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                                          Abstract 

          This study aims to investigate the way pragmatic theory of speech 

acts is exploited in language of medication within selected medical 

leaflets in particular. Accordingly, the study is an attempt to show that a 

pragmatic tool such as speech acts  theory can be applied in medical 

leaflets language with a particular reference to the predominant  speech 

acts categories in order to achieve directive and informative purposes.  

Hence, the present study  hypothesizes that the  language of medical 

leaflets can be regarded as a rich area to the application of speech acts 

theory, and the most dominant categories and patterns of speech acts are 

directives significantly employed in constructing the language of the 

selected medical leaflets so as to reflect their main function in directing 

and instructing lay people how to use medications safely and sufficiently. 

      The study focuses on Searle's theory of speech acts (1969) using  

sixty medical leaflets to be analysed. The researcher uses these leaflets as 

the data to find out the valid results. 

          The present study is divided into five chapters. Chapter one 

introduces the problem, aims, hypotheses, procedures, limits and 

significance of the study. Chapter two surveys as a theoretical 

background of some pragmatic notions that are relevant to the scope of 

the study with a particular reference to the nature of language of 

medication . Chapter three presents the procedures of the data analysis. 

Chapter four is devoted to the analysis of the data which is represented by 

the use of sixty selected medical leaflets. Chapter five sums up the most 

important conclusions arrived at, recommendations and suggestions for 

further study.  
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     Based on the analysis of the data, the study finds out that firstly, the 

model adopted for the pragmatic analysis of speech acts theory 

(Searle,1969) has proved to be functional  and valid to deal with the 

special nature of medical leaflets language. Secondly, directive and 

assertive speech acts both are  mostly used in forming medical leaflets 

language with a remarkable observation that directives with their 

illocutionary acts are  highly used through analysing  the medical leaflets. 

Thirdly, these medical texts play an essential role to guide and inform 

medicinal products users in a safe way. 

     As a result of the importance of  medical leaflets language in the daily 

healthcare life, the present study rounds off with some  recommendations 

and suggestions for further research.  
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                            CHAPTER ONE 

 

1.1 Introduction 

      Language and human beings  cannot be parted from each other in any 

society. Mankind needs a language to communicate and erect a relationship 

with each other in a social interaction. In this interaction, language becomes 

the primary means of communication. In this regard, language enables people 

to reveal their ideas, give information, command someone to do something, 

influence someone, and so on. This language can be written and used in 

many purposes just like the one used in medical patient leaflets. As a result, 

these leaflets can be regarded as a means of communication between 

healthcare institutions and common people.    
        There are a number of genres through which experts in pharmaceutical 

field communicate  with their people. Some of these are textbooks, research 

articles and conference papers. However, one key genre is the medical 

patient leaflet, which is a valuable component of direct-to-consumer 

communication. Language of medical patients leaflets focuses mainly on 

how information on healthcare products  can be effectively communicated to 

patients and drug users in  more acceptable and appropriate manner. These 

medical leaflets play both educative and informative roles, and they are very 

useful because they help readers  make informed choices even in a doctor‘s 

absence so that they may help patients to ensure self-care.  
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      In this study, the researcher intends to choose the language of medication 

as a kind of writing texts through the use of medical leaflets to be the data for 

it. Hence, these medical leaflets embody the real relation between healthcare 

institutions and people. Consequently, the language of these leaflets can be 

regarded as a rich area for study to discover its nature pragmatically with the 

use of speech acts theory as a specific device for the current study. 

 

1.2 The Problem  

         Medical leaflets are these informative texts which are compulsory in 

the packaging of every medicine. They show the most important 

characteristics of the product and give instructions and information on the 

use and application of drugs in a patient-friendly manner. Patient information 

leaflets aim to promote the proper use of medicines; therefore, manufacturers 

supplement these small pieces of printed papers to their medicinal products 

to control, regulate and avoid misuse of them. However, the language of the 

medical field has special formation and expressions especially the language 

of  medical leaflets. It is regarded as a difficult language type because the 

words may look different and one word may have different meanings. Hence, 

the medical field is regarded as a scientific one that has its own linguistic and 

pragmatic characteristics.  

 The  rules of writing  these leaflets are different from those in other 

linguistic fields, for example when someone wants to write a letter or a short 

story, there must be some restrictions and rules to be followed. The same is 

with medical leaflets, they are mostly written with a fixed style of formation. 

Thus, the structure of the language used in medical leaflets gives impression 
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of a sort of complexity to common people who are not familiar with the field 

of medicine. 

Being a reflection of  language of medication, this significant 

linguistic phenomenon issue requires some  studies to  shed  light on  these 

leaflets pragmatically. Therefore, the present study tends to investigate the 

language of selected medical patient leaflets from a  pragmatic point of view 

in an attempt to answer the following questions: 

1.Can speech acts theory be applicable in the language of medical leaflets 

just as literary works? 

2. What are the most dominant categories of speech acts used in these 

selected medical leaflets? 

3. What are the functions that these speech acts are used for in the selected  

medical leaflets? 

 

1.3 The Hypotheses 

 The present study hypothesizes the following: 

1.  Medical leaflets language can be regarded as a rich area  for the 

application of speech acts theory, and there are some speech acts found in 

analysing them. 

2. The speech acts which are used in constructing the medical leaflets 

language are directives and assertives. Directives, on the other hand, are the 

most dominant one with their illocutionary acts such as warning, instructing, 

advising, requesting ..etc. 
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3. Medical leaflets are directive and informative texts, and the purpose 

behind using them is to direct patients and lay people how to use their 

medicinal products safely and correctly.                      

 

1.4 The aims of the Study 

     In the light of the above –mentioned questions, the present study intends 

to achieve the following aim: Showing  the general features of  medical 

language by specifying the most dominant categories of speech act verbs 

within the utterances of the chosen medical patient leaflets in particular in 

order to explore the fundamental function behind using them.  

 

1.5 The Procedures and Data of the Study 

 To achieve the aim of the study and verify its hypotheses, the following 

steps will be adopted:  

1. Presenting a theoretical background concerning medical leaflets language, 

and  some pragmatic notions that are relevant to the scope of the study. 

3. Adopting a model of analysis based on Searl's taxonomy of speech acts 

theory (1969) with the help of Wierzbecka's book ( English Speech Acts 

Verbs: A Semantic Dictionary). 

4. Applying the adopted taxonomy to the medical leaflets language to find 

out its pragmatic characteristics. 

5. Conducting all the results of the analysis to test the validity  of the 

hypotheses of the study. 



 

5 
 

6. Drawing  the relevant conclusions and offering suggestions and 

recommendations. 

  

 1.6 The Limits of the Study 

       The study limits itself to the analysis of sixty selected medical leaflets. 

The analysis  is restricted to the pragmatic aspect only. They are analysed 

in terms of Searle's taxonomy of speech acts theory.  

 

1.7 The Significance of the Study 

      It is hoped that the present study will be advantageous and of value to 

researchers, linguists and students. It is also meant to be beneficial to those 

who have a tendency in examining the field of medicine and linguistics. The 

study also presents a good guideline for researchers in the field of linguistics 

in general. Theoretically, it can enrich his/her knowledge of the pragmatic 

aspect used in  medical leaflets, especially who are interested in analysing 

speech acts. Practically this study can be used as a reference for students who 

are generally interested  in the language of medication and particularly in 

medical leaflets. These medical texts can be regarded as a practical work  to 

increase their ability in interpreting them, and acquire medical expressions  

which give  new explanations  to their everyday medical  knowledge. 
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                                 CHAPTER TWO 

                        REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

2.I Introduction 

      This chapter is intended to present first the most obvious features and 

characteristics of  language of medication with a particular reference to the 

functions and genres  of  scientific texts which are apparently represented by 

medical leaflets. Then it shows a theoretical background and description that 

covers some  pragmatic theories and notions such as speech acts theory that 

are relevant to the scope of the present study. In this regard, The current 

chapter presents the theoretical part of the study that deals with the medical 

language in general including: genre and the genre of drug information, 

leaflets and their language, functions and lexical aspects, the reason behind 

choosing patient information leaflets, and the types of communication. On 

the other hand, the field of pragmatics is dealt with representing by 

describing its history as a branch of linguistics, the speech act theory 

(Austin‘s and Searle‘s) and its taxonomy, felicity conditions, criticism, its 

relation with culture and pragmatics.  

 

2.2 The Language of Medication  

      The language of medicine has been investigated for a very large extent 

since it has special terms and sentence structure , so due to huge 

development of medical science, the English language of medicine has 
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become the leading language. It is founded on Greco-Latin terminology and 

has specific lexical and discourse features. Thus, there was a need to create a 

new terms, in particular a new terminology, for medical branches, illnesses 

and disorders, state-of-the-art technology and the pharmaceutical industry 

that talk about healing, curing, or therapy; expressions of suffering; and 

relevant language ideologies. Medicine has numerous specializations and 

sub-specializations which require specific language of medicine. Medical 

language is the occupational register of physicians and it is largely opaque 

outside the medical community (Mićić, 2013:218). 

     McCullough (1989:111) and Mintz (1992:223) regard medical language 

as an abstract discourse about disease and organs and emphasize its 

distancing function, an artifact of its commitment to objectivity. The 

language of medicine frequently describes rather than defines incompletely 

understood natural phenomena. The English language of medicine serves as 

a model for other nations of how to create their languages of medicine. In 

addition, there is a tendency to use a descriptive (general) term taken from 

everyday language rather than a learned expression, for example, clotting 

rather than coagulation. Moreover, ordinary words with medical meaning are 

more frequently used (growth for tumour or temperature for fever). Such 

words are termed semi-technical words. 

     Medicine has always occupied a prominent place in all cultures and 

times. Because it is a common concern of all human beings, their health and 

healthcare are at the top of the political agenda in most parts of the world. 

However, the language through which medical knowledge and concepts are 

conveyed has often been criticized for being difficult to understand, and 

generally causes problems to most common people according to their  age 
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and educational level. There are two different situations in which common 

people may come in contact with the language of medicine: doctor-patient 

interactions and patient information leaflets. The former (spoken interaction) 

implies a contact with a health professional, while the latter (written 

discourse) does not necessarily need the mediation of an expert, such as a 

doctor or a pharmacist.  According to Maglie (2009: 36) medical texts 

present a high degree of sentence complexity. In fact, both kinds of text - 

patient information leaflets and specialized journal articles - show that 

medical sentences are longer than those of everyday language. Although the 

length of the sentence is another factor which complicates the 

comprehension of medical texts, it is very difficult to reduce sentences‘ 

length because the omission of certain necessary elements could create 

information gaps or ambiguities. In addition,  the complexity of medical 

sentences derives from the use of a great number of non-finite verb forms, 

which occur with double the frequency in medical specialized texts in 

comparison with standard English (ibid: 37).  

      Another characteristic that deserves highlighting is the use of passive 

voice. The frequent use of passive forms shows the  impersonal style of  

language of medication because  specialists are more interested in focusing 

on the effects, conditions and results of an action than in stressing who the 

author of an action is. In fact, in medical writing the agent is seldom 

expressed. The deleting of the agent can be explained by the fact that,  

medical articles are usually not written by doctors themselves or because the 

articles are written by a group of specialists. The writer‘s primary aim is to 

describe something that has been done, focusing in methods and results. In 

addition, it is quite obvious that implicit agents are physicians and 
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researchers; therefore, it would be useless  to explicit the agent. Scarpa 

(2008:46) states that the use of passive voice gives  not only an impersonal 

style to the text but also a higher degree of formality, which, together with 

objectiveness, is one of the major aims of language of medication (ibid).  

     On the other hand, Sheen (2010: 98) suggests that medical writers should 

lessen the use of passive voice because it is less clear, less forceful, and more 

detailed than active voice alternatives. He defines passive voice as: 

                the bane of medical writing; it pervades medical literature with the 

haze and heaviness of stagnant air. Writers sometimes use passive voice 

in an attempt to make their work sound scholarly and scientific, when 

actually they are perpetuating a writing tradition that is fraught with 

ponderous and obscure language.   

 

        On his part, Vitali (1983:196) adds that the language of medication is 

characterized by a high number of abbreviations, acronyms and synonyms 

which refer to the same medical concept and can lead to misunderstandings 

and confusion even in expert-to-expert communication. Therefore, Vitali 

suggests that medical language needs a terminological standardization in 

order to increase its degree of clarity and reduce confusion (ibid). According 

to Romich (2001:23): ―studying medical terminology is like learning a new 

language‖. In fact, at first sight, words look different and complicated. 

However, by understanding some important guidelines that govern medical 

language, people may become interested in and aware of how medical 

terminology works (ibid). 

   Finally, Bloom (1982:16) explains that medicine is a highly 

technical and complex science. But the basic principles of medical care and 
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good health should not be prerogative of medical professionals alone. Those 

principles should be generalized so that everyone can understand the basic 

principles of the medical science(ibid: 17). 

 

2.3 The Concept of Genre 

     Genre means a type of art, literature, or music characterized by a specific 

form, content, and style. For example, literature has four main genres: 

poetry, drama, fiction, and non-fiction. All of these genres have particular 

features and functions that distinguish them from one another. Hence, it is 

necessary on the part of readers to know which category of genre they are 

reading in order to understand the message it conveys, as they may have 

certain expectations prior to the reading concerned. 

      The most important concept of genre is the work of the "Australian genre 

school" by Martin. Martin defines genre as a "staged, goal-oriented, 

purposeful activity in which speakers engage as members of our culture" 

(Paltrige, 2012: 46). Martin is influenced by Halliday's linguistic model 

(1978) who claims that writing is socially embedded activity and socially 

constructive in which three kinds of meaning are simultaneously 

represented: the interpersonal, the textual and the ideational. 

Genre analysis attracts the attention of scholars since the early 1980 

and it has traditionally been a literary concept. Genre has recently become a 

popular framework for analyzing the form and rhetorical function of non-

literary discourse (Candlin, 1993: 212). Linguists and teachers of language 

have tried to apply genre-centered-approaches to the analysis of written and 

spoken discourse in order to provide satisfactory models and descriptions for 

https://literarydevices.net/style/
https://literarydevices.net/drama/
https://literarydevices.net/fiction/
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academic and scientific text. It also helps non-native speakers to enhance 

their ability of understanding the proper production of text (Dudley- Evans, 

1986:120). 

  Swales (1990: 124) defines genre as a class of communicative events 

sharing a set of communicative purposes, which are recognised and used by a 

discourse community. In his later work (2004) he puts emphasis on the 

intertwinement of genres. He claims that not all genres have equal value and, 

therefore, genres occur in hierarchies. Miller ( 1984: 159) defines genres as 

"typified rhetorical actions based in recurrent situations". Swales (1990:152) 

states that genre analysis is essentially based on two central assumptions: 

first, the feature of a similar group of text depends on the social context of 

their creation and use, and the second; those features can be described in a 

way that relates a text to other similar texts. He further introduces two other 

concepts, move (a seminal unit relevant to the writer‘s purpose) and step (the 

set of steps for a move is the set of rhetorical choices). Swales‘ (1990) model 

is very important in this field and has attracted the attention of many 

researchers working on medical genres (Nwogu, 1997; Samarj, 2000). 

      The genre of drug information leaflets is a common way to give useful 

pieces of information to patients using the medicine on the amount, way, 

expected side effects and hoped positive outcome of using a particular 

medicine. On the other hand, these documents may also serve as a special 

means of self-defence used by drug manufacturers for preventing legal 

action taken against them by unsatisfied, disappointed, or even damaged 

patients. Genres are very important in our everyday life and we do not 

realize how much we use them, how much they affect us, how much they 

determine the way we act and understand the others. 
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 2.3.1 The Genre of Drug Information Leaflets 

The genre of drug information leaflet depends on Swales' criteria. It is 

a class of communicative events that provides information to drug takers on 

the side-effects and the positive outcome of using a specific medicine. 

However, the communicative purpose of  these leaflets has two sides: they 

are either considered a vehicle of information for patients in connection with 

the usage, beneficial effects and possible adverse effects of a particular 

medicine or clarify the additional communicative purpose that modifies facts 

in order to convince patients to purchase a particular medicine and, more 

importantly, they are also meant to serve as a special means of self-defence 

by drug manufacturers. In addition, as information sheets, they are 

considered more typical exemplars of a drug information leaflet than 

brochures on the counters in pharmacies or TV-commercials on medicines 

(Swales, 1990: 121).  

