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Abstract
This paper investigates speech acts as central components of pragmatic communication,

emphasizing that their realization is shaped by both linguistic systems and cultural frameworks.
The study concentrates on directive, expressive, and commissive acts, examining how their use
is conditioned by cultural norms, social hierarchies, and situational variables.

Drawing on insights from pragmatics, sociolinguistics, and intercultural communication,
the analysis identifies key parameters of cross-cultural variation, including degrees of directness,
politeness strategies, and context-sensitive appropriateness. Particular attention is devoted to
pragmatic transfer and to the role of speech acts in structuring interpersonal relations.

The findings indicate that speech act performance cannot be reduced to universal
linguistic patterns; rather, it constitutes a culturally situated practice that reflects underlying
value systems and communicative conventions. A deeper understanding of these differences
enhances intercultural interaction and clarifies the role of language in constructing and
expressing cultural identity.
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МЕЖКУЛЬТУРНЫЙ АНАЛИЗ РЕЧЕВЫХ АКТОВ В РАЗЛИЧНЫХ
КОММУНИКАТИВНЫХ КОНТЕКСТАХ

Аннотация
В данной статье речевые акты рассматриваются как фундаментальные единицы

прагматической коммуникации, реализация которых значительно варьируется в
зависимости от языковых и культурных границ. Исследование фокусируется на
межкультурной вариативности директивных, экспрессивных и комиссивных речевых
актов, анализируя влияние культурных норм, социальных иерархий и контекстуальных
факторов на их выполнение. Опираясь на теоретические основы прагматики,
социолингвистики и межкультурной коммуникации, исследование выявляет ключевые
аспекты межкультурных различий в стратегиях речевых актов, включая предпочтения в
отношении прямоты, ориентацию на вежливость и контекстуальную уместность. Особое
внимание уделяется явлениям прагматического переноса и роли речевых актов в
построении межличностных отношений. Результаты подтверждают, что выполнение
речевых актов представляет собой не просто лингвистический универсализм, а культурно
обусловленную практику, отражающую ценностные системы, социальные структуры и
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коммуникативные конвенции. Понимание межкультурных различий в речевых актах
способствует более эффективной межкультурной коммуникации и раскрывает механизмы
формирования культурной идентичности через язык.
Ключевые слова

речевые акты, межкультурная прагматика, вежливость, прямота, сохранение лица,
межкультурная коммуникация, прагматический перенос, коммуникативная компетенция

TURLI KOMMUNIKATIV KONTEKSTLARDA NUTQ AKTLARINING
MADANIYATLARARO TAHLILI

Annotatsiya
Ushbu maqolada nutq aktlari pragmatik kommunikatsiyaning fundamental birliklari

sifatida tahlil qilinadi, ularning amalga oshirilishi lingvistik va madaniy chegaralarga qarab
sezilarli darajada farqlanadi. Tadqiqot direktiv, ekspressiv va komissiv nutq aktlarining
madaniyatlararo o‘zgaruvchanligiga qaratilgan bo‘lib, madaniy me'yorlar, ijtimoiy ierarxiyalar
va kontekstual omillarning ularning bajarilishiga ta'sirini o‘rganadi. Pragmatika, sotsiolingvistika
va madaniyatlararo muloqot nazariyalariga asoslanib, tadqiqot nutq aktlari strategiyalaridagi
asosiy madaniyatlararo farq mezonlarini, jumladan to‘g‘ridan-to‘g‘rilik afzalliklari,
xushmuomalalik yo‘nalishi va kontekstual maqsadga muvofiqlikni aniqlaydi. Pragmatik transfer
hodisalari va nutq aktlarining shaxslararo munosabatlarni shakllantirishdagi roliga alohida e'tibor
qaratiladi. Tadqiqot natijalari shuni ko‘rsatadiki, nutq aktlarining bajarilishi shunchaki lingvistik
universal hodisa emas, balki madaniy jihatdan shakllangan amaliyot bo‘lib, qadriyat tizimlari,
ijtimoiy tuzilmalar va kommunikativ konventsiyalarni aks ettiradi. Nutq aktlaridagi
madaniyatlararo farqlarni tushunish samarali madaniyatlararo muloqotga yordam beradi va
tilning madaniy o‘zlikni shakllantirish va aks ettirish mexanizmlarini ochib beradi.
Kalit so'zlar

nutq aktlari, madaniyatlararo pragmatika, xushmuomalalik, to‘g‘ridan-to‘g‘rilik, yuzni
saqlash, madaniyatlararo muloqot, pragmatik transfer, kommunikativ kompetensiya.

