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1 Introduction

As a teacher of English at the Department of English at Cihan University, the writer has
experienced the difficulties our students face when they communicate with their
teachers and classmates in English. One of the main reasons underlying this failure in
communication maintenance is the wrong implementation and interpretation of
directives; advising, suggesting, commanding, and requesting. The type of cooperation
between addresser — addressee to maintain communication is usually governed by the
type of relationship between them as well as the type of syntactic, semantic and
pragmatic information.
Generally speaking, the use of directives is influenced by linguistic and nonlinguistic
factors. Without knowing the contextual factors and relying only on linguistic
realization, it is difficult for an addressee especially a nonnative speaker of English to
interpret the type of speech act intended by the addresser. Consider the following
examples:

1 You had better leave now.

2 Why don't we leave now?

3 Leave now.

4 Would you mind leaving now?
This sort of misinterpretation is called “pragmatic failure” by Reynolds (1995: 6).
According to him, pragmatic failure is classified into two types: pragmalinguistic
failure (5) and sociolinguistic failure (6):

5 Native speaker: Is it open on Sundays?
Nonnative speaker: of course.

6 Visitor to a city: Excuse me; do you know where the Ambassador Hotel is?
Passer-by: Oh, sure | know where it is (and walks away).
It is obvious that (5) is an example of pragmalinguistic failure since the native speaker
asks a question and the nonnative speaker responds incorrectly by using 'of course'
instead of 'yes'. In (6), there is a sociolinguistic failure because the visitor requests the
passer-by to tell him the way to his destination, but the passer-by misinterprets the goal
of the utterance and gives an answer considering the request as a question.

2 Literature Review
Although several studies have examined the differences between native and nonnative
speakers of English in using of directives, none of them, to the best knowledge of the
writer, have explored all four types of directives, as most studies have focused on only
one or two. Moreover, most of these studies investigated the use of advice and
suggestion, but rarely request and command. Taguchi, N (2006) examined the ability of
Japanese English learners in producing request. Darweesh, A and Al-Aadili, N (2024)
focused on the implementation of advice and suggestion by university students. Al Jaid,
Z and Ghazanfari, M (2023) explored what strategies both native and nonnative
speakers of English used to indicate politeness. Hussein, N and Albakri, 1 (2019) on the
challenges facing EFL learners in request issuance. However, like the current study,
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most research on directives focus on the different strategies implemented by native and
nonnative speakers of English in issuing the four directives. Abdelfattah Abidi et al.
(2022) found that in university settings, Moroccan EFL students exhibited greater
directness than American native speakers, frequently employing direct request
strategies and hearer-oriented requests. In teacher—student interaction contexts, non-
native students also display different sensitivities to politeness cues. Chagmaqchee, O
and Jasim, Z (2022) investigated politeness strategies employed by Iraqi EFL students.
Duryagin et al. (2022) showed that L2 learners of English did not perform in a target-
like manner when evaluating the pragmatic implications of verbal aspect in teacher
directives. Moreover, unlike native speakers who perceived imperfective verbs in direct
and conventionally indirect constructions as salient markers of impoliteness, L2
learners struggled to recognize these language-specific politeness cues. This finding
suggests that certain pragmatic features may not be acquired through incidental
learning, even at intermediate proficiency levels.

At the elementary level, directive use is heavily influenced by cultural and linguistic
contexts. HI et al. (2023) reported that young learners employed a range of directive
acts—including demanding, commanding, begging, and challenging—while
embedding cultural values through specific linguistic markers such as clitics to signal
politeness distinctions. Extending the focus to professional training contexts, Tri Pujiati
et al. (2024) demonstrated that health science students adapted their directive strategies
to social variables such as gender and audience diversity, showing flexibility in their
communication practices.

What has been stated above clearly shows that while prior research has provided
valuable insights into directive use across different contexts, it has typically examined
only one or two types of directives at a time. This narrow focus limits our understanding
of how directive strategies function as an integrated system in authentic
communication. Moreover, earlier studies have largely relied on traditional qualitative
or discourse-analytic approaches, leaving untapped the potential of advanced
computational methods for large-scale, fine-grained analysis. By investigating all four
directive types and incorporating artificial intelligence tools for systematic analysis, the
present study addresses these gaps. It not only broadens the empirical scope of directive
research but also demonstrates how Al can enhance the precision and efficiency of
pragmatic inquiry, offering methodological innovations with implications for both
linguistic theory and pedagogical practice.
3 Directives in English

The term ‘directive’ is defined by Searle (1977) as an action intended by the speaker to
motivate the hearer to do something. This category which consists of four types, advice,
suggestion, command, and request, is considered the most powerful and the most active
speech acts in everyday language.
Sentences in English are classified into declarative, interrogative, and imperative, e.g.