The following rhetorical structure (five moves) is the most typical 

exemplars of the genre. The first move is description of the drug. It includes 

the type of medicines, indication (disease/condition it is applied for), form 

(tablet, capsule, suppository, injection etc.) and ingredients (basic active 

substance and excipients). The second move is pre-administration warning 

which enumerates pieces of information patients should report to their 

doctors or pharmacists, in addition to information on the contraindications of 

the medicine and its possible interaction with other medicines. The third 

move is instruction on administration that provides information on the 

manner of administration and on the dose. Here, patients are told if it is ok 

for them to drink alcohol or drive while using the medicine. Additional 

warnings are suggested, for example, what is to be done in the case of an 
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overdose. The fourth move is possible side effects in which a list of possible 

side effects are provided and it warns the patient to contact the doctor if side 

effects appear. The fifth move is instructions on storage. It contains 

instructions on the storage of medicines, for example, the temperature and 

humidity of the place where the medicine is stored, and on the ways of 

disposing of unwanted or expired medicine (Hegedűs, 2008:150). 

 

2.4 Definitions and Functions of Leaflets 

The medical leaflet is  a kind of written text on papers that is contained 

in medical products. Leaflets are primarily inserted in the products package 

by manufacturers to provide users with accurate and adequate information 

about the drugs purchased (Delia etal, 2018: 14-24).  Those leaflets are 

written and directed  for a particular purpose and particular readers. They are 

usually used to inform people about a particular issue and to persuade them 

to donate money or to buy something. Leaflets are also used to encourage 

people to read them because they are often attractive and they usually convey 

factual information to help others get the point directly. It is noticed that 

Leaflets are written for a particular purpose.. Some types of leaflets, 

especially those that try to persuade people to donate money, often use 

emotive pictures and language(s) in order to make the reader sympathizes or 

feels sad (guilty) in the hope that they will donate money. leaflet is willing to 

equip highly literate people with unusual terms they may wish to know, e.g. 

―dizziness on standing due to low blood pressure (postural hypotension)‘ and 

‗skin that is red, flaky and peeling (exfoliative dermatitis)‖ (Cutts, 

2015:167). For example, concerning a visit to the doctor, the leaflet says, 
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―Take your medicine in its original packaging with you in order to enable the 

doctor to identify your medication easily‖. This could be more crisply put as 

―Carry your medicine with you in its original packaging so the doctor knows 

exactly what it is‖. 

 

2.5 Why Patient Information Leaflets 

     In the field of medicine, Patient Information Leaflets are considered to be 

one of the most important text types. They, for medicines, are known as 

documents that are ―based on summaries of product characteristics, a 

description of a medicine‘s properties and the conditions attached to its use‖ 

(www.mhra.gov.uk/spc-pil/index.htm). 

     They are sort of mini instruction manual that contain ―directives‖ (Searle, 

1976:123), which in turn include warnings, orders, explanations, requests, 

about the directives and information about the product. In specific, they tell 

patients what the medicines are for and how to use them efficiently and 

safely(Trimble 1985: 20 ). 

     Sless and Shrensky (2006:1) state that these medical leaflets should not 

only be ―focused on the content of the information‖ , they are also 

considered to be ―consumer-focused approach‖ that asks ―What do we want 

people to do with the information?‖. To conclude, medical leaflets are 

classified as ―hybrid texts‖, according to Taylor‘s definition (Taylor, 1996: 

285); such type of scientific leaflets  fulfil the referential and the conative 

functions at one and the same time (Jakobson, 1960:123). In addition, they 

http://www.mhra.gov.uk/spc-pil/index.htm
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do provide facts and factual information that concurrently aim ―at making the 

receiver act, think or behave in a certain way‖ (Dodds, 2012: 58). 

Patient leaflets contain reliable information on drugs and they are one 

of the vital means of doctor-patient communication - part of the direct-to-

consumer communication. They are very important because they help 

readers to make informed choices even in a doctor‘s absence, thereby 

helping patients to ensure self-care. The importance of this is that, unlike 

other unregulated sources of information such as online adverts and 

information center adverts, the patient information leaflet is highly regulated 

because it has to undergo some approval processes. 

 

2.6 The Language of Leaflets 

 The language of leaflets, as experts clarify, should be as much plain 

and simple as possible. The most used leaflets are those combined with oral 

information compared with the oral or written information alone (Hill and 

Bird, 2003:167). However, poorly conceived leaflets can sometimes lead to a 

negative patient response and reaction (Dixon-Wood, 2001:123). The 

language of the leaflets may sometimes be unhelpful if, first, informational 

document uses unclear and vague language, or use random formatting (Hirsh 

etal, 2009: 22). 

The language of leaflets is considered informative for all types of 

patients. The medical register cannot simply be defined as the medium 

through which physicians, nurses and doctors communicate among 

themselves within the specialized medical community since knowledge of 
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different medical concepts and terms is common for all even among ordinary 

people. Therefore, health care is a fundamental aspect of everybody‘s life. 

Medical language is used in a variety of contexts in which participants are 

non-expert health professionals. By watching, for example, television 

programmes that talk about particular diseases, advertisements of 

pharmaceutical products, information leaflets for patients, and promotions of 

prevention campaigns against particular diseases, it is concluded that such 

specialized information are addressed to a non-specialized audience. 

Moreover, Thorne (1997:12) shows that the grammar and lexis of medical 

leaflets should be linked directly to the field, specific and sentences should 

be short and incomplete in order to insure simplicity.  

 

2.7 Some Lexical Aspects of  Leaflets  

The medical English vocabulary, according to Salager (1985:278), has 

three classes of words. Salager calls the first class Basic Medical English. It 

contains a general vocabulary fund, items of which appear in various medical 

genres and types, of any subject area they deal with. The second is the so-

called Specialised Medical English, which contains more specialised 

vocabulary than the first class, and its items occur in some, but not all, of the 

specialist areas of medicine. However, the third is Fundamental Medical 

English. This class includes items the roots of which occur in all types of 

medical texts irrespective of the speciality, but they do not belong to the 

class of Basic Medical English (cited in Hegedűs, 2008:213).  

The choice of vocabulary in drug information leaflets is determined by 

the fact that instances of the genre are written for lay people by experts of the 
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field of medicine. The main lexical feature of drug information leaflets is that 

they contain "special vocabulary" that needs to be understood by the lay 

person. So, the terminology contained in Basic Medical English is used 

rather than using technical jargon, for example, they use "dizziness" instead 

of vertigo, "tummy pain" instead of abdominal pain, "blockage" instead of 

obstruction or "feeling of fullness" instead of distention. If second or third 

specialised technical terms are used, an explanation is provided for the term, 

thereby meeting the double criteria of factuality and understandability. For 

example, "jaundice (yellowing of the skin and whites of the eyes)", 

"palpitations (being aware of your heartbeat)", "hypoglycaemia (low blood 

sugar)", "urination (passing water)" or "hypertension (high blood pressure)" 

(cited in Hegedűs, 2008). 

 

2.8 The Types of Communication 

Ulrych (1992: 32) states that ―successful communication takes place 

when the purpose of the message is encoded effectively and decoded 

appropriately‖  and, more specifically, when and if ―orders and commands 

acquire a cooperative value‖ (ibid: 274). 

In his turn, Crystal (2008:292) views the term 'language' as a mean 

used generally to most specific level referring to the concrete act of speaking 

or writing in a given situation, for example, the written information enclosed 

in drug products that are coded in a language. Without a way of 

communication, a medical discourse community may not exist. This could be 

applied to any other speech community because in any discourse community, 

the group‘s means of communication are ceased, the community itself will 



 

18 
 

be ceased to grow more and more. For example, the communication between 

each medical facility is highly important in advancements in technology and 

communication within each medical facility is also important to the general 

patient care and treatment. Communication between physicians, paramedics, 

nurses should be clear and free from ambiguity and concise. Good 

communication between physician and patient is critical to a patient's overall 

satisfaction with health care services and compliance with medical regimens 

(DiMatteo and Hays, 1980: 246).The type of communication is important to 

be understood depending on the participants, for example, doctor-doctor 

communication and patient doctor communication or vice versa (Wilce 

2009:79). Some other types of communication include nonverbal behaviors 

such as eye-contact and silence. In their study, Chang,  Park, and Kim 

(2013:190) have suggested that a doctor's eye-contact encourages the  

patients to talk, therefore, when a patient encounters a physician's ―no eye-

contact behavior‖, active participation in the interview would be difficult. In 

contrast, the results demonstrate that physicians made more eye-contact 

when they were engaged in empathic listening and giving supportive talks 

(ibid: 201). 

 

 2.9 Pragmatics as a Branch of Linguistics 

       The linguistic field of pragmatics is basically concerned with the study 

of language usage. The term pragmatics is used for the first time by the 

philosopher Charles Morris who links it to the field of semiotics. According 

to him, pragmatics is ―the study of the relation of language to interpreters‖ 

(Levinson, 1983:1) 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Chang%20CL%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=23433331
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Park%20BK%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=23433331
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Kim%20SS%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=23433331
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     Hence, pragmatics expands so fast and becomes famous in a short time. It 

started mainly in the 1950s  (Haung, 2007:78) and developed in the past 

twenty years, more specifically, in late 1960s and early 1970s. In the 1960s, 

it was the interest of philosophers like Morris, Carnap and Price and the 

1970s witness the rise of pragmatics to linguists. Linguists start developing 

some theories out of pragmatics like the theory of speech acts and the theory 

of conversational implicature.  

Robert, Davies and Jupp (1992:15) add  that pragmatics is not only 

concerned with syntax and literal meaning like semantics (the study of literal 

meaning of words) but with intended meaning of the speaker and interpreted 

meaning of the listener. Pragmatics is given the metaphor of the ―waste-

basket‖ of linguistics. This metaphor expresses a negative connotation that 

weakens its position as an area of linguistics. Later, Mey (2001:198) 

considers, positively, pragmatics as the skeleton and a new discipline of 

linguistics. 

Kearns (2000:98) considers pragmatics as one of the elements of 

meaning that is understood on the basis of the contextual information. One 

needs to go beyond the single words of the sentence and depends on the 

interpreter‘s ability to interrupt meaning. As a matter of fact,  dealing with 

pragmatics requires extending and refining the literal meaning to understand 

the meaning of the expressions the speaker utters. It is concerned with 

language, users and context. For example, the pragmatic meaning of a 

sentence, ―It is cold now‖, uttered in a air-cooled room would be a request 

from the speaker to turn off the air cooler machine or to reduce the volume of 

air cooler. 
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The aspects of meaning and language use in the context  depend on the 

speaker, the addressee and other features like the context of utterance. People 

usually have some desires they do not express or cannot express for variety 

of reasons, e.g. because of fear, insult, inferiority etc. Here, pragmatics tries 

to study the personality of humans based on their characterization, feelings, 

volition, attitudes, and the needs of people and so on. Thus, pragmatics 

studies the language of real people in the real context. Crystal (2008:240) 

argues that  Pragmatics is ―the study of language from the point of view of 

users, especially of the choices they make, the constraints they encounter in 

using language in social interaction and the effects their use of language has 

on other participants‖. Therefore, pragmatics cares for what is meant not of 

what is said, that is, it studies what the speaker means by saying something 

and what the hearer understands of what is said. According to Geoffrey N. 

Leech declares that:  

The pragmatic analysis of language can be broadly understood to be the 

investigation into the aspect of meaning which is derived not from the 

formal properties of words and constructions, but from the way in which 

utterances are used how they are related to the context in which they are 

uttered (1987:290). 

      Cutting (2008: 2) states that pragmatics and discourse analysis study the 

relation of language to contextual background features which study context, 

text and function. Pragmatics focuses on what is not explicitly stated and on 

how to interpret an utterance in situational contexts. They are concerned not 

so much with the sense of what is said as with its force, that is, with what is 

communicated by the manner and style of an utterance. Studying language 

via pragmatics approach leads to know the nature of language. It leads to a 
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deep analysis of what message that is brought in an utterance said by a 

speaker. It gives the advantages that one can talk about people's intended 

meanings, their assumptions, their purposes or goals, and the kinds of actions 

performed in utterances (ibid). 

         Consequently, to define pragmatics as has been realized by scholars, is 

not an easy task. Some researchers have dismissed pragmatics by labeling it 

as the wastebasket of linguistics. However, the study of this branch of 

linguistics is very crucial in doing linguistic analysis because it emphasizes 

the relationship between language and its users under the influence of the 

contextual situation. Yule (1996: 3) signifies four areas that make the general 

frame of pragmatic: the speaker's meaning, the contextual meaning, what is 

more communicated than what is said, and expressions of relative distance. 

Hence, Levinson (1983:21) sees that pragmatics studies the relations 

between language and context that are basic to account for language 

understanding. In other words, Pragmatics is not after what is there in the 

speaker's mind, rather it aims at understanding the possible interpretations of 

particular utterances in certain context. This is what Katz (1977:19) 

highlights as he suggests that "grammars are theories about the structure of 

sentence types... pragmatic theories, in contrast explicate the reasoning of 

speakers and hearers". 
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Figure 1: Analytical Construct of pragmatics [Adopted from Birner]  

 

     Pragmatics is concerned with many theories and principles of language 

like speech acts theory, theory of conversational implicatures and principles 

like cooperative, politeness, and irony. One of the most important theories is 

speech act theory (related to this study) is going to be explained in the next 

sub-sections.   

 

2.10 Speech Acts Theory  

      Speech act theory appears as a reaction to a philosophical doctrine of 

the 1930s, called logical positivism. According to logical positivism, a 

sentence can be either true or false to the reality for which it stands otherwise 
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it is ―strictly speaking meaningless‖ (Levinson, 1994:227). This would mean 

that most ethical, aesthetic, literary discourses and everyday utterances are 

meaningless. At the very beginning, Wittgenstein (1921-1961 ) is one of the 

fervent proponents of this doctrine, but he soon changes his stand and 

underlines that ―meaning in use‖ and that utterances are explicable in relation 

to the role they play in different activities or language-games(Wittgenstein, 

1958: 43) . 
Speech acts, in general, are manifestations of language, that is, actions 

that are determined by doing something with language and have 

psychological and behavioural consequences in the interactions between the 

speaker and the hearer. Sometimes what is uttered by the speaker is not the 

same as what he/she means in certain contexts. At the same time what is said 

may have a specific meaning but that also means something else in certain 

circumstances because of certain social conventions, cultural values and 

social norms that exist within a specific speech community (Senft, 2014: 

234). In other words, Speech act theory which is contributed to the American 

philosopher J. L. Austin, identifies utterances and turns of speech as real 

actions. It is not only concerned with the language used by the speaker but 

also the changes in the state of behaviour of the speaker and the listener 

when communicating (ibid:253).  

Yule (2009:47) defines speech acts as ―actions performed via 

utterances‖. Speech Act Theory is originated as a theory within the 

philosophy of Language in order to clarify the ways of using language. It is 

used in a wide context in linguistics and more recently in computational 

models as well. Speech Act Theory is developed by Austin at 1962 and later 

by Searle at 1969. It is away in which speakers ―mean more than the 
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linguistic meaning of words they have uttered‖ (Allott, 2010:79). For 

example, the sentence ―Third battalion will retake the ridge by nightfall‖ 

may be a promise, a threat, a prediction or an order, or, with different 

intonation, a question. So, this theory believes that words do not just say 

something but they perform something as well. Saying ―Silence, please! I 

will answer an important call‖ performs the action of request. It is concluded 

that words in isolation do not give meaning because what matter is the 

function not the form. It the context, the attitude of the speaker and its effect 

on the hearer are what give the utterance meaning and sense. 

  Speech Act Theory regards the nonverbal behaviors central to 

speaking.  When someone speaks, they make certain acts like a promise, ask 

a question, greeting, challenging, give order or request from somebody to do 

something, apologizing, judging, threat someone, complaining, name 

something, pronounce somebody husband and wife, and so on. Such acts that 

have functions in communication are known as speech acts and they belong 

to the field of pragmatics, so their study is called speech acts theory. In 

performing speech acts, one has to take the cultural differences into 

consideration because they are important (Mey, 2009:123). 

 

2.11 Searle’s Theory 

     John R. Searle developes and modifies the theory of speech act after 

scholars like J. L. Austin, P. F. Strawson and H. P. Grice adding some 

innovative ideas. He believes that instead of differentiating between 

locutionary, illocutionary and perlocutionary utterances, a description of 

illocutionary acts should be presented. The force and meaning of a speech act 
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is also different from Austin‘s. If directive sentences are used to describe 

speech acts a speaker does to get the hearer to carry out an action, then a 

suggestion would carry a weak force whereas a command would carry a 

stronger force (Searle and Van derVeken, 1985:198). 

