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Abstract

Successful language use requires accurate intention recognition. However, sometimes this can be
undermined because communication occurs within an interpersonal context. In this research, I used a
relatively large set of speech acts (n = 32) and explored how variability in their inherent face-threat
influences the extent to which they are successfully recognized by a recipient, as well as the confidence
of senders and receivers in their communicative success. Participants in two experiments either created
text messages (senders) designed to perform a specific speech act (e.g., agree) or interpreted those text
messages (receivers) in terms of the specific speech act being performed. The speech acts were scaled
in terms of their degree of face threat. In both experiments, speech acts that were more threatening were
less likely to be correctly recognized than those that were less threatening. Additionally, the messages
of the more threatening speech acts were longer and lower in clout than the less threatening speech
acts. Senders displayed greater confidence in communicative success than receivers, but judgments
of communicative success (for both senders and receivers) were unrelated to actual communicative
success. The implications of these results for our understanding of actual communicative episodes are
discussed.

Keywords: Speech Acts; Miscommunication; Human communication; Conversation; Interpersonal
interaction; Politeness

1. Introduction

Communication often proceeds effortlessly and successfully. But not always. Sometimes
people are misunderstood, their intended meaning is taken the wrong way, or it is missed
entirely. Although misunderstandings are sometimes brought to light and repair sequences
initiated (Schegloff, Jefferson, & Sacks, 1977), these repairs are not always successful. More
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importantly, people are sometimes not even aware that miscommunication has occurred
(Galantucci & Roberts, 2014). Given the extensive impact that communicative misunder-
standings can have on a variety of outcomes, it is surprising that relatively little is known
about why, when, and how communicative misunderstandings occur.

Past research on miscommunication has generally focused on specific types of miscom-
munication rather than miscommunication in general. For example, researchers have exam-
ined cross-gender miscommunication (e.g., Tannen, 1990) and cross-cultural miscommuni-
cation (Holtgraves, 1997). In general, this research suggests that differing cultural and/or
gender-based expectations or frames can result in miscommunication. Researchers have, as
well, examined miscommunication in specific contexts such as the workplace (Holmes &
Stubbe, 2015), healthcare (e.g., doctor-patient) settings (Heritage & Robinson, 2006), avia-
tion (e.g., cockpit) contexts (Sexton & Helmrich, 2000), and others. This research has pro-
vided detailed (often ethnographic) descriptions of communication outcomes in these specific
settings. Research in the conversation analytic tradition has focused on the management, or
repair, of miscommunication (e.g., Schegloff, 1992), an approach that has been incorporated
into psychological models (e.g., Clark, 1996), and more recently adopted by cognitive sci-
entists (e.g., Healey, De Ruiter, & Mills, 2018). Note, however, that with these approaches,
the emphasis is on the management of miscommunication rather than on the underlying rea-
sons for miscommunication. The purpose of the current research was to adopt a more general
approach and to explore the extent to which people can successfully perform a variety of
different specific speech acts in digital contexts.

1.1. A framework for studying communication and miscommunication

Communication can be viewed as an intentional activity in which interactants strive to
recognize one another’s communicative intentions. This view is consistent with a variety of
theoretical perspectives including speech act theory (Austin, 1962; Bach & Harnish, 1979;
Searle, 1969), relevance theory (Sperber & Wilson, 2002), Clark’s theory of language use
(Clark, 1996), computational models of language comprehension (Cohen & Perrault, 1979;
Stone, 2005), and Gricean pragmatics (Grice, 1957). In this research, I focus on communica-
tive intentions in terms of speech acts (Searle, 1969). In this view, speakers are performing
identifiable speech acts (e.g., request, criticize, etc.) with their utterances, and comprehension
entails recognition of the speech act that is being performed (Holtgraves, 2008).

Communication occurs at multiple levels and misunderstanding can occur at any of them.
For example, a recipient might fail to correctly identify a speaker’s referent. In speech act
terms, referent identification errors can result in failure to recognize the locutionary act, that
is, the sense and reference of the utterance (Searle, 1969). Even if the recipient recognizes
the locutionary act, however, there is the possibility they will fail to recognize the illocution-
ary act or the specific speech act that the speaker is intending to perform. It is that level of
communication that is being investigated here.

Although interactants use language to perform specific speech acts, they do so within a
web of interpersonal structures and motives and feelings, all of which most likely play a
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critical role in the communication process. For example, Chaudhry and Loewenstein (2019;
see also Yoon, Tessler, Goodman, & Frank, 2018) recently put forth a social communication
model, termed the responsibility exchange theory, specifying the image-based costs and ben-
efits of the speech acts of thanking, apologizing, bragging, and blaming. With this model,
precise predictions can be made regarding the relative image costs and benefits (in terms of
perceived warmth and competence) for the performance of these speech acts in any situation,
and hence the likelihood that these speech acts (as well as silence–i.e., no speech act) will be
performed in any context, based on a simple utility maximization assumption. For example,
for the speaker, an apology incurs a cost, a reduction in competence, and simultaneously, an
increase in perceived warmth. Hence, the likelihood of an apology increases in situations in
which warmth (rather than competence) is favored.

A more general though less formal way to incorporate an interpersonal dimension is
through the concepts of face and face-work (Goffman, 1967). In general, face refers to a
person’s public identity, and face-work to those activities designed to support, protect, and
ratify that identity (Goffman, 1967). Much face work is accomplished with language, by say-
ing things in a certain way so as to avoid threatening one another’s face. Brown and Levinson
(1987) refer to this as politeness, and its occurrence (albeit in different forms) appears to be
universal. One of the primary linguistic means of managing face is to be less than completely
direct when performing a face-threatening act. Hence, when making a request (which threat-
ens the face of the recipient), people are more likely to be polite and make their request in
an implicit, indirect, and hence polite manner (e.g., Could you shut the door?) rather than
being direct and using the imperative (e.g., Shut the door). Numerous studies have shown that
politeness does vary as a function of concerns with face (see Holtgraves, 2010, for a review).

Importantly, this attentiveness to face introduces noise into the communication process,
and it is a major reason why a speaker’s intentions might sometimes be difficult to recognize
(Bonnefon, Feeney, & De Neys, 2011). Yoon, Tessler, Goodman, and Frank (2018) extended
the Rational Speech Act framework (Frank & Goodman, 2012) by including these types of
social considerations. In addition to the communicative goal of epistemic utility (i.e., pro-
viding new and accurate information), they proposed an additional goal termed social utility
(i.e., maintaining the listener’s self-image). In several experiments, they demonstrated that
participants consider a speaker’s motives (e.g., be nice or be honest) when interpreting the
meaning of their utterances. Participants made inferences, as well, regarding the speakers’
motives based on the relationship between the literal meaning of their utterance and the true
state of the world.

