UDC 811.111°42:316.772.2
DOI https:/doi.org/10.32782/philspu/2023.1.2

SPEECH ACTS OF CONTROL IN ENGLISH DOMINANT PARENTAL DISCOURSE

Kozlova Viktoriia,

Candidate of Philological Sciences, Associate Professor,

Head of the English Philology and Linguistic Didactics Department
Sumy State Pedagogical University named after A.S. Makarenko
ORCID ID: 0000-0001-6882-2738

The paper deals with typology, functioning and verbal representation of speech acts of control in English dominant parental discourse.
The concept of speech acts of control has been clarified then directive of order, directive of demand, directive of prohibition and directive
of warning types have been singled out. The analysis of linguistic forms of directive of order, directive of demand, directive of prohibition
and directive of warning utilized by parents in dominant communication has been carried out. The analysis of the control speech
acts by levels of directness in dominant parental discourse reveals the prevalence of direct mode stipulated by parental higher social
position and authority. It was found out that linguistic forms of directives of order are affirmative imperative constructions and negative
imperative constructions, lexico-grammatical level of directives of order are represented by imperative sentences comprising verbs that
call for action completion or denote action cessation. It was revealed that when conveying categorical requirements, impolite and even
disrespectful attitude, directives of order include negative-evaluative adjectives, obscene words. Linguistic expression of directives
of demand are affirmative utterances containing volitional verbs. Directives of prohibition in dominant parental discourse are
represented by affirmative constructions with verbs naming ban and disallowance. The category of modality is also employed for verbal
representation of the directive of prohibition. The directives of warning are represented by imperative and affirmative constructions
with modal verbs of obligation, negative imperative constructions and affirmative constructions with prohibitive nomination, negative
constructions of egocentric character. The analysis of the lexical and syntactic means that comprise speech acts of control makes it
possible to single out structural models containing addressing. This paper aims to compensate for the lacunae that are currently present
in the field of English dominant parental discourse study in terms of speech act representation.

Key words: speech acts of control, directive of order, directive of demand, directive of prohibition, directive of warning, imperative
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Koznoea Bikmopina. Moenenneei akmu KOHmMpOJI0 8 AH210MOBHOMY OOMIHAHIHOMY NAPEHMAIbHOMY OUCKYPCE

YV ecmammi docrioocyemvcsa numanna munonoeii, (yHKYioHy8aHHA ma 6epoAIbHOI penpeseHmayii MOBIeHHEGUX aKMi8 KOHMPOIO
8 AH2OMOBHOMY OOMIHAHMHOMY NAPEHMANLHOMY OUCKYDCL. YmouHeHo NOHAMMA MOBNEHHEBO20 AKMY KOHMPOTIO, d MAKOXHC
BCMAHOBIEHO, W0 MOBNEHHES] aKmMU KOHMPOIIO 8 AH2NIOMOBHO20 OOMIHAHIMHOMY NAPEHMATLHOMY OUCKYPCI npedcmasieHi OupeKmusamu
HAKA3Y, OUPEKMUBAMU BUMORY, OUPEKMUBAMYU 3a00poHU ma Oupekmusamu nonepeddcenns. Koncmamosano, wo 6ci 3aznaveni munu
NPUKMEMHI 6IACHUMU OCOOTUBOCISIMU CIPYKIYPHO-CEMAHMUYHOL penpesenmayii. Ananiz akmie KOHmMpono 3a PieHAMY OUPEKMUBHOCHI
8 AH2IOMOBHOMY OOMIHAHMHOMY NAPEHMATbHOMY OUCKYPCI BUAGTAE NOWUPEHICHb NpamMoi opmu, 3 0210y HA SULYULL COYIATbHUL
cmamyc ma 3yMOBIEHI YuM NOBHOBAdXCEHHA bamvkis. byno 3’acosano, wjo oupexmusu HAKA3Y penpe3eHmoBaHo CMeepoiCy8atbHUMU
iMnepamusHuMU KOHCIMPYKYIAMU MA 3anepedHUMY iMNepamusHuM KOHCIMPYKYIAMU, d X JeKCUKO-2pamMamuyHull pigeHb npeocmasiienii
CHOHYKATIbHUMU PEUEHHAMU, W0 Micmsimb 0iEC08a HA NOSHAYEHHS BUKOHY8anol Oii abo Oil, wo mae 6ymu npununena. byno suseneno,
Wo y pasi exchuikayii Kame2opuuHux 6UMOoe, y CUMYayisx GUSBLEHHS HENOBAICHO20 MA 2pYOO20 CMABTEHHS OUPEKMUBY HAKA3Y MICMAMb
He2amueo-oyiHHi NPUKMEMHUKU Ul HeyeH3YPHI c108d. JTIHeGICIUUHUM BUPAICEHHAM BUMORU € CBEPOIICYBATIbHI KOHCIPYKYIL, o MICMAmb
diecniosa BonesusgienHs. Jlupexmugu 3a00pOHU NPEOCMABIeHl CMEePONCYBATbHUMU PEeYeHHIMY 3 O0IECI08aMU CeMAHMUKY 8IOMOBU
¥ HadanHi do3eony. Kamezopisi MOOATbHOCHI] MAKOXC BUABUNACS 3ATYHEHOIO 8 MENCAX 1020 MUNY OUPeKmusis. JJupexmueu nonepeodicents
npeocmasneri iMnepamusHUMU ma CMeepoNCY8aTbHUMY PEUeHHAMU 3 MOOAIbHUMU OIECTIO8AMU 30008 3aHb, A MAKONC 3anepeyHuMu
ma cmeepoxiCcyBatbHUMU IMIEPAMUSHUMY KOHCIMPYKYIAMU i3 HOMIHAYIEI0 3A00POHU, He2aMmUSHUMY KOHCIMPYKYIAMU e204eHMPUUHO20
xXapaxmepy. Ananiz 1eKCUyHUX ma CUHMAKCUYHUX 3aC00i8, Wo MICMANb MOGILEHHEG] aKmMU KOHMPOIO, 00360IAE GUOLIUMU CIPYKIMYPHI
MOOeN Ha NO3HAYEHHs A0pecama CHOHYKAIbHOCHI. L] poboma mae Ha memi KOMREeHCY8amu IaKyHU, sIKI HUHI ICHYIOMb Y 2471y3i 00CTIOICeHH
(H2TIOMOBHO20 DOMIHAHNHO20 NAPEHMATLHO20 OUCKYPCY 3 MOUKUL 30PY 11020 MOBIEHHEBO-AKNOBOI penpe3eHmayil.