     Searle also presents four directions of fit in language stating that there are 

"four and only four". These are: (Green, 2018:206). 

1. Word-to-World, where the utterance fits an independently existing state of 

affairs in the world. A statement of fact exhibits this direction of fit.  

2. World-to-Word, where the world is altered to fit the propositional content 

of the illocution. An example of such an act would be a directive speech act, 

such as an order.  

3.The double direction of fit is when the world is altered to fit the 

propositional content of the utterance by being represented as so altered. For 

example: I name this ship the SS Titanic".  

4. The null direction of fit. Where there is no question of achieving success 

of fit between word and world. According to Searle expressive acts (i.e. 

those where the speaker is expressing his feelings) provide examples of the 

null direction of fit. 

 

 2.12 Searle’s Taxonomy 

     Searle‘s criticizes Austin‘s speech act stating that he classifies 

illocutionary verbs not illocutionary acts. He classifies illocutionary act into 

the following: (Mey, 2001:143) 
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1. Assertives or Representatives: they put the hearer into the truth of the 

proposition. They include acts like asserting, concluding, affirming, 

believing, concluding, denying, reporting, etc. For example: ―John, and his 

group accompanies their teacher the fields in the morning. Carry the pot of 

water to wash the place there.‖ 

2. Directives: the speaker action to convince the hearer to do something, 

perform the action. They involve ordering, requesting, asking, begging, 

challenging, commanding, daring, inviting, insisting, etc. For example: 

―Don‘t be afraid. Put your head against my shoulder‖. 

3. Commissives: they commit the speaker to perform future action(s). They 

involve promising, offering, guarantee, pledging, swearing, vowing, 

undertaking, warrant, etc. For example: ―I promise you this—you‘ll succeed 

in this month.‖ 

4. Expressives: they express a psychological or mental state of the speaker 

involving thanking, congratulating, apologizing, appreciating, deploring, 

detesting, regretting, thanking, welcoming etc. as in ―I am glad you are not 

smoking. I hate smoke.‖ 

5. Declaratives: they cause change in the state of affairs of the linguistic 

utterance. The speaker alters the external status or condition of an object or 

situation by making the utterance as in: ―If you are John, I am Bella—the 

Solitary Saint.‖(ibid: 144). 

   Searle‘s typology helps to classify acts clearly without any confusion; they 

are clearly marked and they do not overlap with each other. 
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     Shelley (1992:45) discusses the problem of the speech acts theory and its 

taxonomy. Shelly states that the taxonomy‘s major issue is that it does not 

take the importance of sentence mood into consideration. In other words, the 

researcher tries to clarify why it is difficult to the sentence moods correspond 

with the types of illocutionary acts. The important suggestion of Shelly is 

that an anticonventionalist theory could solve such issue because the primary 

performatives are considered implicit in the conventionalist speech acts 

theory. For example, saying ―I‘ll see you on Monday‖ could be a promise or 

a predication. So, since many statements in English could have such 

ambiguity, it is difficult to suggest separate moods for each sentence. In 

addition, Sadock and Zwicky (1985:111) also say that all languages have the 

same division of moods: declarative, imperative and interrogative which 

means that all languages share the same level of ambiguity. 

 

2.13 Felicity Conditions 

     The theory of felicity conditions is proposed by Austin and later modified 

by other scholars. Austin specifies some general rules of felicity conditions 

in order for the speech act to be performed successfully:  

A1. There must exist an accepted conventional procedure having a 

certain conventional effect, the procedure to include the uttering of 

certain words by certain persons in certain circumstances…  

A2. The particular persons and circumstances must be appropriate for 

the invocation of the particular procedure invoked…  

B1. The procedure must be executed by all the participants correctly…  
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B2. …and completely.… (Saeed, 2016: 234) 

Performative verb utterances can be performed felicitously or 

infelicitously when they cannot be applied to the truth or falsity. Cummings 

(2014: 5) identifies Austin‘s three categories of felicity condition:    

(1) a conventional procedure which has a conventional effect in the 

presence of appropriate people and circumstances; (2) the conventional 

procedure must be performed correctly and completely; and (3) the 

thoughts, intentions and feelings required by the conventional 

procedure are present in the people involved in the speech act.   

       According to Cutting (2008: 15), in order for speech acts to be 

appropriately and successfully performed, certain felicity conditions have to 

be met. Furthermore, Cutting copies Austin's statement that the felicity 

conditions are the context and roles of participants that must be recognized 

by all parties; the action must be carried out completely, and the persons 

must have the right intentions. For Searle, there is a general condition for all 

speech acts, that the hearer must hear and understand the language, and that 

the speaker must not be pretending or play-acting. Austin proposes three 

types of felicity conditions: sincerity conditions, conditions for execution and 

preparatory conditions. Searle develops the concept of felicity conditions and 

proposes three conditions as well: general conditions, content conditions, and 

essential conditions. To sum up, there are five main types of felicity 

conditions exemplified as follows: (Briner, 2013:193) 

1. General Conditions: in this type, one can understand the language 

being used. They are not nonsensical. 
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2. Content Conditions: the content of the utterance is about acts done 

in future, that is the action is concerned with future event.  

3. Preparatory Conditions: the action, here, will be carried out by itself 

and when this is done, the action is considered beneficial. 

4. Sincerity Conditions: the action conveys or guarantees  the   

sincerity of the promise.  

          5. Essential Conditions: they capture the essence of the act of 

apologizing, which is precisely to obligate the speaker to perform the action. 

   In speech-act theory if the conditions are not satisfied then the act is either 

not really accomplished (misfire) or is accomplished but insincerely (abuse). 

For example, in a wedding ceremony, if the person who says ―I now 

pronounce you man and wife‖ is not qualified to officiate, then no marriage 

has taken place (action will not be accomplished). But if the bride and groom 

only got married to meet the terms of a will and have no intention to live 

together as a married couple, then the marriage does come into existence but 

is accomplished insincerely (Allott, 2010:214). 

  

2.14 Indirect Speech Acts 

      Generally, speech acts could be direct or indirect, when the form matches 

the function, that is, a declarative functions as statement, an interrogative 

functions as a question and an imperative functions as order, the act is called 

direct, on the other hand, when there is mismatch between the form and 

function, that is, a declarative functions as a request or an interrogative 

functions as an offer, the act is called indirect (Birner, 2013:78). 
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      Sometimes the literal meaning of the words or sentences is not enough to 

understand the motives behind utterances. The intention or the underlying 

purpose of the speaker says should be taken into account to understand the 

meaning. For example, saying ―could you pass the salt?‖ or ―it is cold here‖ 

could not be understood literally only. Although the former is an 

interrogative but it is not asking question about ability as the literal meaning 

would suggest but it fulfils the function of requesting the interpreter to pass 

the salt. The latter is a declarative but functions as request, that is, the 

speaker is requesting the hearer to close a window or turn on the heat van. 

This is an indirect speech act which Searle defines to be an utterance in 

which one speech act is performed indirectly by performing another. In other 

words, indirect speech acts are ―a combination of two acts‖ (Mey, 2001: 

113). The indirect speech act is understood by the illocutionary force, the 

meaning the speaker intended to convey in performing the illocutionary act 

(Yule, 2006). For example, the indirect speech can be used to reject an offer 

as in: 

-Would you like to go to the café? 

-I have class. 

     Here, the answer is considered as a rejection but it is mentioned in 

indirect way. Indirect speech acts could be used to express information more 

politely. People tend to use indirect speech acts mainly in connection with 

―politeness‖ (Leech, 1983:108) since they diminish the unpleasant meaning 

(message) contained in requests and orders. 

     In other words, sentence structure and its function is another approach to 

locate illocutionary force of certain performative verb in certain speech act. 

Yule (1996: 54-5) distinguishes two relationships, the direct relationship 
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between three structure forms and three general communicative functions as 

follows: 

Utterance    -                Form  -                           Function 

You wear a seat belt.     Declarative              Statement 

Do you wear a seat belt?   Interrogative                   Question 

Wear a seat belt.               Imperative              Command/ Request 

 

The absence of such relationship indicates an indirect illocutionary force: 

 Utterance    -                              Form      -              Function  

The door is open                          Declarative           Request 

You are standing in front of me.     Declarative        Order 

Is there a wild animal?                  Interrogative        Warning 

Do you have to stand here?         Interrogative        Order 

      It is worth mentioning that indirect illocutionary force of an utterance is 

considered gentler and more polite  than speech act of direct illocutionary 

force (ibid.: 55).      

 However, Birner (2013:194) illustrates in a diagram how direct and 

indirect speech acts used. It is known that performative verbs can be either 

explicit or implicit and both these types can be employed in direct and 

indirect speech acts although that both direct and indirect speech is more 

common in implicit performatives. 
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                                                                     Speech  acts 

                                                 

                 

                     direct                                                                                           indirect 

       

explicit performative   implicit performative                  explicit performative                implicit performative                
I tell you, I‘m going home  (Go home!)                   I tell you, I‘d really like a cold drink.  (I‘d really like a cold drink) 

     Figure 2: Division of Direct and Indirect Speech Acts [adopted from Birner]  

 

     Moreover, one needs to make a comparison between explicit and implicit 

statements to understand the difference clearly. For example: 

1. Can you pass the salt? 

2. I request you pass the salt to me. 

       The first is implicit and the second is explicit. There is no grammatical 

justification that makes the first function as a request as the second. 

However, they are both understood in the same way. The literal meaning of 

the first is understood as a question that requires yes/no answer. Saeed 

(2016:97) suggests a solution derived from Searle regarding how to extract 

non-literal meaning from an indirect speech act. According to Saeed, since 

linguistic communication depends on felicity and utterance conditions, then 

one needs to look at which conditions are made explicit in an indirect 

utterance. When one is performing a literal request there is a preparatory 

condition that assumes that the hearer is able to perform the act requested. 

This preparatory condition is made explicit in the first example hearer‘s 

ability to perform an action is questioned. ―Indirect speech acts work because 
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they are systematically related to the structure of the associated direct act: 

they are tied to one or another of the act's felicity[and utterance] conditions‖ 

(Saeed, 2016: 232). Such kind of indirect speech acts are not only 

accomplished through sufficient fulfilment of Searle's utterance conditions 

but also because of the ―cooperative principle‖; which is a kind of tacit 

agreement between listeners and speakers to cooperate in linguistic 

communication. It is the cooperative principle which allows all speech acts, 

whether direct or not, to be achieved. So, Searle (1975: 85) states that the 

indirect speech acts are based on Gricean maxims, the background 

knowledge, and the hearer‘s ability to make an inference. 

 

2.15 Some Criticism of Speech Act Theory 

Speech Act Theory is criticized by some philosophers and scholars 

like Grice and Strawson. Strawson (1969) and Grice (1996) reject Austin‘s 

distinction of illocutionary acts and perlocutionary acts in terms of 

conventionality and explain the speech act in terms of intention. Grice 

(1996:245) distinguishes between ―natural meaning‖ whether or not there is 

a ―natural‖ connection between utterance and what is meant by the utterance, 

and ―non-natural meaning‖ that does not possess any natural connection. 

Grice looks at speech acts theory in terms of intention, what he means is that 

―the meaning of a language token consists in its intentional use by the 

speaker to accomplish her desire to get the hearer to do something by 

revealing to the hearer that the speaker has this intention‖ (Martin, 1987: 85). 

On the other hand, Strawson (1969: 380) views speech acts as not necessarily 

dependent on conventions that function as connecting factors between 
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utterance and what is meant by it. In other words, a person can act without 

using an existing convention all the time in order to perform an act by saying 

something. Instead, the contention by Strawson as well as Grice is that it is 

―intention‖ that takes a role of acting by saying something. Strawson rejects 

the illocution-perlocution distinction of speech acts theory that is based on 

the existence of conventions (ibid:400). 

 Searle (1975:82) rejects Austin‘s locution/illocution distinction, which 

lead him to his differently structured speech acts theory. He believes that 

since meaning sometimes determines the force of the utterance, the 

distinction is not completely general. For example, the meaning of ―I 

promise‖ determines the force of the act as an illocutionary act of promising. 

But at the same time, the utterances that are different tokens of the same 

locutionary type can be tokens of different illocutionary types. Therefore, ―I 

am going to do it‖ may sometimes be mere prediction and at other times be a 

promise without changing its meaning. However, the explicit performative of 

this sentence would be [I hereby promise that I am going to do it]; Searle 

rejects that this explicit utterance has locutionary act. Searle however denies 

that one can abstract from the illocutionary nature of the utterance to 

consider it solely in terms of locutionary meaning. In other words, he 

believes that it can be described as an illocution but not as a locution. 

Although meaning determines force, the force of the utterance is not the 

same as meaning in all its sense. Searle shows that force can be assimilated 

to meaning to the extent that meaning determines force. In so far, he shows 

that not all speech acts can be analyzed into illocutionary and locutionary 

acts since sometimes the illocution cannot be abstracted from. This therefore 
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justifies his leaving the locutionary act out of his analysis of the speech act 

(Searle, 1976:23).  

 

 2.16 Speech Acts Analysis and Pragmatics 

     Speech acts represent a key concept in the field of pragmatics which can 

be broadly defined as language use in context taking into account the 

speaker‘s and the addressee‘s verbal and non-verbal contributions to the 

negotiation of meaning in interaction. Speech act theory and Pragmatics 

intend to study linguistic phenomena that are unexplained by the 

grammatical or logical analysis of language. Utterances of speech act are 

made for specific functions and that a certain structural arrangement of their 

constituents is necessary to articulate these functions. There is an agreement 

that pragmatics is a system of rules which defines the relationship of 

meaning to the context in which it occurs, that is, it matches functions with 

particular language choices in a particular context. Pragmatics is the branch 

of linguistics that deals with language and how we use it in conversation. 

Pragmatics deals with three major communication skills: using language, 

changing language, and following certain rules. Pragmatic analysis deals 

with utterance meaning rather than sentence meaning that deals with the truth 

conditional. Therefore, Speech-act theory is a subfield 

of pragmatics concerned with the ways in which words can be used not only 

to present information but also to carry out actions (Searle, Kiefer and 

Bierwisch, 1980:103). 

       According to Yule (2009:198) pragmatics is the study of meaning as it is 

pronounced by the speaker or writer and how the listener or reader 

https://www.thoughtco.com/speech-act-linguistics-1692119
https://www.thoughtco.com/pragmatics-language-1691654
https://www.thoughtco.com/word-english-language-1692612
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understands it. Therefore, pragmatics has more to do with the analysis of 

what people mean by their utterances than what the words or phrases in those 

utterances might mean by themselves  Generally, pragmatics is the study that 

deals with speech acts and events. Baker shows that "pragmatics is the study 

of language in use. It is the Study of meaning, not as generated by the 

linguistic system but as conveyed and manipulated by participants in a 

communicative situation" (Baker,1992: 217). Pragmatics also explores how 

listeners can make influences in order to understand the speaker‘s intended 

meaning. The field of pragmatics also deals with how a great deal of unsaid 

is recognized as a communicated part by the listener (Yule, 2009: 3). Also, 

Hudson (2000: 312) defines pragmatics as the relationship between language 

and its context of use. The pragmatic aspect is important in understanding 

how language works in respect to the context . 

     Pragmatic reflections have emerged on the philosophical scene with what 

is called ―Speech acts theory‖, which is originated by work of Austin (1911-

1960). He rejects the truth conditional view of language that mainly aims at 

saying true things, at transmitting a certain ―content‖ or piece of information 

about something from the speaker‘s point of view. Austin wants to 

emphasize pragmatic phenomena arising in speech: more precisely the fact 

that discourse may accomplish action. His discovery focuses on the idea that 

speech changes something in the course of events rather than only conveying 

something that is not explicitly said. He cares for what is done not for what is 

said. He believes that every utterance aims at doing something and thus does 

not only depend on truth-conditions (Ambroise, 2010). Later, scholars like 

Searle, Grice, Strawson and others develop Austin‘s and each other ideas.  
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                                  CHAPTER 3 

                                METHODOLOGY 

 

3.1 Introduction 

    The current chapter presents the data collection, the model and procedures 

of data analysis.  

 

3.2 Data Collection 

     This study attempts to investigate and analyse the pragmatic aspects on 

certain selected medical leaflets. The researcher collects sixty samples of 

medical leaflets thinking they are enough to present a well-modified 

pragmatic analysis that covers all the required notions.  One can state 

that the medical leaflets are folded sheets of papers that are usually 

formed for the healthcare professionals and patients giving the latter 

some pieces of information and directions about the treatment. Thus, 

the data of the current work have been taken from those folded sheets 

of paper that are found within the packets of medicinal products. 