1.1.1. Speech act differences in fact threat
In this research, I consider a relatively large set of 32 speech acts and explore how variabil-

ity in their inherent face threat influences the extent to which they are successfully recognized
by a recipient. As Chaudhry and Lowenstein (2019) have demonstrated, certain speech acts
vary in terms of their inherent threat to the recipient’s (and in some cases the speaker’s) face;
for example, bragging is more threatening than thanking (although there is a cost to thank-
ing as well). The claim being made here is that virtually all speech acts can be ordered in



4 of 25 T. Holtgraves / Cognitive Science 45 (2021)

terms of their inherent face threat (although no doubt there is much cultural variability in
this regard). For example, criticisms are typically more threatening than questions, demands
more threatening than requests, and so on. As a result, as the face threat associated with a
speech act increases, a speaker’s social goal of being nice (i.e., polite) should increase as
well, and this should have a corresponding effect on communicative success; the more threat-
ening a speech act, the less likely it is that recipients will correctly recognize the speech
act being performed. Hence, my general expectation is that as threat increases, the likeli-
hood of successful communication (i.e., the recipient recognizing the intended speech act)
decreases.

Additional predictions can be made regarding the language used to perform speech acts
varying in face threat. Prior research is clear, at least for directives, that the more threaten-
ing the act, the more likely it is that speakers will use politeness strategies as a means of
managing that threat (for a summary, see Holtgraves, 2010). Hence, rather than using the
clear and direct imperative (e.g., Shut the door), a speaker can use a negative politeness strat-
egy (e.g., Do you think you could shut the door?) as a means of minimizing the threat. In
this research, I explored this possibility using three variables from the Linguistic Inquiry and
Word Count program (LIWC; Pennebaker, Boyd, Jordan, & Blackburn, 2015). First, verbal
politeness strategies require extra words (as in the prior e.g.), words that perform the work of
managing face by, for example, symbolically lessening the imposition. As a result, I expected
messages performing more threatening speech acts to contain more words than messages per-
forming less threatening speech acts. Second, tentativeness (e.g., hedges such as “I think,”
“sort of,” etc.) can be viewed as politeness markers (Brown & Levinson, 1987). Compare,
for example, the direct “Your paper needs a lot of work” with the hedged “I think your paper
sorta needs a lot of work.” Hence, I expected greater tentativeness for the more threatening
acts than for the less threatening acts. Finally, a composite variable termed “clout” is particu-
larly relevant (Pennebaker et al., 2015). Clout is a proprietary composite variable based on a
combination of LIWC categories (defined below) that captures overall assertiveness (Jordan,
Sterling, Pennebaker, & Boyd, 2019; Kacewicz, Pennebaker, Davis, Jeon, & Graesser, 2014).
According to Jordan et al. (2019) “people high in clout speak with a sense of certainty and
authority, whereas people low in confidence sound more tentative and uncertain.” I expected
messages performing more face-threatening speech acts to have lower levels of clout (i.e., less
confidence and assertiveness) than messages performing less face-threatening speech acts.

1.1.2. Awareness of communication success
To what extent are interactants good at predicting communicative success? Relevant social

psychological research suggests that individuals may not be very good in this regard. For
example, research has demonstrated that people generally overestimate the extent to which
their internal states (including their intentions) are visible to others (Gilovich, Savitsky, &
Medvec, 1998; Savitsky & Gilovich, 2003). This suggests that people may assume their
communicative meanings are more visible than they really are; an effect that is likely to result
in speakers overestimating the extent to which their intended meaning will be recognized.
In fact, multiple studies have shown that people do overestimate their ability to successfully
convey an intended meaning (Keysar & Henley, 2002; Kruger, Epley, Parker, & Ng, 2005;
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Savitsky, Keysar, Epley, Carter, & Swanson, 2011; Wu & Keysar, 2007a). For example,
Keysar and Henley (2002) demonstrated that speakers who are trying to convey a specific
meaning with a syntactically ambiguous sentence (e.g., Angela killed the man with the
gun) overestimate the extent to which recipients will recognize their intended meaning, and
Savitsky et al. (2011) demonstrated that people overestimate their ability to convey sarcasm
via email. Hence, I expected senders to be significantly more confident in communicative
success than recipients. More specifically, I expected senders to be more confident that the
recipient would recognize the intended speech act than recipients would be that they correctly
recognized the intended speech act.

In addition to a sender-receiver asymmetry in communicative confidence, other research
demonstrates that interactants display an overall low level of awareness regarding commu-
nicative success. In particular, research conducted by Galantucci et al. (Galantucci & Roberts,
2014; Galantucci, Langstein, Spivack, & Paley, 2020) has demonstrated that communica-
tors often display a remarkable insensitivity to communicative success. For example, Galan-
tucci and Roberts (2014) asked pairs of participants to converse remotely and then had their
conversations periodically crossed (i.e., a participant was switched from one conversation to
another). On the surface, this would seem to introduce a level of incoherence that would seem
to be obvious. It was not. The majority of the time participants failed to notice the switch and
continued with their conversations as if nothing had happened. Hence, I expected reported
confidence–of both senders and receivers–to be independent of actual communicative suc-
cess. It should be noted that this hypothesis is at odds with demonstrations of interactant
sensitivity to conversation troubles (Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974; Schegloff et al.,
1977). However, the exchanges examined in the present research were one-off text message
exchanges and hence did not allow for a collaborative conversation process to unfold, a pro-
cess that seems to be necessary for the identification and resolution of communication errors
(Clark, 1996).

1.1.3. Valence of miscommunication errors
When a recipient fails to recognize a speaker’s intended meaning, what type of errors do

they make? Rather than being random, it is likely that there will be predictable patterns in the
misidentification of speech acts. More specifically, just as face-work can make a speaker’s
intention more difficult to recognize, I also expect that face-work will influence the valence
of misinterpretations. People generally have a strong desire not to convey negative, face-
threatening information, which of course is the basis for the expectation that threatening
speech acts will be less likely to be recognized. A corollary of this assumption is that when
the intended speech act is not recognized, the (incorrectly) recognized speech act will be more
positive than the intended speech act. This effect should be greater for very threatening speech
acts because of the increased motivation on the part of the sender to soften the threat.

