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Annotation
This extended analytical article explores illocution as a central communicative
mechanism by synthesizing classical speech act theory, cognitive-inferential
pragmatics, interactional linguistics, and social semiotics. Drawing on V.N.
Vasilina’s foundational research alongside the work of Austin, Searle, Grice,
Goffman, Brown & Levinson, Heritage, van Dijk, Weigand, Bhatia, Mey, Halliday,
Tomasello, Clark, Sperber & Wilson, and Karaulov, the study argues that illocution is
not a simple linguistic feature but a multilayered semiotic action embedded in
intention, cognition, social norms, and discourse organization. The analysis
demonstrates that illocution emerges from the interaction between linguistic form,
mental states, inferential reasoning, cultural expectations, and interactional
sequencing. The article concludes that illocution is a dynamic, negotiable, culturally
situated phenomenon that requires a comprehensive interdisciplinary perspective.
Keywords: illocution, speech act theory, intention, pragmatic inference, indirectness,
linguistic personality, discourse interaction, social semiotics, politeness theory,
cognitive pragmatics

Introduction. Illocution has been a central topic in pragmatics since J.L.
Austin introduced the idea that speaking is a form of doing. His proposal that
utterances carry performative force transformed linguistic theory by shifting attention
from structure to action. Searle’s refinement of Austin’s theory emphasized that
illocution is governed by constitutive rules and felicity conditions, which make

speech actions socially recognizable. Yet modern scholarship—from Goffman’s
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interactional perspective to Brown & Levinson’s politeness theory, from van Dijk’s
socio-cognitive discourse model to Mey’s pragmeme theory—has shown that
illocution is far more complex than originally assumed.

V.N. Vasilina (2005) describes illocution as a communicative characteristic of
the utterance formed through the interplay of intention, linguistic form, and
contextual interpretation. She emphasizes that illocution is shaped not only by what is
said, but also by who says it, to whom, under what social conditions, and with what
communicative expectations. Her work highlights the insufficiency of structural-
semantic approaches for explaining communicative effectiveness.

The present article expands on Vasilina’s insights by situating them within broader
developments in linguistics, discourse theory, cognitive science, and sociolinguistics.
The primary goals are:
1. To reconstruct a comprehensive, interdisciplinary model of illocution.
2. To examine the inferential, cognitive, emotional, and interactional mechanisms
underlying illocution.
3. To analyze the relationship between illocution and indirectness, politeness,
social hierarchy, and identity.
4. To explain how illocution functions dynamically in dialogic and institutional
discourse.
This work argues that illocution cannot be properly understood unless linguistic,
cognitive, social, and interactional dimensions are integrated into a single theoretical
framework.
Methods. The research uses a multi-perspective methodology:
1. Theoretical Synthesis
Ideas from Austin, Searle, Grice, and other foundational theorists were compared and
synthesized with Vasilina’s conceptualizations.

2. Cognitive-Inferential Analysis
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Grice’s cooperative principle, Relevance Theory (Sperber & Wilson), Clark’s
common ground, and Tomasello’s shared intentionality framework were used to
explain how hearers reconstruct illocutionary force.

3. Interactional Linguistics

The sequential organization of dialogue (Heritage, Schegloff), face-work (Goffman),
and participation frameworks were applied to interpret the emergent nature of
illocution.

4. Social Semiotic and Discourse-Pragmatic Tools

Halliday’s metafunctions, van Dijk’s socio-cognitive approach, and Bhatia’s genre
theory were used to explore how social norms and institutions shape illocution.

5. Linguistic Personality Analysis

Karaulov’s tri-level model (semantic, cognitive, pragmatic) provided a lens for
understanding intention within illocutionary formation.

2.6. Comparative Discourse Interpretation

Vasilina’s examples and theoretical statements served as reference points for
integrating these frameworks.

Results. The Conceptual Nature of Illocution. Austin’s distinction between
locution, illocution, and perlocution laid the foundation for understanding
communicative action. Illocution, unlike locution, is not merely "saying something";
it is "doing something" with words (ordering, apologizing, promising, warning).
Searle later elaborated this by arguing that illocutionary force depends on rules that
speakers and listeners mutually recognize.

Vasilina strengthens this perspective by asserting that illocution gains its meaning
only within a communicative act oriented toward an interlocutor . It requires:

« intentionality,

« social recognizability,

. contextual embedding,

« cooperation and inferencing.
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This aligns with Mey’s claim that speech acts are not autonomous linguistic objects
but pragmemes—contextually embedded communicative behaviors.
Linguistic and Extralinguistic Indicators of Illocution

While grammatical form may provide clues to illocution (mood, modality,
performatives), researchers agree that form alone never determines force. Grice
demonstrated that hearers rely on implicatures derived from cooperative reasoning.
Gumperz extended this idea by showing how contextualization cues (intonation,
tempo, gesture, discourse markers) signal illocution.
Hyland and Biber found in academic discourse that hedges, boosters, and evaluative
markers shape illocutionary stance. Likewise, Schiffrin emphasized the role of
discourse markers in anchoring speech acts in interaction.
Thus, illocution is encoded through a combination of:

« syntactic choices,

lexical selection,

pragmatic markers,

prosodic cues,

« genre conventions.