Besides, these samples of leaflets are selected randomly from different 

types of medicines as pills, capsules, syrups, injections, ointments, 

creams and lotions. 
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      They are gathered from three main sources. First, the researcher used 

what she has in her possession. Second, she collected some from friends. 

Third, she contacted some pharmacy stores in and procured copies from 

them.  

     Most medical leaflets have the same standard design which consist of 

the same parts and headings to be analysed. They are: 

1. Composition: This part shows the contains of the medical products. The 

researcher neglects analyzing it because they are merely numbers reflect 

medical compositions. 

2. Indications of the Medicine: This part presents the pharmaceutical form 

and strength of the product. 

3. Contraindication: It shows the interactions with other medicines, food, 

and information for special group of patients. 

4. Side Effect: This part of the leaflet represents any effects the medical 

product may cause to the patient and what he should do if any of these 

occur. 

5. Warnings:  This part of information deals with any precautions and 

warnings to patients to avoid the mistakes in using medications. 

6. Dosage and Administration: This part shows how to use or take the 

medicine including  the method  and route of administration.  

7. Over Dosage and Treatment:  This part shows what the patient do in the 

case of overdose and the risk of withdrawal effects. 
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8. Storage: This part of information presents the conditions to store the 

medical protect. 

9. Additional Information may be presented depending on the nature and 

description of the medicinal product. 

 

3.3 The Model of the Analysis 

     The pragmatic analysis of the chosen medical leaflets is carried out 

according to the speech acts theory of Searle (1969) Speech Acts: An 

Essay in the Philosophy of Language. In this regard, the study adopts 

Searle's taxonomy of speech acts that provides  five categories to analyse  

texts which are assertives, directives, expressives, commissives and 

declarations. Consequently, the speech acts with their illocutionary acts are 

identified in each leaflet. This task is not easy due to the fact that one 

locutionary act might seem to have more than one illocutionary act. That is 

why Wierzbicka's Semantic dictionary (1987)* is relied upon. In this 

dictionary there is a long explanation for each illocutionary act that makes 

the identification of it easier and more accurate 

 

 

_____________________________________________________________ 

* Wierzbicka, Anna (1987). English Speech act Verbs: A Semantic Dictionary. Australia: 

Academic Press. 
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3.4 The Procedures of Data Analysis 

     The procedures followed in the analysis of this study are as follows: 

1. Sixty medical leaflets are selected variably from different types of 

treatments to be the data of the present study. This data will pragmatically be 

investigated in terms of  Searle's speech acts theory and its illocutionary acts. 

 

2.The statistical findings of the analytical work will be presented in tables 

and figures. The tables  calculate the frequencies and percentages of speech 

acts and their illocutionary acts. Figures, on the other hand, demonstrate the 

rates of percentages of the speech acts and their illocutionary acts. 

 

 3. Conclusions are drawn to test the validity of the hypotheses of the present 

work. 
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                             CHAPTER FOUR 

    THE PRAGMATIC ANALYSIS OF SOME 

MEDICAL LEAFLETS 

 

4.1 Introduction 

    This chapter is devoted to the practical part of the study. It deals with the 

analytical aspect that presents the way by which  pragmatics is applied to 

sixty medical patient leaflets in terms of speech acts theory. These leaflets 

are investigated in terms of  the proposed model of John R. Searl (1969) 

with the help of Weirzbicka's dictionary (1987). This chapter shows the 

application of  Searl 's speech acts theory to the language of medication 

which is practically represented by the selected medical leaflets. In this 

regard, the readers can get an obvious understanding of the most common 

speech acts categories in medical leaflets throughout the pragmatic analysis 

with its statistical aspects and manifestations.   

     These sixty medical patient leaflets that are chosen for the analysis 

almost share the same elements and classifications since the main purpose 

behind using them is to provide guidance, and to ensure that people can use 

medicine safely and appropriately. Consequently, the official wording of 

most leaflets conveys the impression of objectivity, avoidance of prolixity, 

and a certain degree of impersonality. Moreover, the language used in 

writing these texts do not have any social or cultural references that can be 

difficult to understand and translate. 
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  4.2 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (1) entitled Motilium 

     Tables 1 and 2 clearly show that directive speech acts are most frequent in 

this leaflet, occurring (116) times and constituting (78.91% ) of the (147) 

total speech acts (see figure 3). The highest share of directives is gained to 

warning (49), (42.24%). Instructing gets (41), (35.34%). Advising 

obtains(19), (16.38%) and the last one is asking (7) which forms (6.03%) of 

the total number of directives (see figure5). Assertive speech acts, on the 

other hand, occur (31) times, comprising (21.09%) of all speech acts  in this 

leaflet (see figure 3). The highest share of assertives is allotted to describing 

(16), (51.61%) while informing obtains (15), (48.39%)out of the total number 

of assertives (see  figure 4).  

Table 1: Speech Acts in Leaflet 1 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 31 21.09% 

Directives 116 78.91% 

Total 147 100% 

 

                                      Table 2:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 1 

Leaflet 1 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 Assertives Informing 15 48.39% 
Describing 16 51.61% 

Total 31 100% 
2 Directives Advising 19 16.38% 

Instructing 41 35.34% 
Warning 49 42.24% 
Asking 7 6.03% 

Total 116 100% 
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                           Figure 3: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 1 

 

 

                                  Figure 4: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 1 

 

 

                                  Figure 5: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 1 
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4.3 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (2) entitled Negazole 

         Tables (3 and 4) clearly show that in this medical leaflet directive 

speech acts are the most dominant ones (see figure 6). They are (62), 

(82.67%)  i. e. warning (24),  (38.71%) while instructing and advising both 

get (18),  (29.03%). The lowest share of  directives is gained by requesting 

(2), (3.23%)  (see figure 8). By contrast, assertive speech acts occur (13) 

times, comprising (17.33%) of all the speech acts of this leaflets (see figure 

4). There are (2) assertives i.e. describing which gets (8), (61.54%) and 

informing obtains (5), (38.46%) (see figure 7). 

Table 3: Speech Acts in Leaflet 2 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 13 17.33% 

Directives 62 82.67% 

Total 75 100% 

 

 

Table 4:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 2 

 

Leaflet 
2 

Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 5 38.46% 
Describing 8 61.54% 

Total 13 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 18 29.03% 
Instructing 18 29.03% 
Warning 24 38.71% 

Requesting 2 3.23% 
Total 62 100% 
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                           Figure 6: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 2 

 

 

                           Figure 7: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 2 

 

 

                                  Figure 8: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 2 
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4.4 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (3) entitled Uniflox 

      The pragmatic evaluation and analysis to this leaflet shows the following 

findings in table 3 and 4 which indicate that the predominant speech acts in 

this medical leaflet are directive speech acts (see figure 9). The frequencies 

are (184), (89.32%) coming from (45) advising represents (24.46%) of them, 

(95) warning represents (51.63%) of them, (40) instructing gets (22.28%) of 

them, and (3) asking, (1.36%) of the directives speech acts (see figure 11) . 

On the other hand, assertives constitute (22), (10.68%) coming from (14) 

informing which represents (63.64%) and (8) describing which represents 

(36.36%) of assertives (see figure 10).  

                                          Table 5: Speech Acts in Leaflet 3 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 22 10.68% 

Directives 184 89.32% 
Total 206 100% 

 

 

Table 6:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 3 

Leaflet 3 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 14 63.64% 
Describing 8 36.36% 

Total   22 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 45 24.46% 
Instructing 40 22.28% 
Warning 95 51.63% 
Asking 3 1.63% 

Total   184 100% 
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                           Figure 9: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 3 

 

 

                           Figure 10: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 3 

 

 

                                  Figure 11: Percentagse of Directives in Leaflet 3 
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4.5 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (4) entitled Meprolol 

     The statistical data presented in tables 7 and 8 show the distribution of 

speech acts which indicates the highly dominance of directives with (116) 

times, (87.88%) (see figure 12). The highest share of directives is obtained by 

warning (49), (42.24%) while instructing gains (32), (27.59%), advising gets 

(29), (25%), and the lowest one is asking that constitutes (6), (5.17%) (see 

figure 114). On the other hand, assertives are the least numerous category of 

speech acts in this leaflet with (16) times and (12.12%) distributed on 

describing (10), (62.50%) and informing which gains (6), (37.50%) (see 

figure 13). 

                                        Table 7: Speech Acts in Leaflet 4 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 16 12.12% 

Directives 116 87.88% 

        Total 132 100% 

           

           

                           Table 8: Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 4 

 

 

Leaflet 4 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 6 37.50% 
Describing 10 62.50% 

Total   16 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 29 25.00% 
Instructing 32 27.59% 
Warning 49 42.24% 
Asking 6 5.17% 

Total   116 100% 
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                         Figure 12: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 4 

 

 

 

                          Figure 13: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 4 

 

 

 

                               Figure 14: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 4 
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4.6 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (5) entitled Brukit 

   Tables 9 and 10 indicate that the dominant speech acts in this medical 

leaflet are directives (see figure 15). Theay get (64), (74.42%) come from (6) 

advising represents (9%) of them, (47) warning represents (74%) of them, 

and (11) instructing represents (17%) of  the directive speech acts (see figure 

17) . On the other hand, assertives constitute (22), (25.58%) come from (5) 

informing which represents (22.73%), and (17) describing which represents 

(77.27%) (see figure16).  

Table 9: Speech Acts in Leaflet 5 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 22 25.58% 

Directives 64 74.42% 

Total 86 100% 

 

 

Table 10:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 5 

Leaflet 5 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 5 22.73% 
Describing 17 77.27% 

Total 
 

22 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 6 9.00% 
Instructing 11 17.00% 
Warning 47 74.00% 

Total 
 

64 100% 
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                         Figure 15: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 5 

 

 

                            Figure 16: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 5 

 

 

                               Figure 17: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 5 
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4.7 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (6) entitled Cortilone 

     The findings in tables 11 and 12 of this leaflet demonstrate that the total 

number of directive speech acts are(41), (80.39%) i.e. advising shows the 

highest share which gets (18), (43.90%). Instructing comes the second with 

(12) times, (29.27%), and the last one is warning with (11) times, (26.83) (see 

figures 18 and 20). On the other hand, assertives get (10), (19.61%) of the 

total number of speech acts in this leaflet i.e. (7) explaining, (70.00%) and (3) 

informing, (30.00%) (see figures 16 and 19). 

Table 11: Speech Acts in Leaflet 6 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 10 19.61% 

Directives 41 80.39% 

Total 51 100% 

 

 

Table 12: Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 6 

 

 

 

Leaflet 6 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 3 30.00% 

Explaining 7 70.00% 

Total 10 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 18 43.90% 

Instructing 12 29.27% 
Warning 11 26.83% 

Total 41 100% 
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                         Figure 18: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 6 

 

 

 

                            Figure 19: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 6 

 

 

 

                               Figure 20: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 6 
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4.8 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (7) entitled Ultop 

     As far as the illocutionary aspects of speech acts are concerned, the 

findings in table 13 and 14 show that directives are the most dominant one in 

this leaflets getting (157), (87.71%) (see figure 21). The highest share  is 

obtained by warning (67), (42.68%). Instructing gets (49), (31.21%), and the 

lowest  one is advising which constitutes (41), (26.11%) (see figure 23). As 

the above leaflets, assertives show the least numerous category of speech acts 

in this leaflet forming (22), (12.29%) i.e. explaining (17), (77.27%), and 

informing (5), (2273%) (see figure19 and 22). 

Table 13: Speech Acts in Leaflet 7 

 

 

 

 

Table 14: Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 7 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 22 12.29% 

Directives 157 87.71% 

Total 179 100% 

Leaflet 7 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 5 22.73% 

Explaining 17 77.27% 

Total 22 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 41 26.11% 

Instructing 49 31.21% 

Warning 67 42.68% 

Total 157 100% 
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                         Figure 21: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 7 

 

 

                                Figure 22: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 7 

 

 

                               Figure 23: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 7 
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4.9 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (8) entitled Largopen 

     As indicated in tables 15 and 16, the dominant speech acts in this medical 

leaflet are directives (see figure 24). The frequencies are (47), (74.60%) come 

from (14) advising represents (29.79%) of them, (17) warning represents 

(36.17%) of them, and (16) instructing represents (34.04%) of  the directive 

speech acts in this leaflet (see figure 26) . On the other hand, assertives 

constitute (16), (25.40%) come from (6) informing which represents 

(22.73%), and (10) explaining which represents (62.50%) out of the total 

number of assertives (see figure 25). 

Table 15: Speech Acts in Leaflet 8 

 

 

 

 

 

                                    Table 16: Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 8 

Leaflet 8 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 6 37.50% 

Explaining 10 62.50% 

Total 16 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 14 29.79% 

Instructing 16 34.04% 

Warning 17 36.17% 

Total 47 100% 

 

 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 16 25.40% 

Directives 47 74.60% 

Total 63 100% 
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                         Figure 24: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 8 

 

 

                                 Figure 25: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 8 

 

 

                                  Figure 26: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 8 
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4.10 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (9) entitled Meloxlap 

       As shown in table 17 and 18,The  analysis of this leaflet tends to employ 

two of the selected speech act categories which are directives and assertives 

just like the above medical leaflets (see figure 27). Again the most frequent 

one is directives which obtain (73), (83.91%) i. e. (40) warning which 

occupies (54.79%) while instructing gets (20), (27.40%), and the lowest one 

is advising which gains (13), (17.81%) (see figure 29).On the other hand, 

assertives appeare (14), (16.09%) i.e. explaining (11), (78.57%), and 

informing  gets (3), (21.43%) (see figure 28). 

 

Table 17: Speech Acts in Leaflet 9 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 14 16.09% 

Directives 73 83.91% 

Total 87 100% 

 

 

Table 18: Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 9 

Leaflet 9 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 3 21.43% 
Explaining 11 78.57% 

Total 14 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 13 17.81% 
Instructing 20 27.40% 
Warning 40 54.79% 

Total 73 100% 
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                         Figure 27: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 9 

 

 

                                 Figure 28: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 9 

 

 

                                  Figure 29: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 9   
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  4.11 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (10) entitled Apdyl-H 

     According to findings in tables 19 and 20, the largest number  and the 

most frequent speech act in this leaflet can be classified as directives which 

gain (34) and comprise (66.67%) of the total number (see figure 30).The 

directive speech acts are warning which gets (13), (38.24%), instructing 

which obtains (11), (32.35%),  advising (9), (26.47%), and the lowest one is 

requesting that constitutes (1) and comprises just (2.94%) of the total number 

of directives in this leaflet (see figure 32). The remaining type of speech acts 

is assertives, which are less numerous, gain (17), (33.33%) i.e. explaining 

(10), (58.82%), and informing (7), (41.18%) (see figure 31). 

Table 19: Speech Acts in Leaflet 10 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 17 33.33% 

Directives 34 66.67% 

Total 51 100% 

 

 

Table 20:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 10 

 

Leaflet 10 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 7 41.18% 
Explaining 10 58.82% 

Total 17 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 9 26.47% 
Instructing 11 32.35% 
Warning 13 38.24% 

Requesting 1 2.94% 
Total 34 100% 
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                         Figure 30: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 10 

 

 

                                  Figure 31: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 10 

 

 

                                 Figure 32: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 10   
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4.12 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (11) entitled Piostan 

     The findings in tables 21 and 22 show that directives are used (37) times 

and gain(77.08%) i.e. warning gets (18),(48.65%), advising obtains 

(10),(27.03%), and the lowest one is instructing which gains (9), (24.32%) 

(see figure 33 and 35). As  far as assertive speech act is concerned, it is used 

(11) times and gains (22.92%) i.e. explaining gets (6), (54.55%), and 

informing gains (5), (45.45%) (see figure 33 and 34). 