1.1.4. The current research
I conducted two experiments to examine communicative success in digital contexts (mes-

saging, email, etc.). The choice to focus on digital contexts was based on several consid-
erations. First, digital communication is ubiquitous and represents a paradigm shift in how
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individuals communicate with one another. Second, examining digital communication allows
for the empirical examination of miscommunication under controlled conditions; there is
no need to consider the paralinguistic and gestural features that occur in face-to-face com-
munication. Moreover, because digital communication lacks the paralinguistic and gestural
features that can facilitate recognition of a speaker’s intended meaning and help initiate
repair sequences when miscommunication occurs, the likelihood of miscommunication in
this domain is increased (e.g., Johnson, Bostwick, & Anderson, 2016; Kelly et al., 2012).

To explore these issues, I used a two-part procedure. One set of participants were asked to
create text messages that they would send to communicate a specific speech act to another
person. A second group of participants were then presented with one set of the produced
messages and asked to identify the speech act being performed. With this procedure, I exam-
ined the above hypotheses regarding the accuracy with which speech acts were identified as a
function of face threat, participants’ confidence regarding the communication of these speech
acts, and the nature of their errors when they failed to recognize the intended speech act.

2. Experiment 1

2.1. Method

Part 1 participants generated text messages designed to perform 32 different speech acts,
and Part 2 participants read those messages and attempted to identify the speech acts being
performed. There were two versions of the Part 2 interpretation task that were performed
by two separate groups of participants. In one version, the Part 2 participants performed the
interpretation task by generating speech act verbs on their own (free-response condition).
Pilot work suggested that this is a relatively difficult task, and so an additional condition was
included in which participants were asked to choose a speech act verb from a list of speech
act verbs (multiple choice condition).

2.1.1. Participants
Part 1 participants (N = 48; 12 males) and Part 2 participants (free response N = 48; 15

males; multiple choice N = 45; four males) were students enrolled in introductory psychology
courses who participated for partial course credit. The age range for the Part 1 participants
was 18–21 (M = 18.69; SD = 0.939), and the age range for the Part 2 participants was 18–24
in the free-response condition (M = 18.94; SD = 1.725) and 18–24 in the multiple choice
condition (M = 19.31; SD = 1.314).

2.1.2. Materials
There were 32 speech acts (eight from each of the following categories: directives,

assertives, expressives, commissives). Two brief situation descriptions were written for each
speech act, one for the Part 1 participants (production scenarios) and a corresponding one for
the Part 2 participants (interpretation scenarios). All speech acts and scenarios are presented
in the Appendix. The following were the scenarios for the “warn” speech act:
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Production scenario: You and a group of your friends are traveling by two cars to a
large city. The car you are riding in left your hometown about an hour sooner than
the other car. The car you are riding in recently passed a state patrol officer who was
clocking car speeds. Knowing the driver of the other car always speeds, you want to
warn that group of the police officer. To warn them, you text:

Interpretation scenario: You and a group of your friends are traveling by two cars to a
large city. The car you are riding in departed about an hour later than the other group.
While on the road, you receive the following text from a group member in the other car:
(Message from Part 1 participant)

2.1.3. Measuring the face threat of speech acts
Production scenarios were presented to a separate group of participants (N = 48) from the

same population (Introductory Psychology students). These participants were asked to read
each situation description and imagine that they were contemplating performing the planned
speech act (e.g., you decide to text your friend and say that you very much agree with their
position). Each speech act was rated on six 7-point scales (1 = strongly disagree to 7 =
strongly agree) in terms of threats to the speaker’s and hearer’s negative face (how imposed
upon and constrained they would be if the speech act was performed) and positive face (extent
to which one’s image and the relationship would be harmed) as well as how difficult it would
be for the speaker and hearer if the speech act was performed. The six ratings for each speech
act were highly correlated (alphas ranged between .82 and .98; M = 0.91) and were com-
bined to create an overall threat index for each speech act. For the purpose of subsequent
analyses, speech acts were categorized as either high threat (n = 16) or low threat (n = 16)
based on a median split of the threat index. As a check on these ratings, I examined the corre-
sponding valence values for the speech act verbs using data provided by Warriner, Kuperman,
and Brysbaert (2013). The valence for the high threat speech act verbs were significantly
lower (M = 3.91; SD = 1.30) than the valence of the low threat speech act verbs (M = 6.31;
SD = 0.87) t(30) = 6.16, p < .001. In addition, there was a substantial, significant cor-
relation between the Warriner valence values and the rated speech act difficulty, r = –.80,
p < .001.

2.1.4. Procedure
Part 1 participants were asked to read each production scenario and to imagine that they

wanted to send a text message in order to perform a specific speech act (e.g., criticize, compli-
ment, offer, etc.). Participants were not allowed to include the speech act verb in their message
(hence, these were implicit performatives; Holtgraves, 2005). In addition, these participants
indicated on a 7-point scale their confidence (1 = extremely unconfident to 7 = extremely
confident) that the recipient would accurately identify the speech act that they were intending
to convey. Each Part 2 participant was presented one set of text messages produced by a Part
1 participant (along with the corresponding interpretation scenarios) and asked to identify the
speech act being performed. Participants either generated the speech acts on their own (free-
response version) or chose from a list of provided speech acts (multiple choice version). The
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Table 1
Mean (standard error) speech act identification accuracy as a function of speech act threat and category

Experiment 1 Experiment 2
Speech
ActCategory

Speech
ActThreat Free Response Multiple Choice Free Response

Assertives Low 0.42 (0.05) 0.67 (0.05) 0.53 (0.03)
High 0.15 (0.02) 0.33 (0.03) 0.14 (0.01)

Expressives Low 0.28 (0.03) 0.68 (0.04) 0.28 (0.02)
High 0.22 (0.03) 0.46 (0.04) 0.21 (0.02)

Directives Low 0.29 (0.03) 0.57 (0.03) 0.31 (0.02)
High 0.22 (0.04) 0.28 (0.04) 0.16 (0.02)

Commissives Low 0.23 (0.03) 0.45 (0.03) 0.19 (0.02)
High 0.13 (0.03) 0.35 (0.04) 0.07 (0.01)

Overall Low 0.29 (0.02) 0.57 (0.02) 0.29 (0.01)
High 0.18 (0.01) 0.36 (0.02) 0.15 (0.01)

speech acts in the multiple-choice version were the 32 speech acts used in the study. There
were no limits on how frequently a speech act could be used. Finally, these participants indi-
cated their degree of confidence (1 = extremely unconfident to 7 = extremely confident) on
a 7-point scale that they correctly recognized the intended speech act. Scenario presentation
order was randomized for both the Part 1 and the Part 2 participants.

2.2. Results

I report here analyses for identification accuracy, identification errors, and confidence. In
order to provide a large enough sample, the two experiments were combined for the analy-
ses examining the linguistic features of the text messages; these results are presented in the
Experiment 2 Results section.