Kniouosi cnosea: moenennesi axmu KOHMPONIO, OUPEKMUBU HAKA3Y, OUPEKMUBU BUMOU, OUDEKMUBU 3a00POHU, OUpeKmusu
nonepeoXtceH s, iMnepamusHi KOHCMpPyKYii, CmeepoXCcy8aibHi peyeHHs, AH2NOMOBHUL OOMIHAHMHUL NAPEHMATbHULL OUCKYPC.

Introduction. The modern linguistic studies are focusing
on discourse pragmatics that involves principles and terms
of interaction, communicative strategies and tactics utilized
in a number of socially meaningful situations, where family
communication influences all aspects of life and socio-
communicative activities of the individual. The behavior
of communicators as a social interaction is formed due to
the objectives and regulated by the principles and norms,
realized according to the strategies and tactics of speech
interaction that are represented by certain speech acts.

In recent years, there has been an increasing interest in
discovering aspects of directive speech acts in a varied
institutional and non-institutional discourse. The issue
of qualitative representation of directive speech acts types
in movies has received critical attention [1; 2; 3; 4]. The
considerable work has been also devoted to verbal means
of the directive speech acts realization with emphasis on
word-forming and functional features of verbs employed in
speech acts [5], directive types and their linguistic forms [6;
7; 8], semantic and structural characteristics of directives in
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journalistic discourse [9], characteristics of the propositional
content of complex and compound directives [10]. Research
on the subject within varieties of family discourse types
has been mostly restricted to investigating directives as
means of strategies and tactics implementation [11; 12;
13]. Previous studies have reported that directives are
employed by an authoritarian child discursive personality
in strategies of negative authoritarianness within the tactics
of appealing to the addressee’s emotions, creating a reward
image, exerting mediated influence through a third person,
and showing pretend kindness [11, p. 11]. Directives are
also utilized in strategies of authoritative dominance
in asymmetrical  siblings’ communication [12],
and for implementation of the volitional speech impact
by tactics of prohibition, punishment, sanction imposing
and compulsion in the parental discourse [13].

Materials and methods. The aim of this study is to clarify
the notion of speech act of control and single out varieties
of directives representing it in dominant parental discourse,
as well as to analyze their linguistic forms with emphasis on
employed verbs. To achieve the aim the following methods
were applied: the interpretive-textual analysis was used to
single out the dialogic fragments of parent-child dominant
interaction in English parental discourse; the method
of pragmatic analysis that allowed to determine the notion
of speech act of control and the types of directive speech
acts; the pragma-discursive approach allowed to analyze
the linguopragmatic peculiarities of directive speech acts
of English dominant parental discourse; the methods
of lexico-semantic and lexico-grammatical analysis, which
ensured the identification of the linguistic peculiarities
of the directive speech acts through the linguistic means on
the lexical and grammatical levels.