1. Introduction
Speech acts function as one of the primary mechanisms through which language is used to

perform social action. Acts such as requesting, apologizing, complimenting, and promising
enable speakers to pursue interpersonal goals, manage social relationships, and operate within
specific communicative contexts. However, the realization of these acts is not uniform across
cultures.

What is interpreted as an appropriate request in one cultural setting may be perceived as
impolite or excessively indirect in another. Similarly, expressions of gratitude, apology, or
disagreement are shaped by culturally embedded norms governing politeness, hierarchy, and face
management.

In contemporary linguistics, speech acts are examined at the intersection of pragmatics,
sociolinguistics, and intercultural communication. Foundational contributions by Austin (1962)
and Searle (1969, 1976) established the theoretical basis for analyzing how utterances perform
actions, distinguishing between locutionary, illocutionary, and perlocutionary dimensions of
meaning. Brown and Levinson (1987) later expanded this framework by integrating politeness
theory, demonstrating how speakers mitigate face-threatening acts through culturally specific
strategies. More recent cross-cultural research has further revealed substantial variation in speech
act realization, thereby challenging universalist assumptions about pragmatic competence.
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The significance of this study is grounded in the increasing importance of intercultural
communication in a globalized context. Processes such as migration, international collaboration,
and digital interaction require not only grammatical accuracy but also sensitivity to culturally
appropriate communicative behavior. Misalignment in pragmatic norms can result in
misunderstanding, negative stereotyping, and breakdowns in interaction.

The present study aims to examine cross-cultural variation in the realization of key speech
act types and to identify systematic patterns shaped by cultural values, social structures, and
contextual factors. In addition, it seeks to demonstrate that speech acts operate as culturally
embedded practices that both reflect and reproduce cultural identity in diverse communicative
environments.

1. Literature Review
The cross-cultural analysis of speech acts has become a prominent area of inquiry within

modern pragmatics and intercultural communication. The theoretical foundations of this field
were established by J. L. Austin, who reconceptualized language as a form of action rather than
mere description. His introduction of performative utterances and the distinction between
locutionary, illocutionary, and perlocutionary acts provided a framework for examining how
speakers achieve communicative goals.

John Searle extended and systematized Austin’s approach by developing a classification
of illocutionary acts based on their functional properties and psychological orientation. His
taxonomy—comprising assertives, directives, commissives, expressives, and declarations—
remains central to contemporary research. Each category reflects a distinct communicative
function, ranging from representing reality to influencing behavior or expressing internal states.

The development of cross-cultural pragmatics as a distinct field is closely linked to the
work of Blum-Kulka, House, and Kasper (1989), particularly within the Cross-Cultural Speech
Act Realization Project (CCSARP). This large-scale comparative study examined request and
apology strategies across multiple languages and demonstrated that, although all languages
provide means for performing these acts, their realization differs significantly in terms of
directness, modification, and politeness strategies.

Brown and Levinson’s (1987) politeness theory offered an additional perspective by
introducing the concept of face as a socially constructed self-image. Their distinction between
positive and negative face provided a model for understanding how speakers manage
interpersonal relations through language. However, subsequent research has shown that the
relative importance of face concerns and the selection of politeness strategies vary across cultural
contexts. Individualist

cultures tend to emphasize autonomy and negative politeness, whereas collectivist
cultures prioritize relational harmony and positive politeness.

More recent studies have expanded the scope of analysis to a broader range of speech acts
and communicative situations. Research on compliment responses, disagreement strategies, and
apologies has revealed systematic differences in communicative preferences across cultures.
Some contexts favor directness and explicitness, while others rely on indirectness, mitigation,
and contextual inference.

Importantly, current research increasingly highlights indirectness as a key dimension of
cross-cultural communication. Indirect speech acts, in particular, function as a mechanism for
balancing clarity with politeness, allowing speakers to achieve communicative goals while
minimizing social risk. At the same time, their interpretation depends heavily on shared cultural
knowledge and contextual cues, making them especially sensitive to cross-cultural variation.
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This underscores the need to examine indirectness not only as a linguistic phenomenon but also
as a culturally conditioned communicative strategy.