2.2.1. Speech act identification accuracy
The interpretations provided by the Part 2 participants in the free-response version were

coded as correct or incorrect using a strict criterion. Specifically, the provided speech act verb
was required to be a variant of the production speech act verb (e.g., apologizing was counted
as correct when the presented speech act verb was apologize) but close synonyms (e.g., sorry)
were counted as incorrect. Inspection of the text messages indicated three instances (out of
1536; or 0.19%) of the Part 1 participant incorrectly including the speech act verb in their
message. These trials were not included in the analyses.

I first analyzed identification accuracy with a mixed effects log-linear model that included
speech act category (assertive, directive, expressive, commissive) and speech act threat (two
levels based on a median split of the pretest difficulty ratings) as fixed effects and the inter-
cepts for participants and speech acts (nested within speech act category) as random inter-
cepts. The results are summarized in Table 1.

In the free-response condition, participants were significantly more accurate at identify-
ing the low threat speech acts (M = 0.29) than the high threat speech acts (M = 0.18),
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F(1,20) = 4.56, p = .045. The effect of speech act threat on speech act identification accuracy
was roughly the same for each speech act category (see Table 1), and the Threat X Speech
Act Category interaction was not significant, F(3,20) < 1. The results were similar for the
multiple-choice version. Participants were significantly more accurate at identifying the low
threat speech acts (M = 0.57) than the high threat speech acts (M = 0.36), F(1,23) = 12.14,
p = .002. Again, the effect of speech act threat was roughly the same for each speech act cate-
gory, and there was not a Speech Act Threat by Speech Act Category interaction, F(3,23) < 1.

2.2.2. Valence of misidentified speech acts
Analyses were conducted examining the nature of the errors made by Part 2 participants

when they failed to identify the intended speech act. To test the positive valence hypothesis,
I computed a variable representing the difference between the valence of the misidentified
speech act (from the Warriner et al., 2013 data) and the valence of the conveyed speech
act (from the same data). A positive value for this variable indicates that the misidentified
speech act had a more positive valence than the conveyed speech act. I analyzed this variable
with a linear mixed effects ANOVA with speech act category and speech act threat as fixed
effects and participant and speech act number (nested within speech act category) as random
effects. For the free-response data, the valence difference value was positive (M = 0.54) and
significantly greater than 0, F(1, 25.11) = 5.68, p = .025, indicating that when the conveyed
speech act was misidentified, the speech act errors were in a positive direction. However,
this did vary as a function of speech act threat, F(1, 24.06) = 6.93, p = .015; the difference
was larger for the more threatening speech acts (M = 1.19) than for the less threatening
speech acts (M = –0.05). The results for the multiple-choice condition were roughly the
same. The valence of the misidentified speech acts was positive (M = 0.27), although this
was not significantly greater than 0, F(1, 26.01) = 2.61, p = .118. Like the free-response
data, this difference was larger for the more threatening speech acts (Ms = 0.58 vs. –0.13),
F(1, 24.01) = 6.29, p = .019.

2.2.3. Communication confidence
Two questions regarding participants’ confidence were addressed. First, do senders have

greater confidence that their intention will be recognized than receivers do that they have
correctly recognized the sender’s intention? The answer is clearly yes. Confidence was ana-
lyzed with a linear mixed effects ANOVA with role (sender vs. receiver), speech act cate-
gory, and speech act threat as fixed effects, and participant and speech act number (nested
within speech act category) as random effects. In both the free-response and multiple-choice
conditions, senders were significantly more confident (M = 6.29) that their meaning would
be recognized than receivers were confident that they were able to correctly recognize the
intended meaning (Free Response: M = 4.92; F(1, 2973.14) = 1062.10, p < .001; Multiple
Choice: M = 5.25; F(1, 2788.03) = 600.43, p < .001). This effect did not vary over speech act
threat in the free-response condition, F(1, 2873.14) < 1, or in the multiple-choice condition,
F(1, 2788.03) < 1. The effect did vary, however, over speech act category in both the free-
response condition, F(3, 2873.14) = 3.64, p = .012, and the multiple-choice condition, F(3,
2788.03) = 2.84, p = .037. However, follow-up tests indicated the sender-receiver difference
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was significant (p < .01) for each speech act category in each condition (and the difference
was largest for the expressives speech act category).

The second issue involved the relationship between confidence and communication accu-
racy. Specifically, are judgments of confidence grounded in reality such that sender and
receiver confidence is greater when communication is successful? In order to examine this
relationship, I analyzed sender and receiver confidence with linear mixed effects ANOVAs
that included communication accuracy, speech act category, and speech act threat as fixed
effects, and participant and speech act number (nested within speech act category) as ran-
dom effects. In the free-response condition, neither sender confidence, F(1, 1290.86) < 1,
nor recipient confidence F(1, 1229.79) = 1.43, p = .233, varied as a function of whether the
speech act was recognized, Similarly, in the multiple-choice condition, neither sender con-
fidence, F(1, 1398.43) = 1.25, p = .263, nor receiver confidence, F(1, 1092.21) < 1 varied
significantly as a function of communication accuracy.

2.3. Discussion

Participants in this experiment conveyed and interpreted speech acts conveyed via digital
text messages. As expected, communicative success was significantly lower for more face-
threatening acts relative to less threatening acts, a difference that occurred in both the free-
response and multiple-choice conditions. When recipients failed to recognize the intended
speech acts, their errors were in a positive direction, that is, they interpreted the conveyed
speech act as being more positive than it was. Finally, the confidence of both senders and
receivers in their communicative success was unrelated to their actual communicative success.
In an attempt to replicate these findings, I conducted a second experiment with a larger sample
using the free-response format.

3. Experiment 2

3.1. Method

3.1.1. Participants
Part 1 participants (N = 121; 18 males; 1 trans; 102 females) and Part 2 participants (N =

115; 19 males; one trans; 95 females) were students recruited from Introductory Psychology
courses. The age range for the Part 1 participants was 18–51 (M = 18.94; SD = 3.999), and
the age range for the Part 2 participants was 18–28 (M = 18.77; SD = 1.347).

3.1.2. Stimulus materials
The stimulus materials were identical to those used in Experiment 1.

3.1.3. Procedure
The procedure was identical to the free-response condition in Experiment 1.1
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3.2. Results

3.2.1. Speech act identification accuracy
The interpretations provided by the Part 2 participants were coded as correct or incorrect

using a strict criterion as described in Experiment 1. Inspection of the text messages indi-
cated 16 instances (out of 4032; or 0.39%) of the Part 1 participants incorrectly including
the speech act verb in their message. These trials were not included in the analyses. Identi-
fication accuracy was analyzed with a mixed effects log-linear model that included speech
act category (assertive, directive, expressive, commissive) and speech act threat (two levels
based on a median split of the pretest difficulty ratings) as fixed effects and the intercepts for
participants and speech acts (nested within speech act category) as random intercepts. The
results are summarized in Table 1. As in Experiment 1, participants were significantly more
accurate at identifying the low threat speech acts (M = 0.29) than the high threat speech acts
(M = 0.15), F(1, 23) = 9.69, p = .005. Again, the effect of speech act threat was roughly the
same for each speech act category, and the Threat by Speech Act Category interaction was
not significant, F(1,23) < 1.