Discussion. Communicative domination is defined as
the ability of a communicative leader to control the partner’s
speech and non-speech behavior in the process of interaction
[14, p. 74]. The dominance is treated as a sociolinguistic
category, where the central core is represented by
linguistic means of verbalization of the concept of power,
and its peripheral zone includes the discursive embodiment
of asymmetric communicative relations [15]. Thus,
dominance is determined by higher social status, actualizing
the right of the speaker to influence, impose and control.
English dominant parental discourse is viewed as a family
communication involving parents and their children when
parents’ manifest authority and social power based on age,
role and status preponderance. The objectives of parental
discourse are upbringing and socializing as well as
knowledge transference and skills development. Parents’
desire to always take initiative, to fully control child’s
thoughts and actions revealed in their communicative
dominance. The communicative dominance in parental
discourse also involves the demonstration of initiative,
turn-taking, topic control.

Speech act is an elementary = component
of communication, presupposing that “we do something
in saying something” [16, p. 12]. According to Speech
Act Theory it is a three-component formation. The speech
act in relation to the language used for its performance is

a locutionary act. The speech act in relation to the purpose
and a number of conditions of its implementation is
an illocutionary act [17]. The speech act due to the influence
it exerts on the addressee is treated as a perlocutionary act.
Depending on whether it is attached to illocution, they
distinguish associated and non-associated perlocution. The
former is in parallel with the illocution of a certain type,
they are caused by illocution and propositional content
of the speech act. The latter is not tied to illocutionary types
and usually has only proposed character [18, p. 193—194].
The influence is included in the speaker’s intention as
a perlocution purpose. The illocutionary aim is to express
the action by which this influence is carried out [19]. The set
of perlocution and illocution purposes is the communicative
intention of the speaker. Intention causes the intensification
of the mental scheme of speech action, which with
the participation of discursive tactics and a discursive
context causes the choice of means of implementation
of the speech act [18, p. 189]. J. Serl’s speech acts typology
is based on an illocutionary goal of expression therefore he
distinguishes assertive, commission, directive, declarative,
expressive speech acts [17]. Other typologies that have
been developed on speech acts also include directives
(D. Waunderlich, K. Bach and M. Harnish, B. Fraser,
G. Leech, G. Pocheptsov).

The category of directiveness is two-folded. On the one
hand, it denotes the directive modality, the main form
of which is the imperative morphological form of the verb,
and on the other — the category of communicative directive,
which is characterized by a special functional type
of'a sentence — the imperative sentence [20, p. 7]. Directives’
illocutionary purpose is in making the listener to perform
an action. At the heart of the directive lies the speaker’s
will. According to Searle, there are five types of directive
speech acts; command, request, permission, prohibition
and question. According to Yule [23, p. 53] directive speech
act is classified into command / order, request, invitation,
warning, prohibition, and suggestion. And we use Yule’s
classification as basic in the current paper.

Ervin-Tripp defines social control acts as utterances
designed to bring about a change in the behavior of the other
[22]. In this paper the term speech acts of control is used
to describe directive acts that are employed by parents
in English dominant parental discourse to realize their
communicative intentions of social and situational control.
Shoshana Blum-Kulka in her article on politeness in family
discourse discusses modes of control acts. The direct mode
is expressed by explicit naming of the act to be performed;
the conventionally indirect mode is expressed via questions
in regard to the preparatory conditions needed to perform
the act, as conventionalized in any given language;
the non-conventional indirect mode, expressed by hints
[23, p. 8]. The analysis of the control speech acts by
levels of directness in dominant parental discourse reveals
the prevalence of direct mode. The analysis of the directive
speech act is focused on the utterances utilized by parents
interacting with their children in situations of dominance
characterized by verbal and non-verbal confrontation,
criticism of opponent’s activity or personality, an emotional
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breakdown between speakers; increase of emotional
and spatial distance between participants, deliberate
accentuation of parental status. The findings show that
there are four types of directive speech acts commonly used
by parents in dominant family communication. They are
order, demand, prohibition and warning; the choices are
determined by situational factors.

The directive of order is characterized by a categorical
assertion and obligation to perform an action as the speaker
exerts overall control. The key element of the directive
utterance is a verb denoting a required action: “Tell me
how long this has been going on, Abby. Be honest”, Leonie
commanded her (C. Kelly, p. 536).

Structural-semantic types of utterances that represent
directives of order are imperative sentences of affirmative
and negative forms that convey the necessity of action
completion or keeping from its completion: “Danny!”
hissed his mother. “‘Keep your voice down. We re not here
to assess their net worth. Don t turn the plates upside down
to see where they came from” (C. Kelly, p. 363).