7 Itisso cold in here.

8 Are you serious?
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9 Go out.
This classification is based on the assumption that these types can express the
illocutions of questioning, requesting, commanding, and stating (Levinson, 1983: 242).
These syntactic classes are realized with different illocutionary categories, i.e. they can
be used to make statements, issue directives and make questions. Thus, a directive can
be achieved through the use of the declarative, interrogative, and imperative. Thus, a
speaker has different options to issue a particular speech act.
Leech (1983: 80) argues that interlocutors are guided by two basic principles, namely,
cooperative and politeness, when they get involved in any conversational situation. He
points out that while the former is accomplished when addresser and the addressee
regulate what they say to achieve their illocutionary force; the latter is used to minimize
impoliteness.
In order to indicate politeness, Lakoff (1977: 88) states that there are certain rules which
are designed to maintain interlocutors' interaction with minimal wasted effort or
friction. He presents the rules as follows:

A Formality: Don't impose/remain aloof.

B Hesitancy: Allow the addressee choose his options.

C Equality: Act as though you and the addressee were equal/make him feels good.
The writer (1977: 100) also adds that there is a sort of relation between the sentence
type and politeness. Through the analysis of people interaction, he observes that while
the imperative type is the strongest because it cannot be overridden by the other two
types, the interrogative is the weakest as it can be overridden by the other types. In
order to illustrate what has been stated above, the following examples are given:

10 Where is the book?
Conversationally, the above interrogative sentence implicates:

a You did not put the book in its usual place.

b Give me the book.

¢ Why isn't the book on the shelf?

11 It's cold in here.
Conversationally, the above declarative sentence implicates:
a Close the door behind you.
b I feel uncomfortable because you left the door open.
12 Take out the garbage.
Conversationally, this sentence only implicates one possibility which is ‘Follow my
order.” (Lakoft, 1977: 100-101).
The most prominent feature in the afore-mentioned examples is that the addresser and
the addressee are primarily controlled by social distance or status. This is clearly
illustrated by the type of speech act issued by the speaker and the act intended to be
done by the hearer. Therefore, the process of choosing any speech act is highly
influenced by the socio-cultural factors of the community where the speech act takes
place. In the English community, for instance, the most avoided speech act is the
imperative type because people feel that they don't have the authority to command other
people.
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In order to give the reader a general idea of the four directives in English and how they
are implemented in different contexts, the following brief survey is presented.
3.1 Advice

As a speech act, advice is used by interlocutors to express or state the best thing or
the right thing to do, e.g.

13 They should/ought to build more hospitals
Fraser (1987:187) states that ‘advice’ as a speech act in the above example contains
the obligation of the speaker to ask the hearer to do some act. Here the speaker used
modals instead of the verb "advice' to make his advice an indirect one.
According to Bach and Harnish (1979: 48), the term "advisories' includes: admonish,
advice, caution, counsel, propose, recommend, suggest, urge, and warn. Using one of
the above expressions, the speaker advices the hearer to act if the speaker believes that
there is a (sufficient) reason for the hearer to act, and the hearer takes the speaker's
belief as a sufficient reason for him to act. Here, the speaker does not express his desire
that the hearer does a certain action, but fully believes that it is good for the hearer to
do it, i.e. it is in the hearer's interest to do it.
However, to perform an advice obligates the fulfillment of the contextual factors that
include the mutual contextual features of the speaker-hearer. These factors are the
hearer's capacity to perform the advice as well as the social distance between the
speaker and hearer. The following normal forms of advice are suggested by Wierzbicka
(1985:150):
14 If 1 were you, | would tell him the truth.
15 Tell him the truth - I would.
16 Why don't you tell him the truth? I think it would be best.
17 Do you think it might be a good idea to tell him the truth?
The above examples show three facts. First, they cannot be considered direct advices
because the verb ‘advice’ is not used. Second, the verb ‘advice’ is rarely used by native
speakers in their spoken discourse because its use indicates formality. Third, the
directive ‘advice’ cannot be considered an impositive act because as Bax (1986: 676)
states that the hearer has the right to perform it or not depending exclusively on the
benefit of the hearer.

3.1.1 Advice Linguistic Realizations
Advice as a speech act can be realized by a wide range of sentence types. The following
are the most commonly used by native speakers of English:

3. 1.1.1 Declarative
In declarative sentences, the speaker may employ a statement or an indirect declarative
statement to achieve an advice, e.g.

