as follows:

(12) A. Peter insisted that Sheila is ill.

B. That’s not true. (She isn’t)

C. That’s not true. (He didn’t)
(13) A. I insist that Sheila is ill.

B. That’s not true. (She isn’t)

C.*That’s not true. (*You don’t).

In the past tense, as in (12 A), Peter
insisted that Sheila is ill, negation may be
of the wvalidity of the embedded
propositional content of Sheila’s being ill
(12 B), or of the embedded act of insisting
that this is so (12 C). In explicit
performatives, the interpersonal illocution
(#) cannot be denied (12 C). This is taken
by FDG to mean that the performative verb
in (13 A), insist, belongs to the
Interpersonal Level.

Another fact, mentioned in FDG, is
that the Speech Participants are explicit
with explicit performatives. This is not so
with implicit performatives (Ibid: 70).

(14) I promise you, guys, that I’'ll come
back.

(A [(F. promise, (F))) (1P)s (mPy)a (Ci:
- I’'1ll come back — (C)))®] (A))P
According to FDG, explicit performatives
may be modified by the performative
adverbial Satellite of Instrument, hereby,
herewith. Consider the following example.
(15) | hereby state that I wish to resign.

(mA;: [(Fi: statey (F1)) (P)s (Pi)a (Cnue
(Cl(Ri:[proxAi] (R)] (Ca))imser] (A))

The above example has the
statement force, indicated by the lexical
predicate state. The formula has also two
hierarchically — ordered communicated
contents, C, and C;; C, is the nuclear part,
C, the instrumental satellite hereby.
Indirect lllocutions in FDG

According to the evidence at hand,
FDG in its current form is unable to
account for the implicit or indirect
illocutions due to the segregation of the
Conceptual and Contextual Components
from the Grammatical Component.
Different theories give different accounts
for the conventionalized illocution and for
the primary and secondary illocutions.
However, despite the fact that FDG
comprises Conceptual and Contextual
Components, still the frames of the
Interpersonal Level and especially the
illocutionary frames are completely empty
of these components. For FDG to be
pragmatically adequate, the Conceptual
and Contextual Components need to be
integrated in the grammatical component,
and there must be a slot for these
components in the illocutionary frame. The
illocutionary frame that the study suggests
is as follows:

(m A [mFueILL: [( Concep:-  (Hg)se
(IHa)rim  (Concep))] [(Contx:-  (1Ha)conn
(Contx))I(F1)) (P1)s (P2)a (C1)] (Ar))D

In this frame (Concep) stands for

Conceptual Component, (Sec) for
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secondary illocution, (Prim) for the
primary one, (Contx) for Contextual
Component, and (Convn) stands for
conventionalized illocution.

Consider the analysis of B’s
utterance in example (9) above:

B. Why don’t you give up smoking?

(TE A1: [TCFl: |LL:[(C0ncep:— (INTERNEG)SQC
(ADVICE)pim (Concep))] (Fu)) (Py)s (P2:
you (P2))a (Ci:- give up smoking — (C,)]
(A1)

Consider now example (16), being
analyzed in two ways. The first one (a) is
according to the current illocutionary
frame used in FDG, and the second (b) is
according to the suggested illocutionary
frame:

(16) Can you pass the jam? (said at
breakfast table)

(a) (T[ A1: [TCFl: INTER (Fl)) (Pl)S (Pz:
you (P,))a (Cy:- pass the jam —

(CI)] (A1)

(b)(r As: [nFi:ILL: [( Concep: (Illg:
INTER (lllg))sec (Concep))] [(Contx:

10

(Ia: REQUEST (1H4))convn (Contx))]
(F1) (P1)s (P2 you (P))a (Cy: pass
the jam (Cy))] (Av))

This proves that FDG is in need of
integrating the Conceptual and Contextual
Components  with  the  Grammatical
Component in order to be pragmatically
adequate. In this way the Grammatical
Component will consist of five levels; the
first level is the Pragmatic Level, which in
turn consists of two layers: the Conceptual
Layer and the Contextual Layer. This will
be in accordance with Dik’s and
Moutaouakil’s Views about the
grammatically conventionalized
illocutions. The second is the Interpersonal
Level where the Ideas formed at the
Pragmatic Level are decoded. The other
three levels (the  Representational,
Morphosyntactic, and Phonological) are to
remain as they are.