Directive of order that requires completion of a physical
action my preface speech acts of request employed for
developing the conversation: “Sit down, boy — said father,
not raising his eyes. — You were a help to your mother
and sister in closing the house?” Yes, Father, said boy”
(A. Burgess).

Within the directive speech act of order represented by
imperative utterance, insistence is enhanced by non-verbal
components of a prosodic type: Kate said firmly, “Annie,
open the door! You can be quiet, but I must see you!” There
was no answer to this (C. Cookson, p. 235).

Parents use speech acts of control for child’s
guidance when providing instructions concerning actions
of a household nature. When interacting with preschool
and primary school children, the direct mode turns out to be
preferable, due to the higher social position and authority
that replace all sorts of arguments: “I'm nipping to
the shops™”. “Ok, Dad”. “Make sure you brush your teeth
before I get back”. “Ok, Dad. I will” (Ch. Mitchell, p.138).

The directive of order is used by parents to correct
children’ misbehavior:

“NYEEEEEEE? Nyeh-nyeh nyeeeeh nyeh?” “Kevin,
stop it! Thats enough. Let Mommer and Daddy talk” —
“NYEH-nyeh, NYEEEE nyeh—! Nyeh nyeh-NYEEH-!"

“I mean it, Kevin, quit the nyeh-nyeh or we re leaving”
(L. Shriver, p. 64). At the lexico-grammatical level they are
represented by imperative sentences comprising verbs that
denote action cessation: sfop Ta quit.

Speech acts of control in English dominant parental
discourse are regularly employed to exercise parents’
unlimited power. Directives of order in dominant discourse
convey categorical requirements, impolite and even
disrespectful attitude to partner of communication: “Fucking
liar, what are yi?” “I am not lying, Dad.” “Shut the fuck up,
liar, you speak when I tell you to speak. Did you hear me?”
“Yeah”. “Only speak when I tell you to speak” (Ch. Mitchell,
p- 140). The use of interrogative structures with the lexical
unit of negative-evaluative semantics attest to speaker’s
intention of offending and humiliating the child. Informal

intensifiers and obscene words reveal his aggression. The
speaker clearly explicates the norms that are not violated
and use the adverb only, while elliptical sentences enhance
expressiveness and emotiveness of directives.

If linguistic expression of directives contains markers
of requests will+you +imperative form, intention of order
is conveyed by the choice of rude way of telling a daughter
to keep silent and intonation of anger and discontent: “You
can't make me go to church”, Brenda said. “I ain't got
nothing to wear, and you know it” “Brenda, will you shut
vour mouth? " his mother said sharply,; then more wearily,
“We got a lot more than Easter clothes to worry about”
(K. Paterson, p. 46).

Parents dominance is also revealed in directives
of demand when they call for doing something in
an authoritarian way. The directive is represented by I want
you construction the key element of which is a volitional verb.
It is followed by the affirmative containing the evaluative
adjective that refers to child’s age and functions as a marker
of insufficient adulthood and inability to make responsible
decisions: ‘I want you to do it immediately! You are too
small to understand the real importance of it for your
future” (E. Blair).

The directive is also represented by I dont want
construction: “I’ve got an English essay to do by tomorrow
morning”.” I don t want to hear anything through the ceiling
this afternoon, apart from the sound of sweat dripping onto
textbooks_ ( Script— Educator, p. 67). Indirect mode of order
actualization in a special question form that functions as
a rhetoric question in compliance with affirmative sentence
that informs about child’s turn to fulfil the household chore
signal the requirement to complete the action immediately:
“Melanie, Abigail and Daniel!” yelled Leonie. “Why is this
house such a pit? It’s vour turn to tidy up. Twenty minutes
each, that’s all I'm asking for” (C. Kelly).

The directive of prohibition is a preventive act based
on a presupposition that an addressee has an intention
to perform an action that is undesirable for the speaker
[5, p- 87]. The semantics of the prohibition is represented by
lexical and grammatical means of the category of negation.
Directives of prohibition in dominant parental discourse are
represented by affirmative constructions with verbs naming
ban and disallowance: “And you know damn well you're
not allowed to go out on a school night. You pull that again
and you are grounded for two weeks. Got that, mister?”
“Okay, okay...I told you I was sorry.” Oliver nodded.
The boy looked odd (D. Steel: Daddy, p. 107). To address
the child parents use you — pronoun in passive constructions
that convey the idea of parents’ dominance when children
are treated as objects of influence. Elliptical interrogative
constructions are utilized to get the confirm that the child
got the banning message and accepts the punishment.