2. Research Methodology
The present study adopts a qualitative, descriptively oriented approach grounded in cross-

cultural pragmatics, with a particular focus on the analysis of indirect speech acts in diverse
communicative contexts. The research integrates theoretical insights from pragmatics and
sociolinguistics with empirical observations in order to examine how indirectness is
linguistically encoded and pragmatically interpreted across cultures.

The methodological framework is based on contrastive pragmalinguistic analysis, which
enables a systematic comparison of speech act realization patterns in different linguistic and
cultural environments. This approach is complemented by functional analysis, allowing for the
identification of recurrent strategies of indirectness, variation in degrees of directness, and the
use of politeness-oriented linguistic devices.

The study draws on multiple data sources to ensure analytical depth and contextual
relevance. These include: (1) existing cross-cultural pragmatic studies, (2) corpus-based
examples from English and Russian discourse, and (3) constructed and semi-authentic data
derived from discourse completion tasks and role-play scenarios. The combination of naturally
occurring and elicited data allows for a more comprehensive examination of both
conventionalized and context-dependent forms of indirectness.

The analysis focuses on key categories of speech acts that are particularly sensitive to
indirectness, namely directives (with an emphasis on requests), expressives (such as apologies
and compliments), and commissives (including promises and offers). Within each category,
instances of indirect realization are examined according to several parameters: the degree of
directness, the presence of mitigation strategies, the use of modal and lexical markers, and the
role of contextual inference.

Special attention is given to socio-pragmatic variables that influence speech act
realization, including power relations between interlocutors, social distance, and situational
formality. These variables are considered essential for understanding how indirectness functions
as a strategy for managing interpersonal relations and mitigating face-threatening acts.

In addition, the study incorporates an analysis of pragmatic transfer, examining how
speakers apply native-language pragmatic norms when communicating in a different linguistic
and cultural context. This aspect of the methodology is particularly relevant for identifying
potential sources of miscommunication in intercultural interaction.

The analytical procedure involves the identification and classification of indirect speech
act instances, followed by a comparative evaluation of their pragmalinguistic features across
English and Russian data. Patterns of similarity and divergence are then interpreted in relation to
broader cultural norms and communicative conventions.

Overall, this methodological approach makes it possible to examine indirect speech acts
not only as linguistic structures but also as culturally embedded communicative practices shaped
by interaction between language, cognition, and social context.

3. Analysis and Results
Speech acts function as mechanisms that regulate communicative behavior in accordance
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with culturally specific norms, values, and expectations. A cross-cultural perspective reveals that
even when speakers perform similar illocutionary acts, the linguistic strategies they employ and
the degree of indirectness they prefer may differ significantly across languages. The following
analysis focuses on indirect speech act realization in English and Russian, highlighting key
pragmalinguistic differences.

Directness and Indirectness in Request Strategies
Requests represent one of the most sensitive domains of indirectness, as they inherently

impose on the hearer’s autonomy. Both English and Russian employ indirect strategies; however,
the preferred forms and their pragmatic interpretation diverge.

In English, requests are typically realized through conventionalized interrogative
constructions combined with modal verbs:

 “Could you open the window?”
 “Would you mind sending me the file?”
These forms are highly standardized and function as default polite requests. Their

indirectness is largely grammaticalized, meaning that they are automatically interpreted as polite
rather than ambiguous.

In contrast, Russian frequently relies on imperative structures softened by intonation or
lexical modifiers:

 «Открой, пожалуйста, окно»
 «Можешь прислать файл?»
While the second example appears structurally similar to English, the use of modal verbs

is less central to politeness. Instead, pragmatic force is shaped by particles (пожалуйста), word
order, and prosody. As a result, Russian requests may appear more direct on the surface but are
not necessarily perceived as impolite within the cultural context.

A key difference lies in the degree of conventionalization: English relies heavily on fixed
indirect forms, whereas Russian allows greater flexibility and contextual interpretation. This can
lead to pragmatic misalignment. English speakers may interpret Russian directness as abrupt,
while Russian speakers may perceive English indirectness as unnecessarily elaborate or even
insincere.