 

Table 21: Speech Acts in Leaflet 11 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 11 22.92% 

Directives 37 77.08% 

Total 48 100% 

 

 

 

Table 22:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 11 

 

 

Leaflet 11 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 5 45.45% 
Explaining 6 54.55% 

Total 11 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 10 27.03% 
Instructing 9 24.32% 
Warning 18 48.65% 

Total 37 100.00% 
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                         Figure 33: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 11 

 

 

                                 Figure 34: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 11 

 

 

                                Figure 35: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 11  
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 4.13 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (12) entitled Ceftriaxone 

      As shown in table 23 and 24,The basic analysis of this leaflet tends to 

employ two of the selected speech act categories which are directives and 

assertives just like the above medical leaflets (see figure 36). Again the most 

frequent one is directives which obtain (44), (75.86%) i. e. (19) warning 

which occupies (43.18%) percentage while advising gets (13), (29.55.%), and 

the lowest one is instructing which gains (12), (27.27%) (see figure 38).On 

the other hand, assertives appeare (14), (24.14%) i.e. informing (10), 

(71.43%), and explaining  gets (4), (28.57%) (see figure 37) 

Table 23: Speech Acts in Leaflet 12 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 14 24.14% 

Directives 44 75.86% 

Total 58 100% 
 

 

Table 24:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 12 

 

 

 

Leaflet 12 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 10 71.43% 

Explaining 4 28.57% 

Total 14 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 13 29.55% 

Instructing 12 27.27% 

Warning 19 43.18% 

Total 44 100.00% 
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                         Figure 36: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 12 

 

 

                                 Figure 37: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 12 

 

 

                               Figure 38: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 12 
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4.14 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (13) entitled No Pain 

    The analysis in table 25 and 26 shows that directive speech act is the 

dominant one and it is used (35) times, (71.43%) (see figure 39), i.e. advising 

gets (13), (37.14%), warning gains (12), (34.29%), instructing obtains 

(7),(20.00%), and the lowest one is requesting (3), (8.57%) (see figure 41). 

The other share of speech act in this leaflet is assertive which is used (14) 

times and gains (28.57%)  (see figure 37). The highest share of assertives is 

allotted to explaining which gets (10), (71.43%) while informing gets (4), 

(28.57%) (see figure 40). 

 

Table 25: Speech Acts in Leaflet 13 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 14 28.57% 

Directives 35 71.43% 

Total 49 100% 

 

 

Table 26:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 13 

Leaflet 13 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 4 28.57% 
Explaining 10 71.43% 

Total   14 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 13 37.14% 
Instructing 7 20.00% 
Warning 12 34.29% 

Requesting 3 8.57% 
Total   35 100% 
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                         Figure 39: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 13 

 

 

                                Figure 40: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 13 

 

 

                               Figure 41: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 13 
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4.15 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (14) entitled Ardene Sun 

Screen 

     According to the findings in tables 27 and 28, the highest number  and the 

most frequent speech act in this leaflet can be classified as directives which 

gain (42) and comprise (74.14%) of the total number (see figure 43).The 

directive speech acts are warning which gets (16), (37.21%), advising which 

obtains (15), (34.88%), and the lowest one is instructing that constitutes (12) 

and comprises just (27.91%) of the total number of directives in this leaflet 

(see figure 44). The remaining type of speech acts is assertives, which are less 

numerous, gain (15), (25.86%) i.e. explaining (9), (60.00%), and informing 

(6), (40.00%) (see figure 43). 

                             Table 27: Speech Acts in Leaflet 14 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 15 25.86% 

Directives 43 74.14% 

Total 58 100% 
 

 

Table 28:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 14 

 

 

Leaflet 14 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 6 40.00% 
Explaining 9 60.00% 

Total   15 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 15 34.88% 
Instructing 12 27.91% 
Warning 16 37.21% 

Total   43 100% 
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                         Figure 42: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 14 

 

 

                                Figure 43: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 14 

 

 

                               Figure 44: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 14 
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4.16 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (15) entitled Aprazole 

     The findings in table 29 and 30 show that directive speech acts in this 

leaflet account an amount of about (29), (72.50%) (see figure 45), i.e. 

instructing gets (11), (37.93%), advising obtains (10), (34.48%), and warning 

gets (8), (27.59%) (see figure 47). On the other hand, assertives  are used (11) 

times and gain (27.50%), i. e. describing gets (6), (54.55%), and informing 

obtains (5), (45.45%) (see figure 46).  

                                           Table 29: Speech Acts in Leaflet 15 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 11 27.50% 

Directives 29 72.50% 

Total 40 100% 
 

 

                                Table 30:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 15 

Leaflet 15 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 5 45.45% 

Describing 6 54.55% 

Total 11 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 10 34.48% 

Instructing 11 37.93% 

Warning 8 27.59% 

Total 29 100% 
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                         Figure 45: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 15 

 

 

                                Figure 46: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 15 

 

 

                                 Figure 47: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 15 
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4.17 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (16) entitled Vermx 

      The analysis uncovers that there are 2 types of speech acts in leaflet (16) 

directives and assertives (see table 31 and 32). The highest share of directives 

is (34), (77%) is allotted to instructing (10), (29%), advising gets (8), (24%), 

while warning obtains the highest share (16), (47%) (see figure 48 and 50). 

Assertives gain (10), (23%) are distributed on explaining which receives (6), 

(60%), and informing gets (4), (40%) (see figure 49).  

 

Table 31: Speech Acts in Leaflet 16 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 10 23% 

Directives 34 77% 

Total 44 100% 

 

 

Table 32:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 16 

 

 

 

Leaflet 16 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 4 40% 

Explaining 6 60% 

Total 10 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 8 24% 

Instructing 10 29% 

Warning 16 47% 

Total 34 100% 
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                         Figure 48: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 16 

 

 

 

                                Figure 49: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 16 

 

 

                                 Figure 50: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 16 
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4.18 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (17) entitled Adol 

     As illustrated in tables 33 and 34, directive speech acts score the highest 

number which is (66), (77.65%)  i.e. warning (27), (40.90%), advising (17), 

(25.76%), while instructing gets (12), (18.18%), and the lowest one is 

requesting (10). (15.15%) (see figure 51 and 53). Assertives are used (19) 

times, (22.35%) distributed on explaining (11), (57.89%), and informing gets 

(8), (42.11%) (see figure 52). 

                                         Table 33: Speech Acts in Leaflet 17 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 19 22.35% 

Directives 66 77.65% 

Total 85 100% 
 

 

Table 34:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 17 

Leaflet 17 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 8 42.11% 

Explaining 11 57.89% 

Total 19 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 17 25.76% 

Instructing 12 18.18% 

Warning 27 40.91% 

Requesting 10 15.15% 

Total 66 85% 
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                         Figure 51: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 17 

 

 

                                Figure 52: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 17 

 

 

                                Figure 53: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 17 
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4.19 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (18) entitled panadol 

     As shown in tables 35 and 36, the most frequent speech acts in this leaflet 

are directives which get (37) and form (63.79%) i.e. warning and advising 

both  are  used (14) times and gain (37. 84%)  for each, and instructing gains 

(9), (24.32%) (see figures 54 and 56). Assertives, on the other hand, gains 

(21), (36.21%) distributed on explaining which gets (16), (76.19%), and 

informing obtains (5), (23.81%) (see figure 55). 

Table 35: Speech Acts in Leaflet 18 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 21 36.21% 

Directives 37 63.79% 

Total 58 100% 
 

 

Table 36:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 18 

Leaflet 19 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 5 23.81% 

Explaining 16 76.19% 

Total 21 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 14 37.84% 

Instructing 9 24.32% 

Warning 14 37.84% 

Total 37 100% 
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                         Figure 54: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 18 

 

 

                                Figure 55: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 18 

 

 

                                Figure 56: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 18 
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4.20 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (19) entitled 

Metronidazole 

     The investigation of this leaflet in tables 37 and 38 proves that there are 

(86) directive speech acts which form (85 15%), and  are distributed on 

advising that gets (33), (38.37%), warning obtains (31), (36.05%), instructing 

gains (21), (24.42%), and requesting that is used only (1) time and gets the 

lowest percentage (1.16%) (see figure 57and 59). By contrast, assertives 

appear (15) times and form (14.85%) i.e. explaining (8), (53.33%) while 

informing gains (7), (46.67%) (see figure 58). 

Table 37: Speech Acts in Leaflet 19 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 15 14.85% 

Directives 86 85.15% 

Total 101 100% 
 

 

Table 38:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 19 

Leaflet 19 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 7 46.67% 

Explaining 8 53.33% 

Total 15 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 33 38.37% 

Instructing 21 24.42% 

Warning 31 36.05% 
Requesting 1 1.16% 

Total 86 100% 
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                            Figure 57: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 19 

 

 

                                Figure 58: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 19 

 

 

 

Figure 59: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 19 
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4.21 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (20) entitled Elvaton 

Forte 

    As indicated in tables 39 and 40, the dominant speech acts in this medical 

leaflet are directives (see figure 60). The frequencies are (25), (67.57%) come 

from (10) warning represents (40.00%) of them, (8) instructing represents 

(32.00%) of them, and (7) advising represents (28.00%) of  the directive 

speech acts (see figure 62) . On the other hand, assertives constitute (12), 

(32.43%) come from (10) explaining which represents (83.33%), and (2) 

informing which represents (16.67%) out of the total number of assertives 

(see figure 61). 

Table 39: Speech Acts in Leaflet 20 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 12 32.43% 

Directives 25 67.57% 

Total 37 100% 

 

 

Table 40:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 20 

Leaflet 20 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 2 16.67% 
Explaining 10 83.33% 

Total 12 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 7 28.00% 
Instructing 8 32.00% 
Warning 10 40.00% 

Total 25 100% 
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                              Figure 60: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 20 

 

 

                                 Figure 61: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 20 

 

 

                                 Figure 62: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 20 
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4.22 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (21) entitled Congestal 

     As shown in tables 41 and 42 the occurrence of directive speech acts is the 

highest one in this leaflet which gain (39) and form (81.25%) i.e. warning 

(24), (61.54%), instructing (10), (25.64%), and the lowest one is advising 

which gets (5), (12.82%) (see figures 63 and 65 ). On the other hand, 

assertives are used (9) times and gain (18.75%) i.e. explaining (6), (66.67%), 

and informing (3), (33.33%) (see figure 64). 

Table 41: Speech Acts in Leaflet 21 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 9 18.75% 

Directives 39 81.25% 

Total 48 100% 

 

 

 

Table 42:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 21 

Leaflet 21 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 3 33.33% 

Explaining 6 66.67% 

Total 9 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 5 12.82% 

Instructing 10 25.64% 

Warning 24 61.54% 

Total 39 100% 
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                              Figure 63: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 21 

 

 

                                 Figure 64: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 21 

 

 

                                Figure 65: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 21 
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4.23 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (22) entitled Asmafort 

      Findings in tables 43  and 44 show that directives are used (38) times and 

gain(77.55%) i.e. warning gets (17),(44.73%), advising obtains 

(11),(28.95%), and the lowest one is instructing which gains (10), (26.32%) 

(see figures 66 and 68 ). As  far as assertive speech acts are concerned, they 

are used (11) times and gain (22.45%) i.e. explaining gets (6), (54.55%), and 

informing gains (5), (45.45%) (see figure 67). 

 

Table 43: Speech Acts in Leaflet 22 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 11 22.45% 

Directives 38 77.55% 

Total 49 100% 
                      

 

Table 44:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 22 

Leaflet 22 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 5 45.45% 
Explaining 6 54.55% 

Total 11 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 11 28.95% 
Instructing 10 26.32% 
Warning 17 44.73% 

Total 38 100% 
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   Figure 66: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 22 

 

 

                                 Figure 67: Percentagse of Assertives in Leaflet 22 

 

 

                                Figure 68: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 22 
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4.24 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (23) entitled Soolan 

     As shown in tables 45 and 46, directive speech acts are the most dominant 

one in this leaflet (see figure 69). They are used (40), (81. 63%) i.e. warning 

(19), (47.50%), instructing (10), (25.00%), advising (9), (22.50%), and 

requesting is used only (2) times and gains  the lowest percentage (5.00%) 

(see figure 71). On the other hand, there are (9) assertives and form  (18.37%) 

i.e. explaining (5), (55.56%), and informing gains (4), (44.44%) (see figure 

70). 

Table 45: Speech Acts in Leaflet 23 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 9 18.37% 

Directives 40 81.63% 

Total 49 100% 
 

 

 

Table 46:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 23 

Leaflet 23 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 4 44.44% 
Explaining 5 55.56% 

Total 9 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 9 22.50% 
Instructing 10 25.00% 
Warning 19 47.50% 

Requesting 2 5.00% 
Total 40 100% 
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   Figure 69: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 23 

 

 

 

                                 Figure 70: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 23 

 

 

    Figure 71: Percentage of Directives in Leaflet 23 
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4.25 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (24) entitled Piotrim 

     As tables 47 and 48 present, there are  (49) directives, (81.67%) i.e. 

warning (19), (38.78%),  advising (18), (36.73%), and instructing (12), 

(24.49%) (see figures 72 and 74). Assertives come in the second place. They 

are used (11) and gain (18.33%) of the total number of the speech acts in this 

leaflet (see figure 71) i.e. explaining (6), (54.55%), and informing (5), 

(45.45%) (see figure 73).  

Table 47: Speech Acts in Leaflet 24 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 11 18.33% 

Directives 49 81.67% 

Total 60 100% 

 

 

 

Table 48:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 24 

Leaflet 24 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 5 45.45% 
Explaining 6 54.55% 

Total 11 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 18 36.73% 
Instructing 12 24.49% 
Warning 19 38.78% 

Total 49 100% 
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   Figure 72: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 24 

 

 

                                 Figure 73: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 24 

 

 

 

    Figure 74: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 24 
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4.26 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (25) entitled Fucine 

     Tables 49 and 50 display that there are (34) directives, (77.27%) i.e. 

warning (16), (47.06%) while advising and instructing both are used (9) times 

and each one comprises (26.47%) of the total number of directives (see figure 

75 and 77). Then assertives come in the second place which gain (10), and 

form (22.73%) (see figure 73) i.e. explaining (7), (70.00%), and informing 

(3), (30.00%) (see figure 76).  

Table 49: Speech Acts in Leaflet 25 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 10 22.73% 

Directives 34 77.27% 

Total 44 100% 
 

 

 

Table 50:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 25 

Leaflet 25 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 3 30.00% 

Explaining 7 70.00% 

Total 10 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 9 26.47% 

Instructing 9 26.47% 

Warning 16 47.06% 

Total 34 100% 
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   Figure 75: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 25 

 

 

                                 Figure 76: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 25 

 

 

    Figure 77: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 25 
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4.27 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (26) entitled Optilone 

     As can be seen, tables 51 and 52 illustrate that directive and assertive 

speech acts are used in this leaflet as the above leaflets (see figure 78). The 

highest share of directives is (33),(80.49%) which is respectively distributed 

on warning (16), (48.48%), advising (9), (27.28%), and instructing (8), 

(24.24%) (see figure 80). While the total occurrence of assertives is (8), 

(19.51%) i.e. explaining (5), (62.50%), and informing (3), (37.50%) (see 

figure 79). 

Table 51: Speech Acts in Leaflet 26 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 8 19.51% 

Directives 33 80.49% 

Total 41 100% 
 

 

 

Table 52:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 26 

Leaflet 26 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 3 37.50% 

Explaining 5 62.50% 
Total 8 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 9 27.28% 
Instructing 8 24.24% 

Warning 16 48.48% 
Total 33 100% 
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   Figure 78: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 26 

 

 

                                 Figure 79: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 26 

 

 

Figure 80: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 2 

 

 

19.51% 

80.49% 

Speech Acts 

Assertives

Directives

37.50% 

62.50% 

Assertives 

Informing

Explaining

27.28% 

24.24% 

48.48% 

Directives 

Advising

Instructing

Warning



 

94 
 

4.28 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (27) entitled Ponamec 

     Findings in tables 53 and 54 show that directive speech acts obtain (28), 

(63.64%) which are the most frequent ones in this leaflet (see figure 81) i.e. 

warning (13), (46.43%), advising (10), (35.71%), and instructing (5), 

(17.86%) (see figure 83). By contrast, assertives gain the lowest share in this 

leaflet (16), (36.36%) which are distributed on explaining (7), (43.75%), 

stating (6), (37.50%), and informing (3), (18.75%) (see figure 82). 

Table 53: Speech Acts in Leaflet 27 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 16 36.36% 

Directives 28 63.64% 

Total 44 100% 

 

 

 

Table 54:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 27 

Leaflet 27 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 3 18.75% 

Stating 6 37.50% 

Explaining 7 43.75% 

Total 16 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 10 35.71% 

Instructing 5 17.86% 

Warning 13 46.43% 

Total 28 100% 
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   Figure 81: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 27 

 

 

                                 Figure 82: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 27 

 

 

Figure 83: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 27 

 

 

36.36% 

63.64% 

Speech Acts 

Assertives

Directives

18.75% 

37.50% 

43.75% 

Assertives 

Informing

Stating

Explaining

35.71% 

17.86% 

46.43% 

Directives 

Advising

Instructing

Warning



 

96 
 

4.29 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (28) entitled Piodal 

     Tables 55 and 56 show that directive speech acts get (34), (82.93%) and 

their illocutionary acts are warning (15), (44.12%), advising (12), (35.29%), 

and instructing (7), (20.59%) (see figures 84 and 86). By contrast, assertives 

gain (7) and form (17.07%) of the total number of speech acts in this leaflet 

i.e. explaining (4). (57.14%), and informing (3), (42.86%) (see figure 85). 