The category of modality is also employed for verbal
representation of the directive of prohibition. Subjective
modality, represented by combination of modal verb
of semantics of allowance with negative particle not, provide
the categorical denial You cant have any more. Linguistic
means of categories of modality provide argumentation in
the representation of the speaker’s position. To understand
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his argumentation on the general background of motivation,
the speaker attracts the modality of the possibility You might
want, which is limited by the conjunction of the opposition
of but. “But [ want”, sobbed Ronan, snot and tears all over
his trembling chin. “But I want, Mum. I want,  want, [ want”.
“You cant have any more, Ronan. You might want but you
can't have, okay? You'’ve had enough, all right? You'll be
sick if you have any more today. You can have some more
tomorrow, if you're a good boy and eat up all your dinner”.
“But I want now, Mum, I want right now”. “You're not
getting any more and thats final. So shut it, Ronan”

(T. Parsons, p. 86).

As directive is intended at action completion it is of vital
importance to check in comprehension. Therefor parents
use metacommunicative utterances Okay, All Right to get
the feedback from children, that contributes to the efficiency
of directives:

Parents resort to speech acts of control to put some
restrictions of child’s freedom to move outside the place
of living until the desired action is performed. In a direct
mode using present-continuous-structures, the negative
form of verbs with the semantics of permission or motion
not letting, parents realize their dominance: “Who is he?”
her father shouted at her again and again. “'I'm not letting
vou out of this room until you tell me” (D. Steel: The Gift,
p- 90).

In English parental dominant discourse, we observe
combination of speech acts of control. Thus, the directive
of prohibition is followed by directive of order:

“It’s okay, Mel...it’s pink...you’ll like it...” “I don’t
care. I’'m not moving here. I’ll stay with Carole and Debbie”.
“No, you won’t”. Oliver’s voice was quiet and firm. “You’ll
move here with the rest of us. And I’ve gotten you into
excellent school”

(D. Steel: Daddy, p. 170).

Directive of warning is represented by imperative form
of the intransitive phrasal verb that means being careful are
used by parents to notify children about danger: He brought
the razor blades back, showed Lindsey how to change them,
and gave her a few pointers on how best to shave. “Watch
out for the ankle and the knee,” he said. “Your mother
always called those the danger spots” (4. Sebold, p. 158).

Parents may preface the directive of warning with
utterances containing negative particles to convey the idea
of disapproval. The directive of warning is represented by
you-+should not construction: “It’s not such a good idea.
I don t like it. You shouldn't be so careless. Are you in love
with Peter?” (A. Frank).

Parents exploit the right to monitor and supervise
different aspects of children’s life, to influence them by
imposing opinions, values, ideas when combining acts
of control of the certain types: directive of prohibition,
directive of order, directive of demand: “Do you want me
to stay with the nuns?” she asked, hoping he would tell her

she could stay at home. Living at the convent away from
her family terrified her. But if he told her to leave, she had
nowhere else to go. “You can't stay here,” her father said
firmly, “and you cant keep the baby. Go to the Sisters
of Charity, give up the baby, and then come home . And then
he dealt the final blow to her soul. “I don t want to see you
until then. And I don t want you seeing your mother or your
sister” (D. Steel: The Gift, p. 93). To verbalize a particular
desire parents involve negative imperative constructions,
affirmative constructions with prohibitive nomination,
negative constructions of egocentric character. They use
emotionally-colored vocabulary with negatively evaluative
nature to intensify the dominant nature of interaction.

To get the attention of children while actualizing
speech acts of control parents use addressing and resort to
the following structures:

a) name+ infinitive: Annie, open the door

b) infinitive +boy Sit down, boy

¢) you + imperative. you speak when I tell you to speak

d) I + negative form + want + infinitive+ you: / don't
want to see you

e) you+ negative form of modal verbs+ infinitive: You
can 't stay here.

f) yout+negative form of modal verbs+ to be+ adjective:
You shouldn t be so careless.

g) I’'m + negative form + verb ing+ you: I'm not letting
you out of this room.

Thus, a variety of addressing are represented by personal
names, gender nominations, you-nominations.

Results. These findings suggest that speech acts
of control are directives employed by parents in English
dominant parental discourse for manifesting their authority
and power while realizing intentions of social and situational
control. Types of directive speech acts functioning in
English dominant parental discourse are directive of order,
directive of demand, directive of prohibition and directive
of warning. The evidence from the study indicates that
the basic structural types of speech acts of order are
imperative sentences of affirmative and negative forms.
The directives of demand are represented by affirmative
constructions containing evaluative adjectives, while
affirmative constructions of directives of prohibition contain
lexical and grammatical means of the category of negation.
The directives of warning are represented by imperative
and affirmative contractions with modal verbs of obligation.
Speech acts of control are marked by the usage of non-verbal
components of prosodic type. The results of the study also
indicate that directive acts of control contain addressing to
children employed by parents in English dominant parental
discourse.