According to the new frame, the
proposed layout of FDG will be as follows
in Figure 2:
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Figure 2: The Proposed Layout of FDG

5.3.3.1. Examples

Indirect illocutions undergo different
kinds of conversion according to the
different kinds of context they are said in.
The most well-known in most cultures and
societies among these is the social-
cultural-conventional conversion since it is

nearly the same in most societies.
Examples (17 —23) are indirect illocutions
in  English  that are  converted
conventionally or socio-culturally taken
from Quirk et al. (1985: 805 — 832).
Examples (26 — 30) are indirect ones in
Arabic that are also converted in the same
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way taken from the Holy Quran. Each of
them is analyzed twice: the first one (A) is
according to the current illocutionary
frame that is presented by Hengeveld and
Mackenzie’s Functional Discourse
Grammar (2008, 2006), and the second (B)
Is according to the suggested illocutionary
frame:
(17) T think you’d better leave at once.
[Declarative > warning]
(A) (T[ Al: [(Fl: DECL (Fl)) (Pl: |
(P1)s (P2: you (P2))a (Cy: leave
at once (Cy))] (A))

(B) (m Ay [(Fy: ILL: [(Concep: (HIg:
DECL-(1g))sec (1A
WARNING(14))prim
(Concep))] (F1) (Pii I (P))s
(Pz: you (Pz))A (Cl: Ieave at
once (Cy))] (A1)

(18) Do you happen to have a pencil?

(Interrogative > Request)

(A) (m Ay [(Fi: INTER (Fy)) (P)s
(P2: you (P2))a (Cy: have a pencil
(C] (Ar)

(B) (m Ay [(Fi:ILL: [( Concep: (Hlg:
INTER- (Illg))sece  (Concep))]
[(Contx:-  (Ila: REQUEST
(Ma))comn  (Contx))](F1)) (Pa)s
(P2 you (P2)a (Ci: have a
pencil (C.))] (A))

(19) I'd like to know the name of your
last employer.

(Declarative> Inquiry)
(A) (r Ai: [(Fi:DECL (F1)) (P11 (P1))s
(P2)a (Ci: I know the name of your
last employer (C.))] (A1)

(B) (m Ay [(Fu:ILL: [( Concep: (HIg:

DECL (1g))seco (Concep))]
[(Contx:-  (IllA: INQUIRY -

12

(11 A))convn (Contx))](Fy)) (Pl
(P1))s (P2 )a (Ci: I know the
name of your last employer (C,))]
(A1)
(20) Do you want another cup (of tea)?
(Interrogative > Offer)

(A) (TC Al: [(FllNTER (Fl)) (Pl)S (Pz:
you (P2))a (Ci: you want another
cup of tea(Cy))] (Av))

(B) (m Az [(FuILL: [( Concep: (HIg:
INTER  (lllg))see (Concep))]
[(Contx: (Illa: OFFER- 1A))comn
(Contx))](Fy)) (P1)s (P2
you(P,))a (Cy: you want another
cup of tea (Cy))] (A1)

(21) Remember that I am always ready to
help. (Imperative > Offer)

(A) (m A [(F:IMPER (Fy)) (P.l
(P))s (P2)a (Ci: | am ready to
help (Cy))] (A1)

(B) (m As: [(FeILL: [( Concep: (Ig:
IMPER (1)) seco (11 A)prim
(Concep))] [(Contx: (Illa: OFFER
(MaA)comn  (Contx))](F1)) (Py: 1
(P1))s (P2)a (Ci: 1 am ready to help
(CI (A)

(22) I’d sell your car if I were you.
(Declarative > Advice)

(A) (TE Al: [(FlDECL (Fl)) (Pl: I
(P1))s (P2 you (P2))a (Ci: 1 sell
your car (Cy))] (A4))

(B) (m Ay [(Fi:ILL: [( Concep: (Hg:
DECL (lllg))se. (llla: ADVICE
(Ia))rim  (Concep))] [(Contx:
(MA)conn  (Contx)](F1)) (Pl
(P))s (P2: you (P2))a (Cy: sell
your car (Cy))] (Aq))

(23) Open the door, please. (Imperative >
request)

(A) (TE A1: [TEFl: IMPER (Fl)) (Pl)S
(P2)a (Cy: open the door (Cy))]
(A1)
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(B) (m Ay [(Fu:ILL: [( Concep: (Hlg:

IMPER (1Mg))sec (11 A)prim
(Concep))] [(Contx: (1A
REQU EST (I "A))Convn

(Contx)I(F)) (Pu)s (P2)a (Cu
open the door (C,))] (A,))
(24) You are staying HERE? (Declarative>
interrogative)

(A) (TE(A]_[TEF]_ DECL (Fl)) (Pl)S
(P2:you (P2))a (Cy: you are staying
here (C1))] (A1)

(B) (mAi: [Fi: ILL: [(Concep: HIg:
DECL (H1g))sec
(Concep))][(Contx: (Illa: INTER
(1Ha))conv (Contx))] (F1)) (Py)s (P2):
you (P2))a (Ci: you are staying
here (Cy))] (A1)