18 She must know the truth, John.
Native speakers often resort to modals to issue an advice, e.g.
19 I ought to tell her the truth.
3.1.1. 2 Imperative
The imperative form of ‘advice' can be expressed by marked (20) and unmarked

forms (21) and (22):
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20 Listen carefully.
21 You ought to study hard.
22 You must tell her the truth.
In giving advice, a native speaker of English may use the hypothetical form, e.g.
23 If | were you, | would study harder.
3. 1. 1. 3 Interrogative
This type of linguistic form is commonly used to give an advice or ask others for
advice, e.g.
24 Do you think I'd better call a doctor?
3.2 Suggestion
As a speech act, ‘suggestion’ is defined by Bach and Harnish (1979: 49) as “an
utterance used to refer to a special reason that the recommended action is a good idea
for both speaker and hearer”, e.g.
25 Why don't we go on a picnic?

The above sentence shows that 'suggestion' can be included under the heading of
advisories due to the fact that doing that action is a good idea for both the speaker and
hearer. However, the difference between the two directives is that in giving advice, the
action will be performed only for the benefit of the hearer.

Suggestion, therefore, can be considered as a matter of presenting future preferable
actions or the most desirable choices for both speaker and hearer. In such a situation, a
valuable decision from both interlocutors is required. Therefore, the act of suggesting
does not necessarily demand the authority of the speaker over the hearer because the
suggested act is intended to be beneficial for both of them.

3. 2.1 Suggesting Linguistic realizations

The following linguistic forms are commonly used by native speakers of English to

express suggestions:
3.2.1. 1 Declarative
In this type, a statement that can be an introduction to the intended act by which the
speech acts can be realized as 'suggestion’, e.g.
26 We are so hungry.
Conversationally, the sentence implicates the suggestion ‘why don't we look for a
restaurant’ because the speaker and hearer share the same communicative intentions.
3. 2. 1. 2 Imperative
The imperative form of suggestion normally calls for the approval of the hearer since
the speaker is neither powerful nor powerless, i.e. both the speaker and hearer are of
equal status. Consider the following example:
27 Let's have lunch before the test.
Suggestion imperatives can be formed negatively, e.g.
28 Let’s not have lunch before the test.
Another type of suggestion imperatives takes the form of 'yes/no question’, e.g.
29 Shall we have lunch before the test.
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Feigenbaum (1985: 35) states that since the purpose of the above sentence is
suggestion, it should end in a period. Moreover, native speakers of English say the
above sentence with the intonation of a statement.

3. 2. 1. 3 Interrogative

The interrogative forms are not used as 'wh-questions', but as a means of getting
people to act, e.g.

30 I bought two tickets, why don't we go to the movies?

3. 3 Command
Commands are utterances used by speakers to guide, direct or give instructions to
others. According to Bach and Harnish (1979: 47), the issuant of a command should
have a sort of authority on the hearer that enables him to command the hearer to act or

refrain from acting. In this case, the hearer should comply because the source enjoys a
sort of authority which he exploits to command others, e.g.

37 Hold on now!
3. 3.1 Command Linguistic Realizations
Commands can appear in the following linguistic types:
3. 3.1. 1 Declarative
To issue a command, a speaker may use the form of a statement, e.g.
38 These doors need painting.
Sometimes, the speaker uses a modal or a semi-modal to issue a command, e.g.
39 You have to paint the doors.
40 You mustn't forget painting the doors.
41 1 want you to paint the doors now.
42 The doors must be painted.
The verb (to be) followed by an infinitive can be used to issue a command as well, e.g.
43 You are to paint the doors.
Native speakers of English rarely use the verb ‘command’ or 'order' to issue a
command as in:
44 | order/command you to paint the doors.
3.3.1. 2 Imperative
The imperative form is commonly used by native speakers to command or instruct
people to do something, e.g.
45 Do not come back until you have finished the job.
46 Read the examples before beginning the test.

Sometimes, the doer of the action is mentioned for emphasis or clarity. To illustrate

this, Feigenbaum (1985: 34) introduced the following sentences:
47 Tom, open the door for them.

3. 3. 1. 3 Interrogative
The interrogative forms are sometimes used to issue commands due to two facts. These
forms which have the superficial form and intonation of questions with illocutionary
force of imperatives are not used to elicit information, but as a means of getting people
to act, e.g.
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48 Can't you stop smoking in the room?

3.4 Request

Though 'requests' and ‘commands’ have the same illocutionary act, the former should

have polite expressions. Green (1975: 121) defines ‘requests’ as "the method used with

polite expressions for getting someone to do something..... the utterer is someone who
has or is acting as if he has no authority or power to compel compliance”. The non-
existence of power or authority on the part of the speaker is also asserted by Trosborg

(1995: 187) who describes the act of 'request' as "an illocutionary act whereby a speaker

(requester) conveys to a hearer (requestee) that he wants the requestee to perform an

act which is for the benefit of the speaker™.

McCawley (1977: 18) seems to agree with the above two writers when he states that a

request is an act which commits the requestee to consider it and commits the requester

to be grateful if the requestee performs the action.