The perspectiveresearch endeavors in this framework can
be focused on the study of speech acts variability employed
by parents and their children in English partnership parental
discourse with regard to gender and age factors.

Bibliography:
1. Fara Della, Barnabas Sembiring. An analysis of directive speech acts by Searle theory in “sleeping beauty” movie
script. Journal of English Education and Teaching (JEET), 2018. Vol. 2. No. 1. P. 22-35.
2. Oktoberia L., Hamzah R.A.S. Directive Speech Acts Used In Harry Potter — The Deathly Hallow And Bride Wars
Movie Script. E-Journal English Language and Literature, 2012. 1(1).

Crnoboxancekuii HaykoBuit BicHuK. Cepist Dinonoris, Bumyck 1, 2023

14



3. Amanda Vany, Marlina Leni. Directive Speech Acts Used In Frozen Movie Transcript. E-Journal of English Language
& Literature, 2018. 7(1). P. 219-223.

4. Rizki, Syukri, Golubovi¢. An analysis of speech act of Omar Mukhtar utterances in lion of the desert movie. Englisia:
Journal of Language, Education, and Humanities, 2020. 7(2). P. 195-210.

5. Bpa6ens T.T. CnioBoTBOpua nparpamaTka y Cy4acHid aHITIHCHKHI MOBI : 1uc. kKauaunaara. ¢imgosn. nayk : 10.02.04.
Vixropon, 2005. 241 c.

6. Nicolas Ruytenbeek. Current issues in the ontology and form of directive speech acts. International Review of
Pragmatics, Brill, 2019. 11 (2). P. 200-221.

7. Pérez Hernandez, Lorena. Illocutionary constructions: (Multiple source)-in-target metonymies, illocutionary ICMs,
and specification links. Language and Communication, 2013. 33, P. 128—149.

8. Panther Klaus-Uwe, Linda Thornburg. Motivation and Convention in some Speech Act Constructions: A Cognitive-
Linguistic Approach. In Reviewing Linguistic Thought: Converging Trends for the 21st Century. Berlin : Mouton de
Gruyter, 2005. P. 53-76.

9. Imutpenxo O.JI. JlupeKTHBHI MOBIIEHHEBI aKTH B IyOTIIUCTHYHOMY AUCKYPCi : aBTOped. TUC. ... KaH/. (ijoN. HayK :
10.02.01. Kuis, 2009. 20 c.

10. Anononosa JI.A. Onrumizaiisi MEpPIOKYTHBHOTO e(DEKTy JUPEKTUBHUX MOBJICHHEBUX aKTiB Y HIMEIIbKOMOBHOMY
JUasoriyHOMY JTCKYpCi : AuC. ... Kaua. ¢inosn. Hayk : 10.02.04. 3anopixoks, 2021. 265 c.

11. [Maxaperko A.B. JIluTiHA K aBTOPUTApHA TUCKYPCHBHA OCOOMCTICTH (Ha MaTepiaii CydacHO! aHIIIiHChKOT MOBH) :
JiC. ... Kaen. ¢imon. Hayk : 10.02.04. Xapkis, 2020. 260 c.

12. 3BepeBa O.I. KomynikatuBHiI cTpaTerii CiOMiHTIB B aHIJIOMOBHOMY CIMEHHOMY OHCKYpCI : IHC. ... KaHI. (iro.
Hayk : 10.02.04. Xapkis, 2014. 287 c.

13. Ko3nosa B.B. Pearnizariisi BUXOBHOTO BIUIMBY B @HIJIOMOBHOMY MapEHTaJIbHOMY AMCKYPCi: CTPYKTYPHO-CEMaHTHY-
HUH Ta IparMaTHYHAN acCIeKTH : JHUC. ... Kaua. ¢inosn. Hayk : 10.02.04. Xapkis, 2012. 219 c.

14. bapramesa I'.I. Bzaemonis HeBepOambHIUX Ta BEpOATFHIX KOMIIOHCHTIB CHTYAaIlii KOMYHIKATUBHOTO IOMiHyBaHHS B
AHTJIOMOBHOMY JHCKYpCi: IHUC. ... Kaua. ¢imorn. Hayk: 10.02.04. Xapkis, 2004. 199 c.

15. Ymmnua B.A. CouioniHrBicTHYHA KaTeropist JOMIHAHTHOCTI Ta ii peami3amis B aHITIOMOBHOMY IOJITHYHOMY JIHC-
Kypci : auc. ... kaun. ¢inoin. Hayk : 10.02.04. Kuis, 2003. 210 c.