Indirectness in Expressive Speech Acts (Apologies and Compliments)
Expressive speech acts also demonstrate cross-cultural variation in indirectness,

particularly in how speakers manage interpersonal relations.
In English, apologies tend to include explicit acknowledgment of responsibility:
 “I’m really sorry, it was my fault.”
This direct admission reinforces sincerity and aligns with expectations of accountability.
In Russian, apologies may be less explicit in assigning blame and more context-dependent:
 «Извини, так получилось»
 «Прости, я не смог»
Such forms may downplay responsibility or shift focus toward circumstances rather than

individual fault. Indirectness here functions as a strategy for reducing personal liability and
maintaining relational balance.

A similar contrast can be observed in compliment responses. English speakers typically
accept compliments:

http://www.internationaljournal.co.in/index.php/jasass
http://www.internationaljournal.co.in/index.php/jasass


http://www.internationaljournal.co.in/index.php/jasass IF = 9.112
—1030—

The Journal of Applied Science and Social Science
April, 2026Volume 16,Issue 04

pISSN: 2229-3205eISSN: 2229-3213

 “Thank you, I’m glad you liked it.”
In Russian, deflection or modesty is more common:
 «Да нет, ничего особенного»
This reflects different cultural expectations: acceptance signals confidence in English-

speaking contexts, while modesty is valued in Russian communicative norms.
Politeness and Mitigation Strategies
Indirect speech acts are closely tied to politeness strategies, which vary systematically

across cultures. English communication tends to emphasize negative politeness—minimizing
imposition through indirectness, hedging, and modal constructions:

 “I was wondering if you could…”
 “Maybe we could consider…”
Russian, while also employing mitigation, often combines direct forms with lexical

politeness markers or contextual softening:
 «Давай обсудим это позже»
 «Можно я скажу…»
The difference is not simply one of directness versus indirectness, but of how politeness is

encoded. English prioritizes structural indirectness, whereas Russian relies more on pragmatic
context and interpersonal alignment.

Pragmatic Transfer in Intercultural Communication
The differences outlined above become particularly salient in intercultural communication,

where pragmatic transfer frequently occurs. Speakers tend to apply the norms of their native
language when operating in a second language, often without awareness.

For example:
 A Russian speaker using direct forms in English (“Open the window”) may be

perceived as rude.
 An English speaker using highly indirect forms in Russian may be perceived as

distant or overly formal.
These mismatches illustrate that indirect speech acts are not universally interpretable;

their meaning depends on culturally specific conventions. Miscommunication arises not from
grammatical errors but from differences in pragmatic expectations.

Summary of Key Findings
The analysis demonstrates that:
 Indirectness is realized through different linguistic mechanisms in English and

Russian
 English relies on conventionalized modal constructions
 Russian utilizes lexical markers, intonation, and contextual inference
 Politeness is encoded differently, reflecting broader cultural values
 Pragmatic transfer is a major source of intercultural misunderstanding
4. Discussion
The findings of the present study demonstrate that the realization of speech acts,

particularly indirect ones, is systematically shaped by the interaction of linguistic, cultural, and
contextual factors. The observed differences between English and Russian communicative
patterns indicate that indirectness cannot be treated as a uniform or universally interpreted
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phenomenon. Rather, it emerges as a culturally conditioned strategy whose form and function
vary depending on underlying communicative norms.

One of the central insights concerns the differing roles of conventionalization in the two
languages. English relies heavily on standardized indirect forms, particularly modal
interrogatives, which function as default markers of politeness. This high degree of
conventionalization reduces interpretive ambiguity and allows speakers to encode indirectness in
a predictable and socially recognizable way. In contrast, Russian demonstrates a greater reliance
on contextual and prosodic cues, as well as lexical modifiers, resulting in a more flexible but less
formally standardized system of indirectness. This distinction suggests that indirectness in
English is more structurally embedded, whereas in Russian it is more pragmatically negotiated.

The analysis also highlights that politeness is not expressed through identical mechanisms
across cultures, even when similar communicative goals are pursued. English communication
tends to prioritize negative politeness strategies, focusing on the minimization of imposition
through indirectness and hedging. Russian communication, while also sensitive to interpersonal
relations, often combines relatively direct forms with contextual mitigation and interpersonal
alignment. This indicates that politeness should not be equated with indirectness per se; rather, it
is realized through culturally specific configurations of linguistic and pragmatic resources.