Allan (1986: 199) suggests the following tree conditions to issue a request:
Preparatory: S has a reason to believe that H can (or might be able to) do A.
Sincerity: S wants the deed done, perhaps, specifically by H.

Illocutionary intention: S reflexively intends the utterance to be recognized as a

reason for H to agree to do A.

Bach and Harnish (1979: 47) seem to focus on the desire of the speaker which

stimulates the hearer to consider the speech act as a request. However, in order to get

the act of request accomplished, the hearer should have desire to do the act, and the
intention to do the act to carry out the speaker's desire.
49. A. Could you help me to wash my car?
B. Sorry, but I have to go for shopping now.

3. 4.1 Linguistic realizations of request

Requests as speech acts can be realized in the following syntactic structures:

3.4.1. 1 Declarative

Native speakers of English usually use declarative sentences to express request, e.g.

50 It is hot in here.
51 I am asking if there are any windows in this room.
52 | am so thirsty.
Native speakers of English rarely use the verb 'request’ to express this speech act, e.g.
53 I request you to have a rest.
A request can also be expressed by the use conditional clauses, e.g.
54 1 would be grateful if you send me your address.
Sometimes native speakers use other syntactic devices in the form of conditionals to
express requests, e.g.
55 As soon as the bus comes, tell me at once.

3.4.1. 2 Imperative

To distinguish requests from commands, native speakers usually use polite words or

phrases the most common of which is the word 'please’, e.g.

56 Open the door for me, please.
Modal markers are also used to indicate imperative requests, e.g.
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57 Could you tell me the time?
58 Would you return this book to the library for me?
A tag question is also used to indicate request as in:
59 Pass me the salt, will you?
3.4.1. 3 Interrogative
Requests can be also expressed by the use of questions to elicit either a verbal response
or a nonverbal one, e.g.
60 Do you have some milk?
61 May I have a cup of coffee with you?
3.5 Strategies of directives issuance
The following table represents a rather comprehensive list of strategies employed by
native speakers of English to issue directives. These strategies are considered mitigation
devices that tone down the impact of imposition on the hearer.

Table 4

Types of strategies used by native speakers of English to issue directives
Syntactic Lexical Discoursal
Modals Deference Markers Disarmers
Yes/no questions Interpersonal markers Preparators
Past tense Minimizers Supportive reasons
Negation Consultative devices Sweeteners
Embedding Downtoners Cost-minimizing
'ing' form Introductory phrases Promise of reward
Agent indirection Terms of address
If clause Euphemism

Tag questions

The above table shows that strategies of issuing directives are of three types: syntactic,
lexical and discoursal.

3. 6 Syntactic strategies
3. 6.1 Modals
Modals such as will, shall, can, may, must, etc. are frequently used by native
speakers of English to indicate politeness, e.g.
64 Would you mind lending me your pen?
3. 6. 2 Yes/no question
Generally speaking, the use of yes/no questions is considered politer than statement as
it gives the hearer the freedom of response, e.g.
65 Will you help me?
3. 6. 3 Past tense
The use of past tense is regarded politer than the use of present tense since it "biases
the utterance into a more hypothetical reading™ (Haverkate, 1992: 509), e.g.
66 Could you help me?
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3. 6. 4 Negation
In order to be politer, native speakers tend to use the negative form as it gives the

hearer more freedom to say 'no’; hence, it downtones the expectations of fulfilling the
action (Trosborg, 1995: 210), e.g.

67 Couldn't you take me home?
In this regard, Holmes (1984: 358), states that the use of the negative form not ...un'
(68) indicates more politeness than the use of only 'not'(69):

68 The relationship is not unproblematic.

69 The relationship is not problematic.

3. 6. 5 Embedding

One way of mitigating the negative effect of an utterance is by embedding it in a preface
containing parenthetical verbs, such as tentative (70), appreciative (71) and subjective
(72) (Frazer, 1980: 348).

70 1 wonder whether you can take me home.

71 I would be very grateful if you'd take me home.

72 1 think you wouldn't mind taking me home.
3.6.6'-ing" form
The use of ‘-ing' form with parenthetical verbs indicates more politeness (Trosborg,
1995: 211), e.g.
73 1 am wondering if you could lend me some money.

3. 6. 7 Agent indirection
The avoidance of using | and you is one of the mitigation devices used by native
speakers to increase the distance between the speaker and the hearer in order to
downtone the effect of the utterance, e.g.

74 We clean up after ourselves here.
3. 6. 8 If-clause
The main objective of using if-clause by native speakers is to soften directives as it
includes the notion of possibility (Brown and Levinson (1978: 158), e.g.

75 If you are not too busy, would you give me a hand?

3. 6.9 Tag questions
Generally, tag questions are used by native speakers to express ‘indeterminacy’ (Leech,
1983: 337), e.g.
76 You couldn’t send him a letter, could you?