(25) Who would forget such a nice party?
(Interrogative> Rhetoric)

(A) (mAy: [FLINTER (F1)) (P1)s (P2)a

(Ci:who would forget such a nice

party (C1))1(A4))
(B) (mAs: [Fi: ILL: [Concep: lllg:
INTER  (lllg))see  (Concep))]

[(Contx: (Illa: DECL (IHA))con
(Contx))] (F1)) (P1))s (P2)a (Ci: no
one would forget such a nice party
(C)] (A))

From Arabic The Holy Quran gives
the following questions to express different
illocutions (Translation is taken from Ali :
1989):

(26) /hel ata: olol insani hi:num’

minod’ dshrilom jokun Jei ‘om'modku:ra/
QUEST. come.PAST. over human. SG. A long
period of time. 3.5G be.PAST NEG. thing.

{OBEEE LI AN b S F F5)
ook

Has there been over man a long
period of time, when he was

nothing.(76/1)
(Interrogative > Declarative)

(P2)a (Cy:there has been over

man a long period of time when
he was nothing (C,))] (A1)

(B) (= Ai [(Fi: ILL :[(Concep:-

(IMg:- INTER (H1g))seco

(Concep))][Contx:- 1lla:- DECL
(1H4)) pim (Contx)) (Fy))]

(P1)s (P2)a (Cy:- there has been
over man a long period

of time when he was nothing-
(C)I (A1)
(27) /hel jostowil™ ledi:no je ‘olomu:no
wal'ledi:no la: je'slomu:na/

QUEST.be PRES. (m) 3. (m) equal know.PRES.
and 3.(m) know.PRES. NEG

REVR (O S P
Are those equal, those who know
and those who don’t know. (39/9)

(Interrogative> Negative)

(A)( mA: [(FLINTER  (F))(Py)s
(P2)a (Cy: they are equal, those
who know and those who don’t
know (C1))](A1))

(B) (mAL:[(F1:1LL:[(Concep:-(HIE:
INTER (lllg)) seo (Concep))]
[(Contx:-(1llA: NEG
(1Na))conn(Contx))] - (F1))]  (Po)s
(P2)a (Cy: they are equal, those
who know and those who don’t
know (C1))1(A1))

(28) /hal d3eza:™ ul ihsa:ni ilal ihsa:n/
QUEST.reward- good- except- good

AEREE SR € O RS B PN it viy 1
Is there any reward for good other
than good. (55/60)
Interrogative>Negative

(A)( AL[(FEINTER (Fy)) (P1)s(P2)a
(Cy: other than good is reward

for good(C,))](As))
(B)(m Ai[(FiILL: [(Concep: (HIg:-
INTER (llle)) (Concep))seco]
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[(Contx: (Ia:- NEG- (4)) comvn
prim(CONtX))] (P1)s (P2)a(Ci: other
than good is reward for good
(C))I(A))
(29) /ma: tilka bijomi:niks ja: mu:sa:/
QUEST. this. in. your. right. hand. VOC.musa
VY i (O 0928 a5
What is that in thy right hand, O
Moses. (20/17)
Interrogative> Directive
(A) (TAL[(FLINTER (F))(Py)s (P
Mosesvoc (P2))a (Ci: this in your
right hand (C,))] (Av)
(B) (mAsL:[(F: ILL: [(Concep: (Ilg:

INTER (1)) (Concep))
seco][(Contx: (1lla: DIREC: look
at (I I IA))Convn Prim

(Contx)](F1))(P1)s (P.: Mosesvoc
(P2)a (Cy: this in thy right hand
(C)] (A1)

Among other socio-cultural
conversions in Arabic, the Holy Quran
uses the following likelihood to express
certainty:

(30) /kad nara tak ka’lubo wad3hiks fis’
Soma’/
1m-may- see- 25G POSSESSIVE- face- in Heaven
Vet s @) KA g dyss JEes B p
We may see the turning of thy face
in heaven. (2/ 144)
(A) (rAy:[Fi:likelihood (F1)) (Pi: we
(P1))s (P2: you (P))a(Ci:we see
the turning of thy face in heaven

(C))] (A))

(B) (mAL:[(Fi: ILL:[(Concep: (Il
Likelihhod (1))
(Concep))seco][(Contx: (1A
Certainty (114))convn Prim

(Contx))](F1)) (P1: we (Py))s (P2

14

you (P2))a(Ci:we see the turning
of thy face in heaven (C,))] (A1)
Conclusions

The study shows that the new theory
fails in accounting for the indirect or
implicit illocution. This failure is due to
the segregation of the Conceptual and
Contextual  Components  from  the
Grammatical Component. The
illocutionary  frame  presented by
Hengeveld and Mackenzie (2008) falls
short in expressing indirect illocution. This
iIs revealed by the fact that the model
presents two frames, one for the lexical
variable of illocution, and the other for
what Hengeveld and Mackenzie call the
abstract one.