Another important implication concerns the role of pragmatic transfer in intercultural
communication. The findings confirm that speakers frequently rely on native-language norms
when interpreting or producing indirect speech acts in a second language. This transfer can lead
to systematic misinterpretations, particularly in cases where similar linguistic forms carry
different pragmatic meanings. For example, what is perceived as neutral or efficient in one
culture may be interpreted as rude or overly distant in another. This reinforces the view that
pragmatic competence involves not only knowledge of linguistic forms but also sensitivity to
culturally grounded interpretive frameworks.

At a theoretical level, the results support the argument that classical speech act theory,
while providing essential analytical tools, does not fully account for cross-cultural variability in
indirectness. The distinction between direct and indirect speech acts, as originally formulated,
captures structural differences but does not sufficiently explain how indirectness is interpreted
within specific cultural contexts. This limitation underscores the need for a pragmalinguistic
approach that integrates linguistic form with socio-cultural norms and cognitive processes of
interpretation.

Furthermore, the study contributes to ongoing discussions in cross-cultural pragmatics by
demonstrating that variation in speech act realization is not arbitrary but systematically linked to
broader cultural dimensions, such as attitudes toward hierarchy, interpersonal distance, and
communicative clarity. However, these dimensions should not be treated as rigid explanatory
categories; rather, they function as tendencies that interact dynamically with situational factors.

From a practical perspective, the findings have direct implications for language teaching,
translation, and intercultural training. In language education, the development of communicative
competence must extend beyond grammatical accuracy to include awareness of indirectness
strategies and their cultural variability. Learners who rely solely on structural knowledge may
produce grammatically correct but pragmatically inappropriate utterances. Similarly, in
translation and interpretation, preserving the illocutionary force of an utterance requires
sensitivity to how indirectness is encoded and perceived in both source and target languages.

Despite these contributions, the study has several limitations. The analysis is based on a
limited set of examples and does not fully capture the diversity of real-life communicative
contexts. In addition, the focus on English and Russian, while analytically productive, restricts
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the generalizability of the findings. Future research may benefit from incorporating larger,
corpus-based datasets and expanding the range of languages and communicative settings under
investigation.

5. Conclusion
This study has examined the cross-cultural realization of speech acts, with particular

emphasis on indirectness as a key pragmalinguistic phenomenon. The analysis demonstrates that
while speech acts constitute a universal aspect of human communication, their linguistic
encoding and pragmatic interpretation vary systematically across cultural contexts.

The comparison of English and Russian data reveals that indirect speech acts are realized
through distinct mechanisms. English tends to rely on structurally conventionalized forms,
particularly modal interrogatives, which function as standardized markers of politeness and
reduce interpretive ambiguity. In contrast, Russian employs a more flexible system in which
indirectness is conveyed through lexical means, intonation, and contextual inference. These
differences indicate that indirectness is not merely a linguistic strategy but a culturally embedded
practice shaped by broader communicative norms.

The findings also confirm that politeness and indirectness, although closely related,
should not be treated as equivalent concepts. Each language encodes politeness through its own
set of pragmalinguistic resources, reflecting differing orientations toward social hierarchy,
interpersonal distance, and communicative clarity. Furthermore, the study highlights the role of
pragmatic transfer as a major source of misunderstanding in intercultural communication,
demonstrating that speakers often rely on native-language norms when interpreting or producing
indirect speech acts.

The main contribution of this research lies in providing a comparative pragmalinguistic
account of indirect speech acts in English and Russian, showing that differences emerge not only
at the level of linguistic form but also in the principles of interpretation. By integrating linguistic
analysis with cultural and contextual factors, the study offers a more comprehensive framework
for understanding indirectness in communication.

At the same time, several limitations should be acknowledged. The analysis is based on a
limited dataset and does not fully capture the diversity of authentic communicative practices. In
addition, the focus on two languages restricts the broader applicability of the findings. Future
research may benefit from larger corpus-based investigations, inclusion of additional languages,
and exploration of indirect speech acts in digital communication environments.

Overall, the study underscores the importance of developing intercultural pragmatic
competence, particularly in contexts where effective communication depends not only on
grammatical accuracy but also on the ability to interpret and employ culturally appropriate
strategies of indirectness. A deeper understanding of these mechanisms contributes to more
successful intercultural interaction and to a more nuanced view of the relationship between
language and culture.
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