16. Austin J.L. How to do things with words. Oxford University Press, 1962. 166 p.

17. Searle J.R. Speech Act Theory and Pragmatics. D. Reidel Publishing Company: Holland, 1980. 332 p.

18. besyrna JI.P. Bep6aurizarist iMIUTIIATHAX CMHUCIIIB Y HIMEIIbBKOMOBHOMY JIaJIOTIYHOMY JHCKYpCi : MOHOTpadist. Xap-
KiB, 2007. 332 c.

19. Kpusopyuko C.I. JliHrBOomparMaTnvHi BIACTUBOCTI MEPIOKYTHBHHUX ONTHMI3aTOPiB y Cy4acHOMY HiMEI[bKOMOB-
HOMY JTUCKYpCI : AMC. ... Kaua. ¢inon. Hayk: 10.02.04. Xapkis, 2011. 250 c.

20. Hpinko I'.I. CrionyKkasapHi KOHCTPYKIIT B aHITIHCHKIH Ta yKpaiHCBKiil MOBax : aBroped. Juc. ... Kaua. (ijgoi. HayK :
10.02.17. Joneunk, 2005. 30 c.

21. Yule George. Pragmatics. Oxford : Oxford University, 1996. 138 p.

22. ErvinTripp S.M., J. Guo, M. Lampert. Politeness and persuasion in children’s control acts. Journal of Pragmatics,
1990. No.14. P. 307-331.

23. Blum-Kulka Sh. You don’t touch lettuce with your fingers: Parental politeness in family discourse. Journal of
Pragmatics, 1990. No. 14. P. 259-288.

References:

1. Fara Della, Barnabas Sembiring. (2018). An analysis of directive speech acts by Searle theory in “sleeping beauty”
movie script. Journal of English Education and Teaching (JEET), 2018. Vol. 2. No. 1, 22-35 [in English].

2. Oktoberia L., Hamzah, R.A.S. (2012). Directive Speech Acts Used In Harry Potter — The Deathly Hallow And Bride
Wars Movie Script. E-Journal English Language and Literature, 1(1) [in English].

3. Amanda, Vany, Marlina, Leni. (2018). Directive Speech Acts Used In Frozen Movie Transcript. E-Journal of English
Language & Literature, 7(1), 219 — 223 [in English].

4. Rizki, Syukri, Golubovié, Jelena. (2020). An analysis of speech act of Omar Mukhtar utterances in lion of the desert
movie. Englisia: Journal of Language, Education, and Humanities, 7(2), 195-210 [in English].

5. Vrabel T.T. (2005). Slovotvorcha prahramatyka u suchasnii anhliiskyi movi: dys. kandydata. filol. nauk: 10.02.04
[Word-forming programming in modern English: thesis candidate philol. of science]. Uzhhorod, 241 s. [in Ukrainian].

6. Nicolas Ruytenbeek. (2019). Current issues in the ontology and form of directive speech acts. International Review
of Pragmatics, Brill, 11 (2), 200-221 [in English].

7. Pérez Hernandez, Lorena. (2013). Illocutionary constructions: (Multiple source)-in-target metonymies, illocutionary
ICMs, and specification links. Language and Communication. 33, 128—149 [in English].

8. Panther, Klaus-Uwe, Linda Thornburg. (2005). Motivation and Convention in some Speech Act Constructions: A
Cognitive-Linguistic Approach. In Reviewing Linguistic Thought: Converging Trends for the 21st Century. Berlin: Mouton
de Gruyter. 53—76 [in English].

9. Dmytrenko, O.L. (2009). Dyrektyvni movlennievi akty v publitsystychnomu dyskursi: avtoref. dys. ... kand. filol.
nauk: 10.02.01 [Directive speech acts in journalistic discourse: autoref. thesis ... candidate philol. sciences]. Kyiv, 20 s. [in

Ukrainian].
10. Apolonova, L.A. (2021). Optymizatsiia perlokutyvnoho efektu dyrektyvnykh movlennievykh aktiv u
nimetskomovnomu dialohichnomu dyskursi: dys. ... kand. filol. nauk: 10.02.04 [Optimizing the perlocutionary effect

Crnoboxxancekuii HaykoBHit BicHuK. Cepist Dinonoris, Bumyck 1, 2023 15




of directive speech acts in German dialogic discourse: thesis. ... candidate philol. of science]. Zaporizhzhia. 265 s. [in
Ukrainian].

11. Pakharenko, A.V. (2020). Dytyna yak avtorytarna dyskursyvna osobystist (na materiali suchasnoi anhliiskoi movy):
dys. ... kand. filol. nauk: 10.02.04 [The child as an authoritarian discursive personality (based on the material of the modern
English language): thesis ... candidate philol. of science]. Kharkiv. 260 s. [in Ukrainian].