Cognitive and Inferential Construction of Illocution
Relevance Theory posits that speakers seldom explicitly encode their intentions;
instead, they provide minimal cues that the hearer interprets using cognitive effort.
Tomasello’s model of shared intentionality suggests that humans evolved unique
abilities for collaborative communication, making illocution possible in the first
place.
Clark argues that illocution depends on establishing common ground, a shared
knowledge base from which meaning is co-constructed.
This view supports Vasilina’s claim that illocution is inseparable from the
interlocutor’s interpretive activity and background assumptions.

Illocution in Dialogic Interaction
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Conversation Analysis shows that illocution is validated by the next turn, not merely
by linguistic form. Heritage argues that recipients demonstrate their understanding
through adjacency pairs (question—answer, request-response). This proves that
illocution is an emergent, interactional phenomenon.
Goffman’s notion of face-work suggests that illocutionary choices are shaped by
social expectations, respect, and the need to maintain face. Direct illocutions risk
threatening face, while indirect illocutions mitigate such risks.
Vasilina similarly emphasizes the role of reactions (agreement, deferral, competition,
correction, ignoring) in shaping and reinterpreting illocution .
Indirect Speech Acts and Pragmatic Strategies

Brown & Levinson argue that indirectness is a universal politeness strategy. Leech
views indirectness as a means to maintain social harmony. Bhatia shows that
institutional discourse relies heavily on indirect illocutions for strategic maneuvering.
Examples include:

o “Could you possibly open the door?” (mitigated directive)

o “I'wonder if you might...” (indirect request)

o “You seem busy” (implied refusal or polite withdrawal)
Vasilina highlights the prevalence of indirect forms due to etiquette and social
expectations .

Social Semiotic Dimensions of Illocution

Halliday views language as a social semiotic system, where choices reflect social
meanings. Van Dijk’s socio-cognitive theory demonstrates how ideologies and power
shape illocutionary force (e.g., courtroom discourse, media discourse, political
persuasion).
Institutional roles:

« judges — declarative illocutions,

« doctors — mitigated directives,

« teachers — instructive illocutions,
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o bureaucrats — formal performatives.
These examples confirm Vasilina’s claim that illocution depends heavily on social
identity and role distribution.
Linguistic Personality and Intentional Structure
Karaulov argues that linguistic personality consists of semantic, cognitive, and
pragmatic levels, with illocution belonging to the third (intentional) level.
Weigand’s dialogic theory reinforces this by asserting that illocution reflects the
speaker’s personal identity, emotions, and social stance.
Vasilina likewise states that illocution embodies the speaker’s worldview, goals, and
expectations .
Discussion. Illocution as a Multilayered Dynamic Construct
The findings demonstrate that illocution is:
« linguistically signaled,
« cognitively inferred,
« interactionally validated,
« socially constrained,
« culturally embedded,
« personally motivated.
This multidimensionality makes illocution one of the richest phenomena in human
communication.
Limitations of Classical Models
Austin and Searle’s models are groundbreaking but insufficient because:
« they underestimate inferencing,
« ignore multimodality,
« assume cultural universality,
« do not account for identity or power,

. treat speech acts as static rather than emergent.
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Modern approaches — such as CA, relevance theory, socio-semiotics, cognitive
linguistics — fill these gaps.
Cultural, Ethical, and Emotional Aspects

Cultural communication styles influence directness/indirectness.

« Low-context cultures — direct illocution

« High-context cultures — indirectness and ambiguity
Ethical pragmatics (Mey) suggests illocution must respect dignity and justice.
Emotional communication studies (Kdvecses) show that metaphoric framing shapes
illocutionary force (“heated debate”, “biting criticism”).

Digital Communication and New Illocution Forms

Modern digital environments introduce new illocutionary markers:

« emojis as affective illocutions,

« likes as endorsement or alignment,

« hashtags as ideological illocutions,

« Voice notes with prosodic emphasis.
Thus, illocution evolves with communication technologies.

Conclusion. The study concludes that illocution is not merely a linguistic feature
but a complex communicative mechanism integrating:

« intention,

« inferencing,

« social structure,

o cultural norms,

. interactional practices,

o identity formation.

Vasilina’s interpretation, when combined with contemporary theories, reveals that
illocution is a dynamic process of meaning negotiation, shaped by cognitive models,

discourse strategies, politeness principles, and social semiotics.
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Illocution emerges as a cornerstone of human communication, essential for
understanding discourse, argumentation, persuasion, institutional talk, and
intercultural interactions.
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