3.2.2. Valence of misidentified speech acts
Identification errors were analyzed in terms of the difference between the valence of the

misidentified speech act and the valence of the conveyed speech act. A positive value for
this variable indicates that the misidentified speech act had a more positive valence than the
conveyed speech act. This variable was analyzed with a linear mixed effects ANOVA with
speech act category and speech act threat as fixed effects and participant and speech act num-
ber (nested within speech act category) as random effects. As in Experiment 1, the valence
of misidentification speech acts was positive (M = 0.59) and significantly greater than 0,
F(1,24.48) = 4.87, p = .037, indicating that when the conveyed speech act was misidentified,
the speech act errors were in a more positive direction. Again, this effect was greater for the
more threatening speech acts (Ms = 1.15 vs. –0.08), F(1,24.11) = 7.67, p = .011.

3.2.3. Communication confidence
To examine sender-receiver confidence asymmetry, confidence was analyzed with a linear

mixed effects ANOVA with role (sender vs. receiver), speech act category, and speech act
threat as fixed effects, and participant and speech act number (nested within speech act cate-
gory) as random effects. As in Experiment 1, senders were significantly more confident (M =
5.43) of communicative success than were recipients (M = 4.80), F(1, 6855.90) = 294.58, an
effect that did not vary over degree of speech act threat, F(1, 6855.90) < 1 or over speech act
category, F(3, 6855.90) < 1.

In order to examine the relationship between confidence and accuracy, sender and receiver
confidences were analyzed with linear mixed effects ANOVAs that included communication
accuracy as a fixed effect. As in Experiment 1, neither receiver confidence, F(1, 3227.39) =
2.23, p = .136, nor sender confidence, F(1, 2901.79) = 1.33, p = .248, varied significantly as
a function of communication accuracy.
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3.2.4. Message characteristics as a function of speech act threat and category
In order to explore the impact of face threat and speech act category on message charac-

teristics, I combined the messages from both experiments in order to create a dataset with
sufficient size for these analyses. As in the prior analyses, messages containing the speech act
verb were excluded from all analyses. LIWC categories were analyzed with a linear mixed
effects model that included speech act category (assertive, directive, expressive, commissive)
and speech act threat (two levels based on a median split of the pretest difficulty ratings) as
fixed effects and the intercepts for participants and speech act number (nested within speech
act categories) as random intercepts. Word count and tentativeness are single LIWC cate-
gories. Clout, on the other hand, is a compositive variable based on the following formula:
we-words + you-words + social words – i-words – swear words – negations – differentiation
words (Jordan et al., 2019).

I expected the more threatening speech acts (relative to the less threatening speech acts)
to display decreased clout and increased word count and tentativeness. Significant effects
occurred for clout and word count but not for tentativeness. As expected, clout was sig-
nificantly lower for more threatening speech acts (M = 51.13) than for less threatening
speech acts (M = 72.11), F(1,24) = 8.07, p = .009, and word count was significantly greater
for more threatening speech acts (M = 18.12) than for less threatening speech acts (M =
15.60), F(1,24) = 4.84, p = .038. In contrast, no effects were observed for tentativeness,
F(1,24) < 1.

In order to examine the extent to which the two variables that varied as a function of speech
act threat (word count and clout) were associated with communicative success, I conducted
a mixed effects log-linear analysis with recognition accuracy as the criterion variable, and
word count and clout as the predictors (with speech acts and participants included as random
variables). There was a small but significant positive coefficient (.003) for clout (t = 2.20,
p = .028). The effect for word count was not significant (t = 0.96, p = .336). Parallel mixed
model analyses were conducted in which word count and clout were treated as the criterion
and accuracy was included as a fixed effects predictor. Consistent with the prior analysis,
clout was significantly higher when the intention was recognized (M = 64.59) than when it
was not recognized (M = 61.76), F(1, 4975.20) = 5.07, p = .024. Word count did not vary as
a function of recognition accuracy, F(1, 4968.45) = 2.60, p = .107.

Finally, I conducted several exploratory analyses in order to examine the suitability of
LIWC for identifying linguistic dimensions theoretically associated with different speech act
categories, in effect, an examination of the validity of LIWC for this type of research context.
For example, one of the criteria for commissives and directives is that they are future-oriented.
In contrast, assertives and expressives largely reference the past (although it is not one of
their criteria). I conducted separate linear mixed effects ANOVA for the LIWC categories
capturing a future focus (focusfuture) and a focus on the past (focuspast). As expected, for
future focus there was a significant effect for speech act category, F(3, 28) = 5.72, p = .003,
and both directives (M = 2.72) and commissives (M = 3.09) were significantly (p < .05) more
future-oriented than expressives (M = 1.09) and assertives (M = 0.54). Similarly, there was
a significant effect for speech act category for focus on the past, F(3, 28) = 5.70, p = .004,
and assertives (M = 6.47) were significantly (p < .05) more past-oriented than commissives
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(M = 1.67) and directives (M = 1.47); expressives (M = 4.17) were larger but did not differ
significantly from the other two categories. These results provide support for the ability of
LIWC to identify theoretically meaningful linguistic dimensions in this context.

3.3. Discussion

The results of Experiment 2 replicated the findings from Experiment 1. Communicative
success was lower for more threatening speech acts than for less threatening speech acts;
when recipients failed to identify the speech act, their errors were in a more positive direction,
and senders’ and receivers’ accuracy judgments were independent of actual communicative
success. In addition, analyses of the text messages (in both experiments) suggest how speech
act threat influences communication accuracy. Text messages performing more threatening
acts were lower in clout and contained more words than text messages of less threatening
acts, and the former was significantly related to communicative success.

4. General discussion

How good are people at formulating messages so that their intentions are recognized? How
good are people at recognizing the intentions others intend to convey? The purpose of this
research was to examine these issues and to do so in digital contexts using the frameworks
of speech act theory (Searle, 1969) and face-work/politeness (Brown & Levinson, 1987;
Goffman, 1967). Four main findings emerged, each with implications for our understanding
of (mis)communication.