The Conceptual and  Contextual
Components are to be integrated in the
grammatical component in a way that they
together make a pragmatic level. This
leads to the suggestion of a new
illocutionary frame which has slots for
both the Conceptual and Contextual
Components. The suggested frame will
enable FDG to account for both types of
illocution: the abstract (indirect) ones and
those with explicit performatives, which
will result in a more pragmatically
adequate model.

Bibliography

Al-Quran Al- Kareem

Ali, Abdullah Yusuf. 1989. The Holy
Quran: Text, Translation, and
Commentary. Maryland:
Amana Corporation

Bakker, Dik, and Anna Siewierska. 2004.
Towards a speaker model of
Functional Grammar. In A New
Architecture for Functional

) Alaal) = Lol agially ¥ A et Alae




Lachlan

Grammar, ed. J.
Mackenzie and Maria de los
Angeles Gomez-Gonzalez, 325

— 364. Functional Grammar
Series 24. Berlin: Mouton de
Gruyter.

Butler, Christopher S. 2003a. Structure

and Function: A Guide to
Three Major Structural
Functional Theories, Part 1:
Approaches to the Simplex
Clause. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins.

Dik, Simon C. 1986. On the notion

‘functional explanation’.
Working Papers in Functional
Grammar 11. Amsterdam:
University of  Amsterdam
http//www.functionaldiscourse
grammar.info (accessed April
8, 2011)

1997a. The Theory of

Functional Grammar, Part 1:
The Structure of the Clause,
ed. Kees Hengeveld. 2" ed.
Functional Grammar Series 20.
Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

. 1997b. The Theory of

Functional Grammar, Part 2:
Complex and Derived
Constructions, ed. Kees
Hengeveld.2" ed. Functional
Grammar series 21. Berlin:
Mouton de Gruyter.

Hengeveld, Kees. 2004a. The architecture

of a Functional Discourse
Grammar. In A New
Architecture for Functional
Grammar, ed. J. Lachlan
Mackenzie and Maria A.
Gomez-Gonzalez, 1 - 21.

Functional Grammar Series 24.
Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter

In A

New Architecture for
Functional Grammar, ed. J.
Lachlan Mackenzie and Maria
A. Gomez- Gonzalez, 365 —
78. Functional Grammar Series
24. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.
. 2005. Dynamic expression

Hengeveld,

in Functional Discourse
Grammar. In Morphosyntactic
Expression in  Functional
Grammar, ed. Casper de Groot
and Kees Hengeveld, 53 — 86.
Functional Grammar Series 27.
Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.
Kees, and J. Lachlan
Mackenzie. 2006. Functional
Discourse Grammar. In The
Encyclopedia of Language and
Linguistics, ed. Keith Brown,
668 — 676. 2" ed. Oxford:
Elsevier
. 2008. Functional

Mackenzie,

Discourse Grammar: A
Typologically Based Theory of
Language Structure. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.
J. Lachlan, and Maria L. A.
Gomez-Gonzalez, eds. 2004. A
New Architecture for
Functional Grammar.
Functional Grammar Series
24. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.
, eds. 2005. Studies in

Quirk, Randolph,

Functional Discourse
Grammar. Functional
Grammar Series  26. Berlin:
Peter Lang.

Sidney Greenbaum,
Geoffrey Leech, and Jan
Svartvik. 1985. A
Comprehensive Grammar of

) Alaall — Lyg sl aglally a¥) A Al Alaa 15



Thornburg,

16

Illocution in Functional Discourse Grammar,

the English Language.
London: Longman

Linda, and Klaus-Uwe
Panther. 1997. Speech acts
mytonymies. In Discourse and
Perspective  in  Cognitive
Linguistics, ed. Wolf-Andreas
Liebert, Gisela Redeker, and
Linda Waugh, 205 - 219.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

« ohabigl) Gladl) g b A5hatl) daal) »

: A
st aldl) agglul dagll GlUadl) gadl
Aacdy 4l Q)  MSH gaalll | xall aa Jaladl)
sda AN LAGS) Judl ghia Al 3 o
A Jolih o qulal) o sl Aual)
35asal) oylY Uady Conuall) daall Adigl el
sl os il Lo 4Dd e Alge W
Al Bagaa B0 Aupall gl | Jdedll (5l
o atliay (Bl Ggada (o Sl has L )
Jady it Taas ) - Laad - Al g
BB sae Ol gl U by AN Gy

e

YY) sl = Lipal aglally QoY) 8 dumetdlid] Alas