 

Table 55: Speech Acts in Leaflet 28 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 7 17.07% 

Directives 34 82.93% 

Total 41 100% 
 

 

 

Table 56:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 28 

Leaflet 28 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 

Assertives Informing 3 42.86% 

  Explaining 4 57.14% 

Total 7 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 12 35.29% 

Instructing 7 20.59% 

Warning 15 44.12% 

Total 34 100% 
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   Figure 84: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 28 

 

 

                                Figure 85: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 28 

 

 

   Figure 86: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 28 
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4.30 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (29) entitled Bioflex 

     It is evident from tables 57 and 58 that the distribution of speech acts is 

not equal in this leaflet (see figure 87). Directive speech acts occur (18) 

times, constituting (66.67%) of the total number of speech acts i.e. advising 

(8), (44.44%), instructing (6), (33.34%), and warning (4), (22.22%) (see 

figure 89). Assertives, on the other hand, occur (9) times, comprising 

(22.22%) i.e. explaining (6), (66.67%), and informing (3), (33.33%) (see 

figure 88). 

Table 57: Speech Acts in Leaflet 29 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 9 33.33% 

Directives 18 66.67% 

Total 27 100% 

 

 

 

Table 58:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 29 

Leaflet 29 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 3 33.33% 

Explaining 6 66.67% 

Total 9 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 8 44.44% 

Instructing 6 33.34% 

Warning 4 22.22% 

Total 18 100% 
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   Figure 87: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 29 

 

 

                                 Figure 88: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 29 

 

 

  Figure 89: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 29 
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4.31 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (30) entitled Paradol 

     The  data presented in tables 59 and 60 show that directives are the most 

dominant speech acts in this leaflet which gain (51), (83. 61%) i.e. warning 

(26), (50.98%), instructing (15), (29.41%), and advising (10), (19.61%) (see 

figures 90 and 92). As far as assertive speech acts are concerned, they show 

the lowest share (10), (16.39%) which are distributed on explaining (6), 

(60.00%), and informing (4), (40.00%) (see figure 91). 

Table 59: Speech Acts in Leaflet 30 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 10 16.39% 

Directives 51 83.61% 

Total 61 100% 
 

 

 

Table 60:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 30 

Leaflet No.1 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 4 40.00% 

Explaining 6 60.00% 

Total 10 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 10 19.61% 

Instructing 15 29.41% 

Warning 26 50.98% 

Total 51 100% 
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   Figure 90: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 30 

 

 

                                 Figure 91: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 30 

 

 

  Figure 92: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 30 
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4.32 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (31) entitled Tullin-D 

     Tables 61 and 62 clearly show that directive speech acts are the most 

frequent in this leaflet, occurring (25) and constituting (80.65%) i.e. warning 

(14) (56.00%), instructing (6), (24.00%), and advising (5), (20.00%) (see 

figures 93 and 95). While the number of assertive speech acts is a mere (6), 

representing  just (19.35%) of the total number of speech acts i.e. informing 

and explaining  both are used (3) times and gain (50%) (see figure 94).  

Table 61: Speech Acts in Leaflet 31 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 6 19.35% 

Directives 25 80.65% 

Total 31 100% 
 

 

 

Table 62:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 31 

Leaflet 31 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 3 50.00% 

Explaining 3 50.00% 
Total 6 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 5 20.00% 
Instructing 6 24.00% 
Warning 14 56.00% 

Total 25 100% 
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   Figure 93: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 31 

 

 

                                 Figure 94: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 31 

 

 

  Figure 95: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 31 
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4.33 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (32) entitled Phenadone 

      Tables 63 and 64 illustrate that directives and assertives are the only 

speech acts used in this leaflet as the above leaflets (see figure 96). The 

highest share of directives is (26),(72.22%) which is respectively distributed 

on warning (10), (38.46%), instructing (9), (34.62%), and advising (7), 

(26.92%) (see figure 98). While the total occurrence of assertives is (10), 

(27.78%) i.e. explaining (8), (80.00%), and informing (2), (20.00%) (see 

figure 97). 

Table 63: Speech Acts in Leaflet 32 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 10 27.78% 

Directives 26 72.22% 

Total 36 100% 
 

 

 

Table 64:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 32 

Leaflet 32 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 2 20.00% 
Explaining 8 80.00% 

Total 10 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 7 26.92% 
Instructing 9 34.62% 
Warning 10 38.46% 

Total 26 100% 
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   Figure 96: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 32 

  

 

                                 Figure 97: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 32 

 

 

                                 Figure 98: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 32 
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4.34 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (33) entitled Feroglobin 

     Tables 65 and 66 show that directives are the most dominant speech acts 

in this leaflet which gain (30), (78.95%) i.e. warning (11), (36.67%), 

instructing (6), (20.00%),  advising gains the highest share of directive speech 

acts  (12), (40.00%), and requesting obtains only (1) which forms (3.33%) of 

the total percentage of directives in this leaflet (see figures 99 and 101). As 

far as assertive speech acts are concerned, they show the lowest share (8), 

(21.05%) which are distributed on explaining (6), (75.00%), and informing 

gets only (2), (25.00%) (see figure 100). 

Table 65: Speech Acts in Leaflet 33 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 8 21.05% 

Directives 30 78.95% 

Total 38 100% 
 

 

Table 66:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 33 

Leaflet 33 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 2 25.00% 
Explaining 6 75.00% 

Total 8 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 12 40.00% 
Instructing 6 20.00% 
Warning 11 36.67% 

Requesting 1 3.33% 
Total 30 100% 
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   Figure 99: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 33 

 

 

                                Figure 100: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 33 

 

 

                                 Figure 101: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 33 
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4.35 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (34) entitled Omega 3 

     Tables 67 and 68 show that there are (20) directives, (64.52%) i.e. 

instructing (6), (30.00%) while advising and warning both are used (7) times 

and each one comprises (35.00%) of the total number of directives (see 

figures 102 and 104). Then assertives come in the second place which gain 

(10), and form (35.48%) (see figure 101) i.e. explaining (7), (63.64%), and 

informing (4), (36.36%) (see figure 103). 

Table 67: Speech Acts in Leaflet 34 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 11 35.48% 

Directives 20 64.52% 

Total 31 100% 

 

 

 

Table 68:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 34 

Leaflet 34 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 4 36.36% 

Explaining 7 63.64% 

Total 11 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 7 35.00% 

Instructing 6 30.00% 

Warning 7 35.00% 

Total 20 100% 
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   Figure 102: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 34 

 

 

                                Figure 103: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 34 

 

 

                                 Figure 104: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 34 
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4.36 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (35) entitled Kanagesic 

Kanawati  

      Tables 69 and 70 clearly show that directive speech acts are the most 

frequent in this leaflet, occurring (29) and constituting (78.38%) i.e. warning 

(11) (37.93%), instructing (6), (20.69%), and advising (12), (41.38%) (see 

figures 105 and107). While the number of assertive speech acts is (8), 

representing  just (21.62%) of the total number of speech acts i.e. informing 

(2), (25.00%), and explaining is used (2) times and gain (25.00%) (see figure 

106). 

Table 69: Speech Acts in Leaflet 35 

 

 

 

 

Table 70:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 35 

 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 8 21.62% 

Directives 29 78.38% 

Total 37 100% 

Leaflet 35 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 2 25.00% 

Explaining 6 75.00% 

Total 8 100% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 12 41.38% 

Instructing 6 20.69% 

Warning 11 37.93% 

Total 29 100% 



 

111 
 

 

   Figure 105: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 35 

 

 

 

                                Figure 106: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 35 

 

 

                                 Figure 107: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 35 
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4.37 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (36) entitled Apidone 

     The analysis in tables 71 and 72 reveals that directive speech acts are most 

frequently used in this leaflet and gain (26) which form (68.42%) of the total 

percentage of speech acts i.e. advising (8), (30.76%) while warning and 

instructing both are used (9) times and gain (34.62%) for each one of them 

(see figures 108 and 110). While assertivs account for only (12), (31.58%) 

out of the whole speech acts in this leaflet, and are distributed  on explaining 

(10), (83.33%) while informing and stating  both are used (2) times and gain 

(14%) for each one of them (see figure 109). 

Table 71: Speech Acts in Leaflet 36 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 12 31.58% 

Directives 26 68.42% 

Total 38 100% 
 

 

Table 72:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 36 

Leaflet 36 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 2 14% 
Explaining 10 72% 

 Stating 2 14% 
Total 12 100.00% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 8 30.76% 
Instructing 9 34.62% 
Warning 9 34.62% 

Total 26 100% 
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Figure 108: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 36 

 

 

                                 Figure 109: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 36 

 

 

                                 Figure 110: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 36 
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4.38 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (37) entitled Mebo 

     Tables 73 and 74 clarify that the highest share of speech acts is allotted to 

directives which obtain (41), (66.00%) are distributed on advising (13), 

(32.00%), instructing (16), (39.00%), warning (11), (27.00%), and requesting 

which is used only (1) time and gain (2.00%) (see figures 111 and 113). On 

the other hand, there are (21) assertives which comprise (34.00%) of the total 

percentage of speech acts in this leaflet i.e. informing (5), (24.00%), 

explaining (6), (28.00%), and stating which show remarkably the highest 

share of assertive speech acts in this leaflet (10), (48.00%) (see figure112). 

Table 73: Speech Acts in Leaflet 37 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives                21   34.00% 

Directives 41 66.00% 

Total 52 100% 

 

 

 

 Table 74:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 37  

Leaflet 37 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 5 24.00% 
Explaining 6 28.00% 

 Stating 10 48.00% 
Total 21 100.00% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 13 32.00% 
Instructing 16 39.00% 
Warning 11 27.00% 

Requesting 1 2.00% 
Total 41 100% 
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Figure 111: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 37 

 

 

                                 Figure 112: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 37 

 

 

                                 Figure 113: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 37 
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4.39 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (38) entitled Bruzolin 

     Tables 75 and 76 display that directive speech acts are the most frequent 

in this leaflet, occurring (50) and constituting (81.97%) i.e. warning (19) 

(38.00%), instructing (15), (30.00%), and advising (16), (32.00%) (see 

figures 114 and 116). While the number of assertive speech acts is (11), 

representing  just (18.03%) of the total number of speech acts i.e. explaining 

(6), (54.55%), and informing is used (5) times and gain (45.45%) (see figure 

115). 

Table 75: Speech Acts in Leaflet 38 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 11 18.03% 

Directives 50 81.97% 

Total 61 100% 
 

 

 

Table 76:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 38 

Leaflet.38 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 

Assertives 
Informing 5 45.45% 

Explaining 6 54.55% 

Total 11 100.00% 

Directives 

Advising 16 32.00% 

2 

Instructing 15 30.00% 

Warning 19 38.00% 

Total 50 100% 
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                              Figure 114: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 38 

 

 

                                Figure 115: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 38 

 

 

                                Figure 116: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 38 
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4.40 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (39) entitled Brogyl 

After analyzing this leaflet , it is found that most speech acts belong to 

directives which gain (41) and form (75.93%) of the total percentage of 

speech acts in this leaflet (see tables 77 and 78) i.e. warning (17), (41.46%), 

instructing (16), (39.02%), and the  lowest one is advising (8), (19.51%) (see 

figures 117 and 119). The second share of speech acts in this leaflet belongs 

to assertives, as the above leaflets, which are used (13) times and constitute 

(24.07%) i.e. informing (6), (46.15%), explaining (4), (30.77%), and stating 

gets (3), (23.08%) (see figure figure118). 

  Table 77: Speech Acts in Leaflet 39 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 13 24.07% 

Directives 41 75.93% 

Total 54 100% 
 

 

      Table 78:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 39 

Leaflet 39 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 6 46.15% 
Explaining 4 30.77% 

Stating 3 23.08% 
Total 13 100.00% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 8 19.51% 
Instructing 16 39.02% 
Warning 17 41.46% 

Total 41 100% 
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                             Figure 117: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 39 

 

 

                               Figure 118: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 39 

 

 

                                Figure 119: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 39 
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4.41 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (40) entitled 

Chloramphenical 

    Findings in tables 79 and 80 illustrate that directive speech acts obtain (29), 

(85.29%) which are the most frequent one in this leaflet (see figure 120) i.e. 

warning (13), (44.83%), advising (6), (20.69%), and instructing (10), 

(34.48%) (see figure 122). By contrast, assertives gain the lowest share in this 

leaflet (5), (14.71%) which are distributed on explaining (3), (60.00%), and 

informing (2), (40.00%) (see figure 121). 

Table 79: Speech Acts in Leaflet 40 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 5 14.71% 

Directives 29 85.29% 

Total 34 100% 
 

 

Table 80:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 40 

Leaflet 40 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 2 40.00% 
Explaining 3 60.00% 

Total 5 100.00% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 6 20.69% 
Instructing 10 34.48% 
Warning 13 44.83% 

Total 29 100% 
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                             Figure 120: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 40 

 

 

                              Figure 121: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 40 

 

 

                               Figure 122: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 40 
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4.42 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (41) entitled Amoxydine 

     Findings in tables 81  and 82 show that directives are used (39) times and 

gain(78.00%) i.e. warning gets (19),(48.72%), instructing obtains 

(11),(28.21%), and the lowest one is advising which gains (9), (23.08%) (see 

figures123 and 125  ). As  far as assertive speech acts are concerned, they are 

used (11) times and gain (22.00%) i.e. explaining gets (7), (63.64%), and 

informing gains (4), (36.36%) (see figure 124). 

Table 81: Speech Acts in Leaflet 41 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 82:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 41 

Leaflet 41 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 4 36.36% 

Explaining 7 63.64% 

Total 11 100.00% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 9 23.08% 

Instructing 11 28.21% 

Warning 19 48.72% 

Total 39 100% 
 

 

 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 11 22.00% 

Directives 39 78.00% 

Total 50 100% 
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                              Figure 123: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 41 

 

 

                                 Figure 124: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 41 

 

 

                                 Figure 125: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 41 

 

22.00% 

78.00% 

Speech Acts 

Assertives

Directives

36.36% 

63.64% 

Assertives 

Informing

Explaining

23.08% 

28.21% 

48.72% 

Directives 

Advising

Instructing

Warning



 

124 
 

4.43 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (42) entitled Sider Al 

Folic 

     As indicated in tables 83  and 84 , the dominant speech acts in this medical 

leaflet are directives (see figure 124). The frequencies are (19), (76.00%) 

come from (9) warning represents (47.37%) of them, (6) instructing 

represents (31.58%) of them, and (4) advising represents (21.05%) of  the 

directive speech acts in this leaflet (see figure 126) . On the other hand, 

assertives constitute (6), (24.00%) i.e. informing and explaining both are used 

(3) times and gain (50%) for each one of them (see figure 125). 

Table 83: Speech Acts in Leaflet 42 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 6 24.00% 

Directives 19 76.00% 

Total 25 100% 
 

 

Table 84:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 42 

Leaflet 42 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 3 50.00% 

Explaining 3 50.00% 

Total 6 100.00% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 4 21.05% 

Instructing 6 31.58% 

Warning 9 47.37% 

Total 19 100% 
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                              Figure 126: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 42 

 

 

                                Figure 127: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 42 

 

 

                                Figure 128: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 42 

 

 

24.00% 

76.00% 

Speech Acts 

Assertives

Directives

50% 50% 

Assertives 

Informing

Explaining

21.05% 

31.58% 

47.37% 

Directives 

Advising

Instructing

Warning



 

126 
 

4.44 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (43) entitled Amrin's 

Omega-3 

     Findings in tables 85  and 86 show that directives are used (20) times and 

gain(67.00%) i.e. warning gets (9),(64.00%), instructing obtains (7), 

(23.00%), and the lowest one is advising which gains (4), (13.00%) (see 

figures129 and 131). As  far as assertive speech acts are concerned, they are 

used (10) times and gain (33.00%) i.e. explaining gets (7), (70%), and 

informing gains (3), (30.00%) (see figure 130). 