First, successful intention recognition varied as a function of face threat. Receivers in all
conditions were less likely to recognize the sender’s intention when the to-be-performed
speech act was high in threat than when it was low in threat. This effect was substantial (low
threatening acts were recognized at almost twice the rate of high threatening acts) and robust.
It is also consistent with arguments made by theorists that face concerns will introduce noise
into the communication system and make a speaker’s intentions more difficult to recognize
(Bonnefon et al., 2011; Yoon et al., 2018). The present research provides direct evidence in
support of this argument. Note as well that the current demonstration of this effect may be
somewhat conservative. With the present stimulus set, the stakes for the sender were likely
higher in face-threatening situations (e.g., if you fail to remind your roommate of the cable
bill due in half an hour, you may be in trouble for not paying it). As the stakes for the sender
increase, so too would the motivation to be explicit in one’s communication, an effect that
works against the present hypothesis. This was not controlled in this research but represents
an important avenue for future research.

Further refinement of this argument is possible. In this research, face threat was painted
with a fairly broad brush; in reality, finer distinctions can be made. For example, it may be
possible to distinguish between threat to the sender’s face (e.g., apologizing) and threat to the
recipient’s face (e.g., criticizing). It is likely that subtle differences may emerge when such
differences are taken into account. Some researchers have argued for cultural differences in
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this regard (Ting-Toomey, 1998); in general, people from collectivist cultures are more con-
cerned with managing other-face (i.e., the recipient’s face), while people from individualistic
cultures are more concerned with the management of self-face (i.e., the sender’s face). It is not
unreasonable to expect greater noise (and lower rates of successful intention recognition) for
acts threatening the sender in individualistic cultures and the recipient in collectivist cultures.

There is also a fairly extensive literature documenting the impact of interpersonal vari-
ables on face threat and politeness (for a review, see Holtgraves, 2010), and hence possibly
intention recognition as well. Foremost in this regard is the power relationship between inter-
actants. Prior research has demonstrated how power differentials can influence the processing
of utterances (Holtgraves, 1994). Direct predictions for communicative success are possible
as well. Speech acts become more threatening when directed to a higher status recipient, and
increased face threat should result in decreased communicative success, a possibility that we
are currently examining.

Second, (part of) the reason for the lower rates of communicative success for more face-
threatening acts is the manner in which those acts are performed. In this research, I used
the LIWC program to identify language variables that can distinguish between speech acts
varying in threat. Although LIWC is primarily a word counting program and not particularly
well-suited for the identification of linguistic face-work, three of its categories are theoreti-
cally relevant. First and foremost is the composite category of clout, a cluster of categories
previous research has demonstrated to be (positively) related to variability in confidence and
(negatively) related to uncertainty. In the present research, levels of clout were significantly
greater when the act was low in face threat than when it was high in face threat. That is,
when senders constructed messages that were face-threatening, they expressed higher levels
of uncertainty and lower levels of confidence (i.e., less clout), exactly what one would expect
in terms of face-work. Similarly, more threatening speech acts took more words to perform,
the extra words likely an attempt to engage in face management. The expected pattern for the
category of tentativeness did not occur. Clout, tentativeness, and word count are, of course,
imperfect proxies for politeness and linguistic face-work, and subsequent research should
explore other alternatives in this regard.

Third, it seems intuitively reasonable that language users would have some sense of their
ability to communicate, that is, to know at levels greater than chance that their intentions will
be successfully recognized or that they have successfully recognized the intentions of another.
However, this does not appear to be the case. Instead, in all conditions in this research, senders
were unable to successfully judge whether their intention would be successfully recognized
by the recipient. The story was similar for recipients. They too were inaccurate at judging
their ability to recognize a sender’s intended meaning.

These findings are consistent with recent demonstrations of communicator insensitivity
to communication problems (Galantucci & Roberts, 2014; Galantucci et al., 2020; but see
Micklos, Walker, & Fay, 2020). In the Galantucci et al. (2020) study, it was a failure of partic-
ipants to acknowledge referential ambiguity, that is, to question the meaning of a nonsensical
referent. In contrast, in the present research, it was intention recognition that was problematic,
that is, participants tended to be overly confident in their ability to produce and recognize spe-
cific speech acts. At the same time, the present findings are odds with the research of Micklos
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et al. (2020); these authors reported that participants were more confident on successful com-
munication trials than unsuccessful trials, a pattern that is the opposite of the present findings.
There are multiple differences between the Micklos study and the present one. For one, in
the present study, it was one-off digital communications that were examined, a situation that,
unlike face-to-face communication, does not allow for the online identification and repair
of communication failure. In contrast, in the Micklos experiment, participants engaged in a
series of turns that allowed for communication errors to be identified and repaired. Second,
the communication in Micklos was task-based. In contrast, in the present research, partici-
pants were asked to perform a variety of different speech acts. Future research should attempt
to identify the boundary conditions for the accurate assessment of one’s communicative acts.
For example, using a version of the present materials, it would be useful to allow participants
to engage in an extended text-based exchange in order to examine the role played by prob-
lem identification and repair sequences in communicative success. Another important avenue
would be to allow participants to include emoji in their messages, a variable that could, based
on prior research, either improve communication accuracy (Holtgraves & Robinson, 2020) or
hinder communication accuracy (Miller et al., 2016).

Although both senders and receivers failed to accurately assess their ability to produce and
recognize intentions, there was also an asymmetry between them. In these studies, senders
were always significantly more confident that the receiver would recognize their intent than
receivers were confident that they could recognize the sender’s intent. This asymmetry is
consistent with numerous demonstrations of an egocentric bias, that is, a strong tendency to
assume that what one knows or is aware of will be seen or recognized by others (Gilovich
et al., 1998; Savitsky & Gilovich, 2003). As Keysar et al. have demonstrated (Keysar &
Henley, 2002; Savitsky et al., 2011; Wu & Keysar, 2007a), this tendency occurs also in com-
municative situations, and people overestimate the visibility of their communicative intents.
What the present research demonstrates is the generality of this phenomenon. Instead of
focusing only on the identification of sarcasm or referents as done in prior research, the
present study demonstrates how a fundamental facet of all communication–speaker mean-
ing or speech act identification–is subject also to this same type of bias.

Fourth, when an intended speech act was not correctly recognized, the resulting errors were
not random. Instead, there was a strong tendency for receivers to err in a positive direction, in
effect, a positive recognition bias. That is, the speech act that they falsely recognized was of a
significantly higher valence than the conveyed speech act. Senders, in an attempt to soften any
threat, design messages to avoid offense, and in doing so, convey a more positive message than
was intended. This is why this effect was particularly evident for the more highly threatening
speech acts. It is likely that there are factors (e.g., individual differences in interpretation
tendencies) that will override this effect. Still, the present demonstration of a positivity bias
paints a more nuanced portrait of the subjectivity involved in human communication.