12. Zvierieva, O.H. (2014). Komunikatyvni stratehii siblinhiv v anhlomovnomu simeinomu dyskursi: dys. ... kand.
filol. nauk: 10.02.04 [Communicative strategies of siblings in English-speaking family discourse: thesis ... candidate philol.
of science]. Kharkiv. 287 s. [in Ukrainian].

13. Kozlova, V.V. (2012). Realizatsiia vykhovnoho vplyvu v anhlomovnomu parentalnomu dyskursi: strukturno-
semantychnyi ta prahmatychnyi aspekty: dys. ... kand. filol. nauk: 10.02.04 [Implementation of educational influence in
English-language parental discourse: structural-semantic and pragmatic aspects: thesis ... candidate philol. of science].
Kharkiv. 219 s. [in Ukrainian].

14. Bartasheva H.I. (2004). Vzaiemodiia neverbalnykh ta verbalnykh komponentiv sytuatsii komunikatyvnoho
dominuvannia v anhlomovnomu dyskursi: dys. ... kand. filol. nauk [Interaction of non-verbal and verbal components
of the situation of communicative dominance in the English discourse: dis. ... cand. philol. sciences]. Kharkiv. 199 s.
[in Ukrainian].

15. Ushchyna, V.A. (2003). Sotsiolinhvistychna katehoriia dominantnosti ta yii realizatsiia v anhlomovnomu
politychnomu dyskursi: dys. ... kand. filol. nauk: 10.02.04 [Sociolinguistic category of dominance and its implementation
in English-language political discourse: thesis ... candidate philol. of science]. Kyiv. 210 s. [in Ukrainian].

16. Austin, J.L. (1962). How to do things with words. Oxford University Press, 166 p. [in English].

17. Searle, J.R. (1980). Speech Act Theory and Pragmatics. D. Reidel Publishing Company: Holland, 332 p. [in English].

18. Bezuhla, L.R. (2007). Verbalizatsiia implitsytnykh smysliv u nimetskomovnomu dialohichnomu dyskursi:
monohrafiia [Verbalization of implicit meanings in German-language dialogical discourse]. Kharkiv. 332 s. [in Ukrainian].

19. Kryvoruchko S.I. (2011). Linhvoprahmatychni vlastyvosti perlokutyvnykh optymizatoriv u suchasnomu
nimetskomovnomu dyskursi: dys. ... kand. filol. nauk [Linguo-pragmatic properties of perlocutionary optimizers in modern
German discourse: dis. ... cand. philol. sciences]. Kharkiv. 250 s. [in Ukrainian].

20. Drinko, H.H. (2005). Sponukalni konstruktsii v anhliiskii ta ukrainskii movakh: avtoref. dys. ... kand. filol. nauk:
10.02.17 [Persuasive constructions in English and Ukrainian languages: autoref. thesis ... candidate philol. of science].
Donetsk. 30 s. [in Ukrainian].

21. Yule, George. (1996). Pragmatics. Oxford: Oxford University, 138 p. [in English].

22. Ervin-Tripp, S.M., J. Guo, M. Lampert. (1990). Politeness and persuasion in children’s control acts. Journal of
Pragmatics. Ne 14. P. 307-331 [in English].

23. Blum-Kulka, Sh. (1990). You don’t touch lettuce with your fingers: Parental politeness in family discourse. Journal
of Pragmatics. Ne 14. P. 259-288 [in English]

Sources of illustrative material:
. Blair E. The Water Medows. Bantan Books : London, 1992. 575 p.
. Burgess A. A Clockwork Orange. 410 p.
. Cookson C. Kate Hannigan’s Girl. Corgi Books, 2001. 350 p.
. Frank A. The Diary of a Yang Girl. 283 p.
. Kelly C. Someone Like You. Harper Publishers, 2001. 677 p.
. Mitchell Ch. The Nippie. Great Britain: Harper Element, 2008. 301 p.
. Paterson K. Bridge to Terabithia. New-York : HarperCollins, 1987. 163 p.
. An Education Screenplay by Nick Hornby, 122 p.
. Sebold A. The Lovely Bones. United States : Little Brown, 2002. 328 p.
10. Shriver L. We need to talk about Kevin URL: www.go2reads.com/we-need-talk-about-kevin-online-lionel-
shriver?page=0,1.
I1. Steel D. Daddy. Great Britain: Delacorte Press, 1989. 384 p.
12.  Steel D. The Gift. Corgi Books, 1995. 319 p.

O 001N W Wi —

Crnoboxancekuii HaykoBuit BicHuK. Cepist Dinonoris, Bumyck 1, 2023

16