Table 88: Speech Acts in Leaflet 43 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 10 33.00% 

Directives 20 67.00% 

Total 36 100% 

 

 

Table 86:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 43 

Leaflet 43 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 3 30.00% 

Explaining 7 70.00% 

Total 10 100.00% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 4 13.00% 

Instructing 7 23.00% 

Warning 9 64.00% 
Total 20 100% 
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                              Figure 129: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 43 

  

 

                                 Figure 130: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 43 

 

 

                                Figure 131: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 43 

 

33% 

67% 
Assertives

Directives

30% 

70% 

Assertives 

Informing

Explaining

13% 

23% 
64% 

Directives 

Advising

Instructing

Warning



 

128 
 

 4.45 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (44) entitled Detronin 

          Tables 87 and 88 show that directive speech acts get (25), (69.44%) 

and their illocutionary acts are warning (10), (40.00%), advising (8), 

(32.00%), and instructing (7), (28.00%) (see figures132 and 134). By 

contrast, assertives gain (11) and form (30.56%) of the total number of 

speech acts in this leaflet i.e. explaining (7). (63.64%), and informing (4), 

(36.36%) (see figure 133). 

Table 87: Speech Acts in Leaflet 44 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 11 30.56% 

Directives 25 69.44% 

Total 36 100% 

 

 

 

Table 88:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 44 

Leaflet 44 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 4 36.36% 

Explaining 7 63.64% 

Total 11 100.00% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 8 32.00% 

Instructing 7 28.00% 

Warning 10 40.00% 
Total 25 100% 
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                              Figure 132: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 44 

 

 

                                Figure 133: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 44 

 

 

                                 Figure 134: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 44 
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4.46 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (45) entitled Women Care 

     As far as speech acts types are concerned, the findings in tables 89 and 90 

show that the highest share in this leaflet is for directives (13), (56.52%) 

which is allotted to advising (7), (53.85%). While instructing and warning 

both are used (3) times and gain (23.08%) for each one of them (see figures 

135 and 137). Assertives obtain (10), (43.48%) i.e. explaining (6), (60.00%), 

and informing (4), (40.00%) (see figure 136). 

Table 89: Speech Acts in Leaflet 45 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 10 43.48% 

Directives 13 56.52% 

Total 23 100% 

 

 

Table 90:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 45 

Leaflet 45 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 4 40.00% 

Explaining 6 60.00% 

Total 10 100.00% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 7 53.85% 

Instructing 3 23.08% 

Warning 3 23.08% 

Total 13 100% 
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                             Figure 135: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 45 

 

 

                                Figure 136: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 45 

 

 

                                Figure 137: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 45 
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4.47 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (46) entitled Children's 

Dry Cough Syrup 

     As shown in tables 91 and 92, the analysis demonstrates that the 

occurrences of directives are (28), (70.00%) i.e. warning (13), (46.43%), 

instructing (9), (32.14%), and advising  (6), (21.43%) (see figures 138 and 

140). By contrast, assertives gain (12), (30.00%) i.e. informing (7), (58.33%), 

and explaining (5), (41.67%) (see figure 139). 

 

Table 91: Speech Acts in Leaflet 46 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 12 30.00% 

Directives 28 70.00% 

Total 40 100% 
 

 

Table 92:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 46 

Leaflet 46 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 7 58.33% 

Explaining 5 41.67% 

Total 12 100.00% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 6 21.43% 

Instructing 9 32.14% 

Warning 13 46.43% 

Total 28 100% 
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                             Figure 138: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 46 

 

 

                              Figure 139: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 46 

 

 

                                Figure 140: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 46 
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4.48 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (47) entitled Vitaminat 

     Findings in tables 93  and 94 show that directives are used (21) times and 

gain(61.76%) i.e. advising gets (8),(38.10%), warning obtains (7),(33.33%), 

and the lowest one is instructing which gains (6), (28.57%) (see 

figures141and 143). As  far as assertive speech acts are concerned, they are 

used (13) times and gain (38.24%) i.e. explaining gets (7), (53.85%), and 

informing gains (6), (46.15%) (see figure 142). 

Table 93: Speech Acts in Leaflet 47 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 13 38.24% 

Directives 21 61.76% 

Total 34 100% 

 

 

 

                                  Table 94:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 47 

Leaflet 47 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 6 46.15% 

Explaining 7 53.85% 

Total 13 100.00% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 8 38.10% 

Instructing 6 28.57% 

Warning 7 33.33% 
Total 21 100% 
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                               Figure 141: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 47 

 

 

                                Figure 142: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 47 

 

 

 

                                Figure 143: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 47 
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4.49 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (48) entitled Rouza 

     From tables 95 and 96, it is clear that directive speech acts have the  

highest appearance in this leaflet which represent (41) and form (82.00%) out 

of the total percentage of speech acts in this leaflet (see figures 144) i.e. 

warning (20), (48.78%), instructing (14), (34.15%), and advising (7), 

(17.07%) (see figure 146). Assertives, On the other hand, obtain (9), (18.00) 

i.e. explaining (6) (66.67%), and informing (3), (33.33%) (see figure145). 

Table 95: Speech Acts in Leaflet 48 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 9 18.00% 

Directives 41 82.00% 

Total 50 100% 

 

 

 

  Table 96:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 48 

Leaflet 48 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 3 33.33% 

Explaining 6 66.67% 

Total 9 100.00% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 7 17.07% 

Instructing 14 34.15% 

Warning 20 48.78% 

Total 41 100% 
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                            Figure 144: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 48 

 

 

 

                               Figure 145: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 48 

 

 

                                Figure 146: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 48 
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4.50 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (49) entitled Maximmun 

      Tables 96 and 97 clarify that directive speech acts have the  highest share  

which represent (16) and form (61.54%) out of the total percentage of speech 

acts in this leaflet (see figure 147) i.e. advising (4), (25.00%) while 

instructing and warning both are used (6) and gain (37.50%) for each one of 

them (see figure 149). Assertives, On the other hand, obtain (10), (38.46%) 

i.e. explaining (6) (60.00%), and informing (4), (40.00%) (see figure148). 

Table 97: Speech Acts in Leaflet 49 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 10 38.46% 

Directives 16 61.54% 

Total 26 100% 

 

 

 

Table 98:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 49 

Leaflet 49 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 4 40.00% 

Explaining 6 60.00% 

Total 10 100.00% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 4 25.00% 

Instructing 6 37.50% 

Warning 6 37.50% 

Total 16 100% 
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                             Figure 147: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 49 

 

 

                                Figure 148: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 49 

 

 

                              Figure 149: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 49 
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4.51 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (50) entitled Ferrocell 

Liquid Tonic 

     Findings in tables 99  and 100 illustrate that directives are used (17) times 

and gain(77.27%) i.e. warning gets (8),(47.06%), instructing obtains 

(5),(29.41%), and the lowest one is advising which gains (4), (23.53%) (see 

figures150 and 152). As  far as assertive speech acts are concerned, they are 

used (5) times and gain (22.73%) i.e. explaining gets (3), (60.00%), and 

informing gains (2), (40.00%) (see figure 151). 

Table 99: Speech Acts in Leaflet 50 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 5 22.73% 

Directives 17 77.27% 

Total 22 100% 

 

 

Table 100:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 50 

Leaflet 50 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 2 40.00% 

Explaining 3 60.00% 

Total 5 100.00% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 4 23.53% 

Instructing 5 29.41% 

Warning 8 47.06% 

Total 17 100% 
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Figure 150: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 50 

 

 

 

                                Figure 151: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 50 

 

 

                              Figure 152: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 50 
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4.52 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (51) entitled Calamyl 

Lotion 

     As shown in tables 101 and 102, directive speech acts have the  highest 

share  which gain (19) and form (57.58%) out of the total percentage of 

speech acts in this leaflet (see figure 153) i.e. warning (7), (36.84%) while 

instructing and advising both are used (6) and gain (31.58%) for each one of 

them (see figure 155). Assertives, On the other hand, obtain (14), (42.42%) 

i.e. explaining (8) (57.14%), and informing (6), (42.86%) (see figure154). 

Table 101: Speech Acts in Leaflet 51 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 14 42.42% 

Directives 19 57.58% 

Total 33 100% 
 

 

 

Table 102:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 51 

Leaflet 51 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 6 42.86% 

Explaining 8 57.14% 

Total 14 100.00% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 6 31.58% 

Instructing 6 31.58% 

Warning 7 36.84% 
Total 19 100% 
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Figure 153: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 51 

 

 

 

Figure 154: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 51 

 

 

 

                              Figure 155: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 51 
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4.53 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (52) entitled Lido Plus 

      Findings in tables 103  and 104 display that directives are used (25) times 

and gain(80.65%) i.e. warning gets (10),(40.00%), instructing obtains 

(11),(44.00%), and the lowest one is advising which gains (4), (16.00%) (see 

figures156 and 158 ). As  far as assertive speech acts are concerned, they are 

used (6) times and gain (19.35%)  distributed on explaining and informing 

which both are used (3) times and get (50%) for each one of them (see figure 

157). 

Table 103: Speech Acts in Leaflet 52 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 6 19.35% 

Directives 25 80.65% 

Total 31 100% 

 

 

Table 104:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 52 

 

 

 

Leaflet 52 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 3 50.00% 

Explaining 3 50.00% 

Total 6 100.00% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 4 16.00% 

Instructing 11 44.00% 

Warning 10 40.00% 
Total 25 100% 
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                             Figure 156: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 52 

 

 

 

Figure 157: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 52 

 

 

 

                               Figure 158: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 52 
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4.54 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (53) entitled Razilax 

    Tables 105 and 106 obviously demonstrate that directive speech acts are 

the most frequent in this leaflet, occurring (45) and constituting (80.36%) i.e. 

warning (21) (46.67%), instructing (9), (20.00%), and advising (15), 

(33.33%) (see figures 159 and 161). While the number of assertive speech 

acts is (11), representing  just (19.64%) of the total percentage of speech acts 

in this leaflet i.e. informing (5), (45.45%), and explaining is used (6) times 

and gain (54.55%) (see figure 160). 

Table 105: Speech Acts in Leaflet 53 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 11 19.64% 

Directives 45 80.36% 

Total 56 100% 

 

 

Table 106:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 53 

 

 

Leaflet 53 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 5 45.45% 

Explaining 6 54.55% 

Total 11 100.00% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 15 33.33% 

Instructing 9 20.00% 

Warning 21 46.67% 

Total 45 100% 
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                              Figure 159: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 53 

 

 

 

    Figure 160: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 53 

 

 

 

                               Figure 161: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 53 
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4.55 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (54) entitled Vitarix 

     Tables 107 and 108 exhibit that directives and assertives are the only 

speech acts used in this leaflet just as the above leaflets (see figure 162). The 

highest share of directives is (18), (58.06%) which is respectively distributed 

on advising (5), (27.78%), instructing (9), (34.62%), and warning (6), 

(33.33%) (see figure 164). While the total occurrence of assertives is (13), 

(41.94%) i.e. explaining (7), (53.85%), and informing (6), (46.15%) (see 

figure 163). 

Table 107: Speech Acts in Leaflet 54 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 13 41.94% 

Directives 18 58.06% 

Total 31 100% 
 

 

 Table 108:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 54 

Leaflet 54 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 6 46.15% 

Explaining 7 53.85% 

Total 13 100.00% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 5 27.78% 

Instructing 7 38.89% 

Warning 6 33.33% 
Total 18 100% 
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                             Figure 162: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 54 

 

 

    Figure 163: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 54 

 

 

 

                               Figure 164: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 54 
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4.56The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (55) entitled 

Dexamethasone 

    The analysis in Tables 109 and 110 shows that directive speech acts get 

(40), (71.43%) and their illocutionary acts are warning (17), (42.50%), 

advising (9), (22.50%), and instructing (14), (35.00%) (see figures165 and 

167). By contrast, assertives gain (16) and form (28.57%) of the total number 

of speech acts in this leaflet i.e. explaining (12). (57.00%), and informing (4), 

(25.00%) (see figure 166). 

Table 109: Speech Acts in Leaflet 55 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 16 28.57% 

Directives 40 71.43% 

Total 56 100% 

 

 

Table 110:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 55 

Leaflet 55 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 4 25.00% 

Explaining 12 75.00% 

Total 16 100.00% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 9 22.50% 

Instructing 14 35.00% 

Warning 17 42.50% 

Total 40 100% 
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                             Figure 165: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 55 

 

 

    Figure 166: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 55 

   

 

    

                                 Figure 167: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 55 
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4.57 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (56) entitled Omapin-20 

     As illustrated in tables 111  and 112, directive speech acts score the 

highest number which is (27), (65.85%)  i.e. warning (9), (33.33%), advising 

(7), (25.93%), while instructing gets the highest share (11), (40.74%), (see 

figures 168 and 170). Assertives are used (14) times, (34.15%) distributed on 

explaining (11), (78.57%), and informing gets (3), (21.43%) (see figure 169). 

Table 111: Speech Acts in Leaflet 56 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 14 34.15% 

Directives 27 65.85% 

Total 41 100% 

 

 

 

Table 112: Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 56 

Leaflet 56 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 3 21.43% 

Explaining 11 78.57% 

Total 14 100.00% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 7 25.93% 

Instructing 11 40.74% 

Warning 9 33.33% 

Total 27 100% 
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                             Figure 168: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 56 

 

 

 

     Figure 169: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 56 

 

 

                                 Figure 170: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 56 
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4.58 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (57) entitled New 

Pectomex     

      As shown in tables 113 and 114, directive speech acts have the  highest 

share  which gain (44) and form (80.00%) out of the total percentage of 

speech acts in this leaflet (see figure 171) i.e. warning (19), (43.18%) while 

instructing  gets (15), (34.09%), and advising is used (10) times and gain 

(22.73%) (see figure 173). Assertives, On the other hand, obtain (11), 

(20.00%) i.e. explaining (6) (54.55%), and informing (5), (45.45%) (see 

figure172). 

Table 113: Speech Acts in Leaflet 57 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 11 20.00% 

Directives 44 80.00% 

Total 55 100% 

 

 

Table 114:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 57 

Leaflet 57 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 5 45.45% 

Explaining 6 54.55% 

Total 11 100.00% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 10 22.73% 

Instructing 15 34.09% 

Warning 19 43.18% 
Total 44 100% 

 

 



 

155 
 

 

                              Figure 171: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 57 

 

 

 

     Figure 172: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 57 

 

 

 

                                 Figure 173: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 57 
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4.59 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (58) entitled Nystasyr 

      Findings in tables 115 and 116 exhibit that the occurrences of directives 

are (27), (84.38%) i.e. warning (12), (44.44%), instructing (6), (22.22%), and 

advising  (9), (33.33%) (see figures 174 and 176). By contrast, assertives gain 

(5), (15.63%) i.e. informing (2), (40.00%), and explaining (3), (60.00%) (see 

figure 175). 

Table 115: Speech Acts in Leaflet 58 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 5 15.63% 

Directives 27 84.37% 

Total 32 100% 

 

 

 

Table 116:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 58 

Leaflet 58 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 2 40.00% 

Explaining 3 60.00% 

Total 5 100.00% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 9 33.33% 

Instructing 6 22.22% 

Warning 12 44.44% 

Total 27 100% 
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                              Figure 174: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 58 

 

 

     Figure 175: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 58 

 

 

 

                             Figure 176: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 58 
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4.60 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (59) entitled Septogel 

       The analysis in Tables 117 and 118 shows that directive speech acts get 

(20), (68.97%) and their illocutionary acts are warning (9), (45.00%), 

advising (4), (20.00%), and instructing (7), (35.00%) (see figures177 and 

179). By contrast, assertives gain (9) and form (31.03%) of the total number 

of speech acts in this leaflet i.e. explaining (6). (66.67%), and informing (3), 

(33.33%) (see figure 178). 

Table 117: Speech Acts in Leaflet 59 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 9 31.03% 

Directives 20 68.97% 

Total 29 100% 

 

 

 

Table 118:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 59 

Leaflet 59 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 3 33.33% 

Explaining 6 66.67% 

Total 9 100.00% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 4 20.00% 

Instructing 7 35.00% 

Warning 9 45.00% 

Total 20 100% 
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                              Figure 177: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 59 

 

 

 

     Figure 178: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 59 

 

 

                             Figure 179: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 59 
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4.61 The Pragmatic Analysis of Leaflet (60) entitled Quick 

Relief  

     As shown in tables 119 and 120, directive speech acts have the  highest 

share  which gain (18) and form (66.67%) out of the total percentage of 

speech acts in this leaflet (see figure 180) i.e. warning (8), (44.44%) while 

instructing and advising both are used (5) and gain (27.78%) for each one of 

them (see figure 182). Assertives, On the other hand, obtain (9), (33.33%) i.e. 

explaining (5) (55.56%), and informing (4), (44.44%) (see figure181). 