4.1. Limitations

Two potential limitations of this research should be noted. First, an issue may be raised
regarding the suitability of LIWC for analyzing brief text messages. However, there is
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precedent for doing so as Holtgraves and Jenkins (2020) and Tumasjan, Sprenger, Sand-
ner, and Welpe (2011) have used LIWC for analyzing brief messages (e.g., text messages
and tweets) in the past. LIWC15, the version used in this research, was designed to
help researchers analyze shorter versions of the text (Pennebaker et al., 2015). Further-
more, the exploratory analyses of variability in tense as a function of speech act category
provide evidence of the suitability of LIWC for capturing theoretically meaningful fea-
tures of speech act performance. Second, successful speech act recognition was relatively
low in the free-response conditions. However, this was partly a result of the conserva-
tive coding criteria that were used, and more importantly, the same pattern of results
occurred when a multiple-choice format was used, and the recognition rates were much
higher. Third, asking participants to not include the speech act verb in their messages
introduces a degree of unnaturalness. However, in general, participants had little trouble
following this requirement, which is perhaps a testament to the pervasiveness of implicit
performatives.

4.2. Conclusion

Human communication is imperfect. Even though the communication system is designed to
identify and correct errors, miscommunication still occurs, and it can occur in multiple ways.
In this research, I focused on speech act identification and documented how the interper-
sonal context influences the communication process and how language users are sometimes
unaware of their communication failures. Such errors may often have trivial consequences.
What difference does it make if someone intends to threaten and the recipient perceives it as a
warning? Sometimes very little. But over time such slight misunderstandings may accumulate
into more substantial misunderstandings; and those misunderstandings may have serious con-
sequences. Consider, for example, how miscommunication between caregivers and patients
in surgical contexts has been documented to contribute to negative patient outcomes includ-
ing death (Halverson et al., 2011; Lingard, Espin, Evans, & Hawryluck, 2004). In fact, Raley
et al. (2017) reported that 67% of the trauma patient deaths evaluated in their study were
a direct result of miscommunication between trauma team members. Or consider the seri-
ous implications of miscommunication for intelligence communication (e.g., Micklos et al.,
2020) or airline cockpit communication (Linde, 1988). Whenever humans communicate with
one another, there will be concerns with face, and these concerns will influence how people
communicate with one another. Understanding how this occurs will have both theoretical and
practical payoffs.

Note

1 After completing the production or interpretation task, participants also completed the
Empathy Quotient scale (Baron-Cohen & Wheelwright, 2004) and the Interpersonal
Reactivity Index (Davis, 1983). The results for those measures are not relevant for the
present work and are not discussed further.
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Appendix

Production and interpretation scenarios

Production task scenarios
Assertives
Agree
There is a friend who you see frequently, and you often discuss current topics with this

person. One day, during a discussion of animal rights, your friend states their belief that
animals should not be used in medical experiments. The next day, after thinking about your
friend’s position for a while, you decide that you very much agree with your friend’s position
and so you text them:

Accuse
You have a new crush on someone. However, your best friend is also interested in this per-

son. One day, you hear from a mutual friend that your best friend went out with the romantic
interest. You want to accuse your best friend of betraying you and so you text them:
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Blame
In one of your classes, you worked with another student on a group project. Unfortunately,

this student did very little of the work, and as a result, you did not get a very good grade in
this class. Your roommate texts you asking why you did so poorly in this course. So to place
the blame on this student you text your roommate:

Remind
You get along well with your roommate but they are very forgetful. Today the cable bill is

due by 5:00 p.m., but you are certain your roommate forgot to pay. It is now 4:30 p.m., and
you want to remind your roommate of the bill, and so you text them:

Admit
You were frantically trying to finish a homework assignment before the submission dead-

line and decided to cheat off your friend who already had the assignment completed. The
following week your friend texts you asking you directly if you plagiarized their work. You
want to admit that you cheated so you text them:

Criticize
A good friend of yours has the same major as you and you take many of the same classes.

This person asks you to look over a term paper they have recently written. You read the paper
and it is not very good. When this person texts you for feedback, you feel you have to be
honest. So to criticize their work you text them:

Deny
Your friend accuses you of flirting with their significant other. You did no such thing. To

deny that you had flirted with their significant other you text your friend:
Correct
There is a coworker of yours that you see occasionally at work. This person is friendly and

always asks about your new puppy. However, for some reason, this person always gets your
puppy’s name wrong. You decide to correct them about this, and so you text them:

Expressives
Thanks
You recently decided to move to a new house. You have lots of stuff to move and a good

friend of yours graciously agrees to help with the move. This person worked all day helping
you move. After they go home, you realize just how thankful you are for their help. You want
to express your thanks to this person, and so you text them:

Apologize
You and your best friend are very close in size and often you lend each other clothes when

needed. One day, you are wearing your friend’s shirt and you spill oil-based paint on it, totally
ruining it. You very much want to apologize for what you have done, and so you text him/her:

Complain
Your roommate is a total slob and never cleans up any of their messes. You are out one day

and decide to complain to your roommate about this messiness, and so you text them:
Praise
Your roommate cooks dinner one night and it is good, it is very good. The next day you

want to praise your roommate for their effort, and so you text them:
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Brag
You are talking about school with a close friend of yours. Last semester your grades were

fantastic. In fact, you had a higher GPA than anyone on your floor. You are very proud of this
and want to brag to your friend about it. You are texting with this friend, and at one point in
your conversation your friend asks you how you did last semester. You want to brag and so
you text them:

Congratulate
Your older sibling just texted you that they are now engaged. You are extremely happy for

your sibling and want to congratulate them. To congratulate your sibling, you text them:
Condole (give condolences)
You hear that the grandmother of a family friend died recently. Your friend was very close

to their grandmother. However, the two of you have somewhat drifted apart since you moved
away. You still want to express your condolences, so you text:

Disapprove
Your close friend texted to share that they have been cheating on their significant other.