3. 7 Lexical mitigation devices
The following are the most common lexical devices used by native speakers of English
to indicate politeness:
3. 7.1 Deference markers

To indicate politeness, native speakers resort to some markers of deference like
please, thank you, kindly, so nice as, etc., e.g.

77 Would you kindly hand me this paper?

3. 7. 2 Interpersonal markers
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Native speakers of English often appeal to some expressions such as ‘you know’,
‘you see’, ‘I mean’, ‘right?’, ‘OK?, etc. to establish and maintain interpersonal
relationship (See Trosborg, 1995: 214), e.g.

78 You wouldn't mind helping me, I mean, would you?
3. 7. 3 Minimizers
Minimizers such as a bit, a second, a tiny are commonly used to minimize the impact
of imposition on the hearer, e.g.

79 Would you wait just a second?
3. 7. 4 Consultative devices
To decrease the impact of their utterances on hearers, speakers tend to preface their
utterances with expressions like ‘would you mind?’, ‘Do you think?’, ‘Do you object
to, etc., e.g.

80 Would you mind having the meaning on Friday?
3. 7.5 Downtoners
Adverbs such as just, perhaps, maybe, probably, possibly, etc., adjectives like possible,
apparent, likely, etc., and nouns such as assumption, suggestion, possibility are
frequently used by native speakers to downtone the impact of the utterance (Salager-
Meyer, 2002: 6), e.g.

81 It seems possible to finish the report today.
3. 7. 6 Introductory phrases
In order not to claim that they have the final word on certain decisions, speakers tend
to use some expressions that can achieve mitigation, e.g.
82 To the best of my knowledge, he is fired.

3. 7.7 Terms of address

Words such as mate, dear, sweetheart, Sir, Mr, Dr, etc. are commonly used by
native speakers of English to show solidarity; hence they soften the impact of the
directive, e.g.

83 Sir, I wonder if | can use one of your pens.

3.8 Discoursal mitigation devices
These are some supporting statements used by native speakers of English to render their
utterances more justifiable and plausible. They are of the following types:
3. 8. 1 Disarmers
To reduce the impact of some utterances, disarmers which usually take the form of
apology ending with 'but' are used, e.g.

84 I don't mean to bother youbut ...............
3. 8. 2 Preparators
Preparators are presequences used by native speakers to prepare their utterances to
achieve the fulfillment of preconditions. According to Trosborg (1995: 216), utterances
can be prepared in one of the following ways:
3. 8. 2. 1 Preparing the content
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Native speakers of English often structure their conversation in such a way that the
content of their utterances goes smoothly with the context. If, for instance, one wants
to ask for a pen, he may state that his pen is lost, e.g.

85 I don't know where I put my pen. May | use your pen for a while?
3. 8. 2. 2 Preparing the speech act

Speakers can foreshadow the speech act they are about to perform so that it will be

expected by the hearer, e.g.
86 Listen, there is something | want to talk to you about, you remember
our agreement, don't you?

3. 8. 2. 3 Checking on availability
To prevent an excuse that it might come from the hearer, speakers use certain
expressions to accomplish the performance of the speech act, e.g.

87 May I disturb you for a moment?
3. 8. 2. 4 Getting a pre-commitment
Certain expressions are often used by native speakers to ensure compliance on the part
of the hearer leading to pre-commitment, e.g.

88 May | ask you a favor?
3. 8. 2. 5 Supportive reasons

In order to secure the learner's compliance, a speaker has to provide reasons such

as justification, explanation, etc. for his speech act, e.g.

89 Do you have any flour to spare? I've just run out of it.
3. 8. 2. 6 Sweeteners

Speakers sometimes need to flatter the hearer before issuing their directives. For

instance, they praise the hearer's skill in doing something, showing approval towards
their behavior, expressing admiration to their belongings, etc., (Trosborg, 1995: 217),
e.g.

90 Your collection of books is very interesting. Could |

borrow one for a couple of days?
3. 8. 2. 7 Cost-minimizing
To achieve compliance and cooperation of the hearer, speakers often tend to use cost-
minimizing indications, e.g.
91 Could I borrow your car tonight? I'll have it back in time for
you to drive to work tomorrow.

3. 8. 2. 8 Promise of reward
Speakers sometimes offer rewards to the hearer to gain his compliance as it sounds
more attractive, e.g.

92 If you help me now, I'll help you later.

1. Methodology

The primary aim of the test is to find out whether nonnative speakers of English have
the same knowledge of native speakers in recognizing the various types of directives as
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well as using the appropriate strategies for producing them. The sample of the study is
a group of stage 4 students who are studying at the Department of English at Cihan
University-Erbil. The test comprises two types of questions. The first type consisting
of sixteen situations is of recognition nature. These situations are classified into four
types each of which is designed to perform one directive, i.e. advice, suggestion,
command, and/or request.

The second question is of production nature, i.e. the subjects are asked to produce the
four directives. The instructions given to the subjects to produce a certain situation are
formed in such a way that the subjects are forced to accomplish only one directive.
After designing the test, the writer asked Chat GPT to state whether the situations are
authentic, i.e. commonly produced by native speakers of English. After getting the
approval, the following section was presented.

4.1 Discussion of results

Below is a thorough analysis of the sample performance at the recognition level and
the production level.

4.1.1 Performance at the recognition level

After carrying out a thorough analysis of the subjects' performance at the recognition
level, the following points are highlighted:

1While Chat GPT recognizes every directive used in different scenarios; the students
find it difficult to recognize the four directives, especially when performative verbs are
not used. The following table shows this fact.

Table 5
Students’ performance on the recognition level
Type of speech act ~ Total number of ~ Number of correct Percentage
responses responses
Advice 80 43 58%
Suggestion 80 38 48%
Command 80 32 39%
Request 80 27 33%

It is obvious that the student commit a number of errors even on the recognition level
because they rely on the linguistic forms rather than the contextual factors which govern
the use of certain directives. This means that it is rather difficult for students to
recognize the type of directive unless there is a performative verb, namely advice,
suggest, command, and request, which is used to directly issue that directive. The least
percentage of correct performance of the students is in the recognition of request
because it is quite confusing for them to distinguish it from other directives due to the
fact that it is frequently recognized by contextual factors rather than by linguistic
realizations.

4.1.2 Subjects' performance on the production level
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On the production level, the subjects also commit a number of errors. The following
table shows the number of errors committed by the students in each directive:

Table 6

Students’ performance at the production level

Type of speech act ~ Total number of ~ Number of correct Percentage
responses responses
Advice 80 34 42%
Suggestion 80 19 24%
Command 80 33 41%
Request 80 60 75%

Contrary to the previous percentage of request appeared in table (5), the percentage of
students’ correct performance at the production level regarding ‘request’ is the highest
(75%). The present writer assumes that the reason behind this high percentage is the
interlingual factor. The students’ mother tongue is prevailed with polite expressions
that interlocutors use to appear to be politer. The other reason is that the emphasis of
teachers of English is placed on the use of polite expressions to maintain
communication with native speakers of English, especially in request issuance.

In order to compare the strategies implemented by both native and nonnative speakers
to accomplish every speech act, the following two tables are presented:

Table 7
Strategies implemented by native speakers of English to issue directives
Discoursal Discoursal Syntactic modal Syntactic Lexical/  Lexical Syntactic
preparing  preparing the past past yes/no  deference/ introducing modal
the content questions please the phrase present
speech act
34 24 20 16 16 14 14
Discoursal Discoursal/ Discoursal/ Discoursal/  Lexical/ Syntactic/  Syntactic/
checking disarmer getting a preparing  Downtoner Embedding tag
on precommitment  the speech questions
availability act/ comes
finally
12 10 10 6 4 4 2
Discoursal/ Lexical/ Lexical/ Lexical/ No
Supportive interpersonal Consultative Terms of  mitigation
reason address device
2 2 2 2 16
Table 8

Strategies implemented by the students to issue directives

Syntactic/ Lexical/ Syntactic/  Lexical  Discoursal/ Discoursal/ Lexical
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modal/ deference modal/ phrase preparing Getting a terms
present past the precommitment of
speech address
act

46 32 24 17 6 4 3
Lexical/ Discoursal/  Syntactic/ No
terms of  Preparingthe  yes/no  mitigation
address content questions device

3 2 2 16

A comparison of the strategies implemented by the two samples of the study enables us
to arrive at the following conclusions:

1. 1 While native speakers tend to use different types of strategies to downtone the
impact of any speech act on the hearer, the students resort to a number of them
and ignore the others. This difference is quite obvious in the two tables above.
In table (7), eighteen strategies to issue directives are used by the natives
whereas only eleven ones are used by the students in table (8).

2 While the students seem unaware of the direct and indirect strategies
implemented by native speakers to issue every speech act, native speakers are
fully aware of them. The outstanding difference is in the use of discoursals.
While native speakers implement seven types of discoursals which are used 98
times to indirectly issue their directives, the students use only three types and
only 12 times because they resort to performatives to issue their directives. This
means that while the natives try to be implicit when issuing directives,
nonnatives intend to be explicit.

3 Both native speakers of English and the students issue directives sixteen times
without using any mitigation devices. This may give a false impression to the
reader that both groups issue the same directives in the same situations. This is
of course untrue because the analysis of the results shows that native speakers
do not use mitigation devices in certain situations which require mitigation
devices. However, the students do not use mitigation devices in situations that
the use of such devices is required whereas they use mitigation devices in
situations that native speakers do not use them. This indicates the ignorance of
the students of the appropriate use of such devices.

4 The strategy that is used more than all other directives by native speakers to
issue directives is ‘discoursal preparing the speech act’ (34), whereas the
nonnatives use ‘syntactic modal present’ more than any other type (46). This
indicates that native speakers rarely use this strategy because it frequently
indicates impoliteness whereas the students frequently use it because they are
unaware of its impoliteness.

5 While native speakers of English make use of all linguistic realizations to issue
directives, the students do not.
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6 Whereas native speakers are fully aware of the social factors which determine
the use of the type of directive which is most appropriate in that situation, the
students prove to be ignorant of such social factors.

7 While the natives have the ability to use every directive according to its
contextual factors, the students prove to use directives randomly since they are
unaware of the factors that determine their use.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The most significant conclusion the study arrived at is that level 4 students at the
Department of English at Cihan University cannot match the performance of the native
speakers of English in the interpretation and implementation of directives due to the
following reasons:

1. Difference in language

The two languages under study are quite different in handling directives. Therefore,
when nonnative students try to produce directives, they sometimes transfer from their
mother tongue which certainly does not match the target language structures; hence the
transfer would be negative.

2. Difference in culture

It is well known that culture plays a paramount role in the production of certain
linguistic structures. Since the students have not yet been fully exposed to the other
culture, they will definitely produce directives according to the norms and parameters
of their own culture. This, of course, yields constructions which are different from those
produced by native speakers who, unlike the nonnative, try to implement different types
of mitigation devices to downtone the impact of their speech act. Furthermore, when
native speakers of English try to issue any directive, they are very concerned about the
social factors which determine the relationship between interlocutors whereas the
students do not care about them.

3. Difference in language mastery

While native speakers of any language have the ability to produce all the structures of
their language unconsciously as it is their mother tongue, nonnative speakers rely on
the level of language mastery they have achieved. This is clearly shown in the analysis
of the performance of the students who always tend to be explicit by using direct
performative verbs such as 'advice', 'suggest', 'command, and ‘request'. Native speakers
on the other hand always tend to be implicit by using indirect structures and rarely use
those performative verbs when they produce directives. Moreover, native speakers of
English make use of all types of linguistic realization as well as the contextual factors
when they issue directives whereas the students do not.

In the light of the results of the test which clearly show the inability of the students to
issue directives appropriately, the following recommendations can be suggested:

1. Nonnative speakers of English are advised to make use of any opportunity to
get involved in all types of interactional communication with native speakers
of English to help them use the target language appropriately.

2. Syllabus designers as well as text-book writers should include different types
of authentic situations where students are obliged to use all the four types of
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directives. Moreover, the students should be exposed to the contextual factors
that determine the issuance of each directive as well as the linguistic
realizations which can be implemented to express each one of them.

3. Teachers of English should try to expose their students to linguistic situations
in which directives are used to help them master their implementation.
Furthermore, students should be exposed to native speakers' culture to be fully
familiar of how the people there behave when they interact with each other
due to the fact that cultures are different and people's attitude is inevitably
governed by the norms of their culture.

References

Abidi, A. (2022). A cross-cultural comparative study of American native speakers of
English and Moroccan EFL university students’ production of the speech act of
request. International Journal of Language and Literary Studies.

Al Jaid, Z and Ghazanfari, M (2023) A Contrastive Analysis of Disagreement Speech
Act Used by Native Speakers of English and Iragi EFL Learners in Light of Politeness
Strategies. Journal of Contemporary Language Research. DOI:10.58803/jclr.v2i3.79.

Allan, K. (1986). Linguistic meaning. London: Routledge Kegan Paul.

Bach, K., & Harnish, R. (1979). Linguistic communication and speech acts.
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Bax, 1. (1986). How to assign work in an office? Journal of Pragmatics, 10, 673-692.

Brown, P., & Levinson, S. (1978). Universals in language usage: Politeness
phenomena. In E. Goody (Ed.), Questions and politeness: Strategies in social
interaction (pp. 256-289). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Chagmaqchee, M and Jasim, Z (2022) EFL Undergraduate Learners’ Politeness
Strategies in the Speech Act of Disagreement. World Journal of English Language.

DOI: 10.5430/wjel.v12n8pl
Darweesh, A and Al-Aadili, N (2024) Investigating Iraqi EFL Learners’ Performance

in Utilizing the Speech Acts of Advice and Suggestion. International Journal of
English Linguistics DOI: 10.5539/ijel.v7n4p179.

77


https://doi.org/10.58803/jclr.v2i3.79
https://doi.org/10.5430/wjel.v12n8p1
https://doi.org/10.5539/ijel.v7n4p179

{ 2025 AGl G i — J ¥ ¢ 3l —aal s axdl — ¢y g W1 a1 alaal) — Gialdl Al }

Duryagin, P. and Fokina, M. (2022). Perception of prosodic and aspectual cues to
politeness in teacher directives in L1 and L2 Russian. Journal of Language and
Education, 8, 23-37.

Feigenbaum, I. (1985). The grammar handbook. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Fraser, B. (1980). Conversational mitigation. Journal of Pragmatics, 4, 341-350.

Fraser, B. (1987). Pragmatic formatives. In J. Verschueren & M. B. Papi (Eds.), The
pragmatic perspective: Selected papers from the 1985 International Pragmatics
Conference (pp. 179-193). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Green, J. (1975). How to get people to do things with words: The whimperative
question. In P. Cole & J. Morgan (Eds.), Syntax and semantics: Vol. 3. Speech acts
(pp. 107-142). New York: Academic Press.

Haverkate, H. (1992). Deictic categories as mitigation devices. Pragmatics, 2, 505—
522.

Hussein, N and Albakri, I (2019) Iraqi Learners’ Problems in Learning Speech Act of
Request in EFL Classroom. Journal of Education and Practice DOI: 10.7176/JEP/10-
4-07

HI, N., Samsuddin, S., Yawan, H., & Yuliati, Y. (2023). Exploring directive speech
acts in elementary school communication in Kolaka: Language pedagogy
implications. International Journal of Language Education, 7, 56-70.

Lakoff, R. (1974). What you can do with words: Politeness, pragmatics and
performatives. Berkeley Studies in Syntax and Semantics, 16, 1-55.

Leech, G. (1983). Principles of pragmatics. London: Longman.
Levinson, S. C. (1983). Pragmatics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

McCawley, J. D. (1977). Remarks on the lexicography of performative verbs. In A.
Rogers, B. Wall, & J. P. Murphy (Eds.), Proceedings of the Texas Conference on
Performatives, Presuppositions, and Implicatures (pp. 166-183). Arlington, TX:
Center for Applied Linguistics.

Reynolds, M. (1995). Where the trouble lies: Cross-cultural pragmatics and
miscommunication. Papers and Studies in Contrastive Linguistics, 30, 5-15.

Searle, J. R. (1972). Speech acts: An essay in the philosophy of language. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

78


https://doi.org/10.7176/JEP/10-4-07
https://doi.org/10.7176/JEP/10-4-07

{ 2025 AGl G i — J ¥ ¢ 3l —aal s axdl — ¢y g W1 a1 alaal) — Gialdl Al

Searle, J. R. (1977). A classification of illocutionary acts. Language in Society, 5, 1—
23.

Taguchi, N. (2006). Analysis of appropriateness in a speech act of request in L2
English. Pragmatics, 16(4), 513-533.

Tri Pujiati, T. (2024). Command speech acts on health services: A sociopragmatics
study. Ummul Qura: Jurnal Institut Pesantren Sunan Drajat (INSUD) Lamongan.

Trosborg, A. (1995). Interlanguage pragmatics: Requests, complaints and apologies.
Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Wierzbicka, A. (1985). Different cultures, different languages, different speech acts:
Polish vs. English. Journal of Pragmatics, 9, 145-178.

Abstract in Arabic

Ay Gl ulia) e ciaatiall 08 Al o Ll ol ety Calaal A ad ) Gl 13a Caags
cc\)ﬁyu‘cw\ LY swm@ﬁ\.@_\ajﬂ\ QA:\;L.U{}I\ t\}f‘}[\ 2dt g i e u\.@.\;:\a.n\;‘zg
@u#my‘ uﬁdﬁd\ﬂﬂ%u&gﬂm&\ P Oiaatall (gal oIS \J\\AM}AL@.}JU ‘;.xﬂaj\j ¢ =¥l
aladin) Jagusi LA ‘\.@A_t\.‘l\g‘ duliall Sl ) aladiul g Slgaa sl (e Adlisal) t\}&\ e il
A_QJAJHJL\.\;\ J\As:‘\eﬁ‘&_'ﬂ\MY\c:JA ‘J:‘SJJ Lyﬂ\ A_\\A.\.\J:ﬂ\uaa_ac|)3§\ IR e Gilgaa gl et g
la 35 Al Cpleal) Cpfianiall ) g peibla) 4 lie Cast G cUall 2385 clgalil 5 Clgan il e
ALY &\}f‘j\ el g aladin) e Ul 3 a8 il gadall Jalasl) el s «Chat GPT pladiuly Gl

LOie ganall o COMIAY) (a0 SIS 5 cCilgaa 51l e

79