Table 119: Speech Acts in Leaflet 60 

Speech Acts NO. Percentage 

Assertives 9 33.33% 

Directives 18 66.67% 

Total 27 100% 

 

 

Table 120:  Types of  Speech Acts in Leaflet 60 

Leaflet 60 Speech Acts types Frequency Percentage 

1 
Assertives 

Informing 4 44.44% 

Explaining 5 55.56% 

Total 9 100.00% 

2 
Directives 

Advising 5 27.78% 

Instructing 5 27.78% 

Warning 8 44.44% 
Total 18 100% 
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                             Figure 180: Percentages of Speech Acts in Leaflet 60 

 

 

 

     Figure 181: Percentages of Assertives in Leaflet 60 

 

 

 

                             Figure 182: Percentages of Directives in Leaflet 60 
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4.62 Discussion of the Results 

   The following tables show all the results of the pragmatic analysis with 

their frequencies and percentages concerning speech acts categories with their 

illocutionary acts as used in the sixty medical leaflets: 

  

                         Table 121: The speech Acts of the Medical leaflets 

No. of 
leaflet 

Type of Speech Acts 
Assertives Directives Commissives Expressives Declaratives 

1 31 116       

2 13 62       

3 22 184       

4 16 116       

5 22 64       

6 10 41       

7 22 157       

8 16 47       

9 14 73       

10 17 34       

11 11 37       

12 14 44       

13 14 35       

14 15 43       

15 11 29       

16 10 34       

17 19 66       

18 21 37       

19 15 86       

20 12 25       

21 9 39       
22 11 38       
23 9 40       
24 11 49       
25 10 34       
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26 8 33       
27 16 28       
28 7 34       
29 9 18       
30 10 51       
31 6 25       
32 10 26       
33 8 30       
34 11 20       
35 8 29       
36 12 26       
37 21 41       
38 11 50       
39 13 41       
40 5 29       
41 11 39       
42 6 19       
43 10 20       
44 11 25       
45 10 13       
46 12 28       
47 13 21       
48 9 41       
49 10 16       
50 5 17       
51 14 19       
52 6 25       
53 11 45       
54 13 18       
55 16 40       
56 14 27       
57 11 44       
58 5 27       
59 9 20       
60 9 18       

Frequency 735 2533 0         0 0 
Percentage 22.50% 77.50%       
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     Table 121 clearly shows that the sixty medical leaflets have only two 

speech acts. They are as follows: 

1- Directive speech acts are most frequent in the (60) medical leaflets 

analysed, occurring ( 2533) times and constituting (77.50% ) of the 

total number of speech acts. 

2- Assertive speech acts, on the other hand, occur (735 ) times, 

comprising (22.50% ) of all the speech acts. 

3- There is no occurrence of commissive, expressive and declarative 

speech acts. 
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Table 122: The Illocutionary of the Assertive and Directive Speech   Acts of the          

Medical Leaflets 

No. of 
Leaflet 

Assertives Directives 

E
xplaining 

Inform
ing 

D
escribing 

Stating 

W
arning 

Instructing 

A
dvising 

R
equesiting 

A
sking 

1  15 16  49 41 19 
 

7 

2  5 8  24 18 18 2 
 3  14 8  95 40 45 

 
3 

4  6 10  49 32 29 
 

6 

5  5 17  47 11 6 
  6 7 3   11 12 18 
  7 17 5   67 49 41 
  8 10 6   17 16 14 
  9 11 3   40 20 13 
  10 10 7   13 11 9 1 

 11 6 5   18 9 10 
  12 4 10   19 12 13 
  13 10 4   12 7 13 3 

 14 9 6 
  

16 12 15 
  15 

 
5 6 

 
8 11 10 

  16 6 4 
  

16 10 8 
  17 11 8 

  
27 12 17 10 

 18 16 5 
  

14 9 14 
  19 8 7 

  
31 21 33 1 

 20 10 2 
  

10 8 7 
  21 6 3 

  
24 10 5 

  22 6 5 
  

17 10 11 
  23 5 4 

  
19 10 9 2 

 24 6 5 
  

19 12 18 
  25 7 3 

  
16 9 9 

  26 5 3 
  

16 8 9 
  27 7 3 

 
6 13 5 10 

  28 4 3 
  

15 7 12 
  29 6 3 

  
4 6 8 
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30 6 4 
  

26 15 10 
  31 3 3 

  
14 6 5 

  32 8 2 
  

10 9 7 
  33 6 2 

  
11 6 12 1 

 34 7 4 
  

7 6 7 
  35 6 2 

  
11 6 12 

  36 10 2 
 

2 9 9 8 
  37 6 5 

 
10 11 16 13 1 

 38 6 5 
  

19 15 16 
  39 4 6 

 
3 17 16 8 

  40 3 2 
  

13 10 6 
  41 7 4 

  
19 11 9 

  42 3 3 
  

9 6 4 
  43 7 3 

  
9 7 4 

  44 7 4 
  

10 7 8 
  45 6 4 

  
3 3 7 

  46 5 7 
  

13 9 6 
  47 7 6 

  
7 6 8 

  48 6 3 
  

20 14 7 
  49 6 4 

  
6 6 4 

  50 3 2 
  

8 5 4 
  51 8 6 

  
7 6 6 

  52 3 3 
  

10 11 4 
  53 6 5 

  
21 9 15 

  54 6 7 
  

6 7 5 
  55 12 4 

  
17 14 9 

  56 11 3 
  

9 11 7 
  57 6 5 

  
19 15 10 

  58 3 2 
  

12 6 9 
  59 6 3 

  
9 7 4 

  60 5 4 
  

8 5 5 
  

Freq, 375 276 65 21 1096 717 682 21 16 

Per. 50.90 37.50 8.80 2.80 43.30 28.31 26.94 0.82 0.63 
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     Table 122 clarifies  the illocutionary acts of the assertive and directive 

speech acts. The assertive speech acts attain (735), and their illocutionary acts 

are as follows: 

1. Explaining is used (375) times and gains (50.90%) which is the highest 

percentage as far as the assertive speech act is concerned. 

2. Informing is used (276) times and gets (37.50%). It attains the second 

position regarding assertive speech acts. 

3. Describing is used (65) and gains (8.80%) out of the total percentage of 

assertive speech acts. 

4. Stating is used (21) times and obtains (2.80%) which is the lowest share in 

assertive speech acts. 

 

     The directive speech acts are used (2533) times, and their illocutionary 

acts are as follows: 

1.Warning is used (1096) times and gains (43.30%) which is the highest share 

of the total number of directive speech acts. 

2. Instructing comes after warning. It is used (717) times and represents 

(28.31%) of the directive speech acts. 

3. Advising is used (682) times and constitutes (26.94%) of  the directives. 

4. Requesting is used (21) times and form (0.82%) of the directives. 

5. Asking is used (16) times and comprises (0.63%) which is the lowest one 

in the directive speech acts. 

     The  analysis in tables 121 and 122 demonstrates that medical leaflets tend 

to employ two of the selected  speech acts categories which are assertives and 

directives. In addition, It is noticed that the directive speech acts are more 

frequently used than assertives and gain the highest percentage in the analysis 
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of the sixty medical leaflets. This is due to the fact that any medical leaflet is 

a technical document inserted in every medicine package to present written 

directions and information about the medication. Regulators, manufacturers 

and healthcare professionals provide these medical leaflets following a 

standard model which consists of the same kinds of information for every 

medication. Their main purpose is to warn, instruct, advise, and inform 

patients about their drug regarding its precautions, administration and likely 

side effects. 

     Consequently, these package leaflets should be worded in a way that a 

maximum number of people who can use the recommendations benefits 

apparently from them, and can use their medicine safely and appropriately 

regardless of their level of education and profession. Medical leaflets are both 

authoritative and available, and for many patients, they are considered as the 

third safe source of medical information after pharmacists and doctors . They 

are regarded as one of the few reliable, comprehensive and available 

resources for patients  about their medications. 

     Results in table 122 show that medical leaflets can be regarded as texts of 

special purposes, their main aim is to guide the readers directly to the 

information which is more relevant for their health. They have a directive 

goal  next to an informative  function  that are provided by pharmaceutical 

companies to accompany medicinal products so that patients can use them for 

practical instructions . They are considered as provider-patient written 

communication which are drafted on a standardized template that records 

design, headings and layout of information which is described by directive 

and assertive speech acts. Moreover, these leaflets give further information in 
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demonstrative imperative directives which represent the stakeholders as a 

source of accurate factual knowledge. 

      In this context, healthcare professionals at the pharmaceutical companies 

have full responsibility for helping lay people to take medicine safely 

throughout the use of directives and assertives with their illocutionary acts 

that are clearly shown in table 122. The information found in medical leaflets 

is usually taken from and based on  "Summaries of Product Characteristics" 

which is a source specially found for physicians when medicinal products are 

being approved. It is a legal document which contains more information than 

a medical leaflet, and it is a part of the marketing authorization of every drug. 

It is regarded as a standard of information that describes the conditions and 

properties on the use of medical products for physicians and healthcare 

professionals. 

      Accordingly, this explanation justify the absence of expressive, 

commissive and declarative speech acts in the analysis of the language  of 

medical leaflets. According to Searl (1969:3) expressive speech acts indicate 

the feeling and emotional state of the speaker or writer. The sense of 

personality is not found in writing these medical leaflets, conversely they are 

written objectively by stakeholders and manufacturers to direct and inform 

patients to use their medical products safely. In addition, sentences and 

expressions in these medical leaflets are stated as facts reflecting general 

medical knowledge, and they do not represent the manufacturers' own beliefs. 

      Concerning commissive speech acts, the speaker or writer commits 

himself to do something. In medical leaflets, there is no need for commissive 

speech acts because medical leaflets are directive and informative documents 
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with a highly specialised medical genre. As far as declarative speech acts are 

concerned, they are also not used in medical leaflets. This is because 

declaratives must be appropriately used in a kind of serious situations, for 

example in the church or court. By contrast, medical leaflets are small pieces 

of printed papers which are used to instruct and inform consumers how to use 

drugs safely. As a result, these three speech acts are excluded from the 

analysis because their occurrence  is not prominent and rather infrequent.       
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                                 CHAPTER FIVE 

CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND 

SUGGESTIONS 

 

     Based on the results and discussion in the previous chapter. This chapter 
presents the conclusions that are reached throughout the pragmatic analysis of 

the sixty medical leaflets. It also sheds light on some recommendations as 

well as suggestions for further study. 

 

5.1 Conclusions 

     This study has come up with the following conclusions in the light of the 

hypotheses that comprised the foundation of it:  

1. Speech acts theory can be applied to the language of medication in general 

and medical leaflets in particular as the literary language. This verifies the 

first hypothesis which predicts that the application of the selected speech acts 

theory on the chosen medical leaflets texts shows two types of speech acts. 

They are directives and assertives with their illocutionary acts such as 

warning, instructing, advising, explaining informing… etc., which reflect 

various degrees of explicitness in expressing the intended purpose behind 

using these leaflets. 
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2. Directives are highly used and most dominant speech acts in the language 

of medical leaflets which support the second hypothesis that shows such 

correspondence. Assertive  speech acts are frequently used and come second 

in the application of Searle's speech acts theory on the selected medical 

leaflets. By contrast, there is no appearance of  the expressive, commissive 

and declarative speech acts, and this absence  is related to the nature of the  

medical leaflets language. It is regarded as a high quality written information 

that is presented by specialists, experts and stakeholders according to reliable 

objective measures of clarity, content, readability and design features.  

3. The function of  these medical leaflets is directive and informative in the 

way that they are used to give instructions and information on the use and 

application of medicinal products safely and correctly. This confirms the third 

hypothesis which shows that the purpose behind using these leaflets is to 

direct and inform patients and lay people about their prescribed medication  

regarding  its precautions, administration and potential side effects. 

     Consequently, this study is conducted to show evidence on the 

applicability of Searle's speech acts theory (1969) to be functional and has 

validity to treat  medical leaflets language, and to prove that the directive 

speech acts are the most dominant one and are used many times in the writing 

of these leaflets. This indicates that holders in medical industry facilities keep 

in mind the effect that their instructions leave on the patients when they buy 

these products in terms of what they are reading; a warning, an advice, a 

statement or a description in order to go hand in hand with the purpose 

perceived by these industries. In this regard, instructions found in leaflets lead 

the patients in order to figure out how to use the purchased product because it 

would have a great effect on their health. Moreover, most ordinary people 
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who buy medicament without prescription from doctors try to follow  the 

instructions found in the leaflets because they lack sufficient medical 

knowledge. Consequently, it is easier and more natural for them to make use 

of these recommendations to ensure their safety. 

 

5.2  Recommendations 

     As literary works language, language of medication has its own pragmatic, 

linguistic  and semantic features that need to shed lights on in order to 

enhance the students' ability in using English language regarding medical 

leaflet. It is recommended that teachers in English departments need to refer 

to some information in their lessons about language of medication with a 

particular reference to the importance of using medical leaflets in everyday 

life. In addition, teachers can use these medical leaflets texts as a practical 

means to enrich their capacity in acquiring new medical expressions and 

information. Moreover, with a chance to evaluate their pragmatic knowledge, 

medical leaflets language can be regarded as a rich area  to apply speech acts 

theory as shown clearly in this study. 

 

5. 3 Suggestions for further studies 

     Based on the findings of this study, the following are suggestions for 

future studies: 

1. A pragmatic analysis of speech acts can be applied to medical brochures 

and posters in order to reflect their role in advising lay people to certain 

health cases.  
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2. A contrastive study of speech acts theory in English and Arabic medical 

leaflets languages to see how the pragmatic structures and expressions are 

used in both languages.  

3. A pragmatic study in terms of speech acts theory to commercial letters 

among business companies and organizations. The purpose is to investigate 

business language as a formal written communication that has its own nature. 
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Leaflet 60 



 المستخلص

ق من استثمار نظرية الفعل الكلامي في تحميل لغة الطب المتمثمو التحق تيدف ىذه الدراسو الى
بالنشرات الدوائيو, حيث تعد ىذه الدراسو محاولو عمميو لتطبيق نظرية الفعل الكلامي وعناصرىا 

 الفعالو في كشف الاغراض التوجيييو والتوضيحيو المتضمنو في محتوى ىذه النشرات.  

نية تطبيق نظرية الفعل الكلامي عمى لغة النشرات الدوائيو رضت الدراسو الحاليو امكاتفوقد ا
بأعتبارىا ارض خصبو لكل اجزائيا وسماتيا, مبينة ان الفعل الكلامي التوجييي ىو الاداة الاكثر 
استعمالا وسيطره عمى صياغة ىذه المغو والتي وظفت بطريقو عمميو لبيان اليدف الرئيسي من 

ارشاد الناس الى كيفية استعمال المنتجات الدوائيو بكل امان ىذه النشرات والمتمثل بتوجيو و 
( نشره 96( لمفعل الكلامي في تحميل )9191وسلامو.وتركز الدراسو الحاليو عمى نظرية سيرل)

 دوائيو كوسيمو لمحصول عمى نتائج الدراسو.

 ليو:لتحميل التداولي الذي اجري عمى لغة النشرات الدوائيو الى النتائج التاوقد خمص ا

( قد ثبتت فعاليتيا وصلاحيتيا لمتعامل مع النشرات 9191أولا: ان نظرية سيرل لمفعل الكلامي )
الدوائيو وما تحممو لغتيا من خصوصيو. ثانيا: ان اكثر الافعال الكلاميو المستخدمو في لغة 

(,  (assertive( والفعل التوضيحي(directiveالنشرات الدوائيو ىو الفعل التوجييي او الطمبي 
اما باقي الافعال ( ىو الاكثر شيوعا, (directiveمع ملاحظة  ان استخدام  الفعل التوجييي 

الكلاميو فلا وجود ليا في ىذه المغو. ثالثا: تمعب ىذه النصوص الدوائيو  دورا جوىريا في توجيو 
وفي ضوء وارشاد الناس الى افضل السبل واكثرىا امانا في استخدام الدواء وتجنب سمبياتو. 

النتائج التي استخمصت من ىذه الدراسو, فقد تم تقديم مجموعو من الاستنتاجات والمقترحات 
 لمدراسات المستقبميو.
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