Your friend does not seem to be very remorseful about the infidelity and you are concerned it
may happen again. To make it clear that you disapprove you text:

Directives
Warn
You and a group of your friends are traveling by two cars to a large city. The car you are

riding in left your hometown about an hour sooner than the other car. The car you are in
recently passed a state patrol officer who was clocking car’s speeds. Knowing the other car’s
driver always speeds, you want to warn that group of the police officer. So to warn them, you
text:

Encourage
You are trying to teach your friend how to access their Google Drive. They are having a

difficult time and continually want to quit. The two of you decide to take a break and your
friend goes home. You want them to continue trying and so to encourage them you text:

Beg
There is a particular restaurant that you want to try with your best friend. You have heard

rave reviews, but your best friend does not like that kind of food. You would do anything to
go there. So in order to beg your best friend to go with you, you text:

Request
A friend is supposed to pick you up for the airport. They are running very late and you

are afraid that you will miss your flight. You believe your friend may be going to get coffee
before picking you up. You want to request that they skip picking up coffee and so you text
them:

Recommend
The parents of one of your friends are in town for the weekend. Your friend wants to take

their parents out to a restaurant and asks you for a recommendation. There is a new restaurant
on the north side that you are sure they will like. To recommend this restaurant to your friend
you text:
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Demand
Your friend asked you to check out a library book under your account because they left

their student ID at home. Later in the semester, you realize that the book was never returned.
You need your friend to return the book by tonight so that you do not get a late charge. So to
demand that your friend returns the book, you text:

Ask
It is now 3 weeks into the semester, and the professor in your history class has said nothing

about the first exam. You know it should be coming up soon. Your friend is usually on top of
due dates, so to ask, you text your friend:

Suggest.
You have a younger sibling who is currently in high school. You believe they have too much

time on their hands and you would like to see them become involved in some worthwhile
extracurricular activities. Your sibling has some musical talent and you think they would do
well in band. You want to suggest that they go out for band and so you text them:

Commissives
Threaten
You often watch your roommate’s cat when your roommate is gone. Usually the cat just

sleeps and does not get into any trouble. On this particular occasion the cat is acting really
weird and is scratching all the furniture. You are very tired of this. So to threaten your
roommate about never watching their cat again unless it calms down, you text them:

Invite
Some old friends recently moved into your neighborhood. They are great people and you

would like to have them over for dinner. You want to invite them over to dinner tomorrow
night, and so you text them:

Promise
You have been very busy lately and have fallen behind in your chores. In short, you have

been a slob. You feel bad about this and want your roommates to know that you will change
your behavior beginning next week. So to promise that you will be neater, you text:

Refuse
Your friend’s car is at the mechanic’s because the transmission is out. Your friend texts you

to ask for a ride, but because your friend has not been very kind lately you really do not want
to help them out. So to refuse their request you text them:

Offer
Your significant other is at home sick. You are out running errands and think that it would

be nice to pick up something special for them, such as their favorite soup. So to offer to pick
up their favorite soup, you text them:

Assure
Your roommate has heard from someone that you are thinking of moving out. You have

absolutely no intention of moving and you want to assure your roommate that this is the case.
To assure your roommate you text them:

Accept (an offer)
You are having particular problems with a math course you are taking. A friend of yours–a

real math wiz– offers to help you with this course. You want to accept this offer and so you
text:
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Reject (an offer)
A person you sit next to in English class has offered to help you study for an upcoming

exam. You are not sure about this person and decide to reject this offer and so you text:
Interpretation task scenarios
Assertives
Agree
There is a friend who you see frequently, and you often discuss current topics with this

person. One day, during a discussion of animal rights, you state your belief that animals
should not be used in medical experiments. Your friend texts back:

Accuse
You have a crush on a new romantic interest; however, your best friend is also interested

in this person. One day after going out with your romantic interest you receive the following
text from your best friend:

Blame
Your roommate worked with another student on a group project. They did not get a very

good grade in this class. You ask why and your roommate texts to you:
Remind
Today your roommate sends you a text that says:
Admit
You let your friend see your assignment before the due date. You now suspect that they

plagiarized your homework assignment. You directly text your friend to see if they cheated
off of you, and they text back:

Criticize
A good friend of yours has the same major as you and you take many of the same classes.

You ask them to look over a term paper that you had recently written. After reading it your
friend texts you:

Deny
You accuse your friend of flirting with your significant other. So after texting this friend

about it, they text back:
Correct
There is a co-worker of yours that you see occasionally at work. This person is friendly

toward you, so you always try to make it a point to ask about their new puppy. This afternoon,
you get a text from this co-worker:

Expressives
Thanks
Your good friend recently moved into a new house. They have a lot of stuff so you agreed

to help with the move. After you get home, you get a text from the friend:
Apologize
You and your best friend are very close in size and often you lend each other clothes. One

day after wearing your shirt for the day, your friend texts you:
Complain
You can sometimes be a little messy. One day, your roommate texts you:
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Praise
You cook diner for your roommate one night. The next day, your roommate texts you:
Brag
You text your friend asking them how they did last semester. Then, your friend texts back:
Congratulate
You just got engaged. You text your younger sibling to tell them, and they text back:
Condole (give condolences)
A few days ago your grandmother passed away. Today you receive the following text from

a friend that moved away many years ago:
Disapprove
You recently disclosed that you have been cheating on your significant other to a close

friend. In response, you received the following text: “
Directives
Warn
You and a group of friends are traveling to a large city and decided to drive two separate

cars. The car you are riding in departed about an hour later than the other group. While on the
road, you receive the following text from a group member in the other car:

Encourage
Your friend is trying to teach you how to access your Google Drive. You are having a

difficult time and continually want to quit. The two of you decide to take a break and you go
home. Then, your friend texts you:

Beg
You often go out to eat with your best friend. However, you do not always like the same

kind of food. One day you are planning to go out to dinner with this friend and they text you:
Request
You are on your way to pick-up your friend from the airport. You are running a bit behind

but you are considering stopping from coffee anyway. While deciding whether to stop, you
receive the following text from your friend:

Recommend
Your parents are in town for the weekend and you want to take them out to dinner. So you

text your friend asking if they know any good places. Your friend just texted you back:
Demand
You asked your friend to check out a library book under their account because you left your

student ID at home. Later in the semester, your friend texts you:
Ask
It is now 3 weeks into the semester, and the professor in your history class has said nothing

about the first exam. But you know that it is in 3 days because you are on top of due dates.
Later that night, your friend just texted you:

Suggest
You are in high school and have a lot of time on your hands. Your older sibling just texted

you:
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Commissives
Threaten
Your roommate often watches your cat when you are gone. On this particular occasion,

your roommate texts you:
Invite
You recently moved into a neighborhood where your old friends live. One day, you get a

text from one of them:
Promise
Your roommate has been a slob lately. One day, your roommate texts you:
Refuse
Your car is in the mechanic’s because the transmission is out. You text your friend to ask

for a ride. Your friend texts you back:
Offer
You are home sick one day. Your significant other is out running errands and texts you:
Assure
You heard from someone that your roommate wants to move out. Later, you get a text from

your roommate:
Accept (an offer)
Your friend is having particular problems with a math course that they are taking. After

you text them to offer to help, they text back:
Reject (an offer)
You offer to help the person you sit next to in English class study for an upcoming exam.

They just texted back:


