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Abstrak
This study was aimed at analyzing kinds of promise strategies realized by the stu-
dents of an EFL conversation class at LBPP LIA Semarang Candi. The objectives 
were to find out whether the promise strategies are realized by the respondents, to 
describe the kinds of promise strategies applied by the students, to find out the pro-
bable factors influencing the realization of promise and to explain the reasons be-
hind it. This research is qualitative, descriptive. The data was gathered by two met-
hods: DCT and role play. In conducting the research, the steps were transcribing 
the data, coding the data, classifying the data, interpreting the data, describing the 
finding and drawing the conclusions. In this research, I analyzed two kinds of data 
from from ten students, consisting 12 DCT situations and 12 role play situations 
with integrated probable factors (dominance, relationship and imposition). Futu-
re-action is the most realized promise strategy. Non-strategy and promise-to-act 
came after that, while predictive-assertion is the least realized promise strategy. In 
conclusion, students’ schemata resulting from the language learning process and 
their mother tongue, language transfer and their maturity influence the realizati-
on of promise strategy more than dominance, distance and imposition.
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INTRODUCTION
In 1962 the term ‘speech act’ was introduced 
by Austin. The word ‘speech’ literally means the 
activity of talking, while the word ‘act’ refers to 
an activity of doing something for a particular 
purpose. According to Mey (1993: 111) speech 
acts are actions happening in the world, that is, 
they bring about a change in the existing state 
of affairs. Mey basically defines ‘speech act’ as 
utterance that can be seen as an action that has 
its own effect based on its intention and pur-
pose. Whereas Richards, Platt & Weber (1985), 
defined speech act as an utterance as a functio-
nal unit in communication. From the definitions 
above I can conclude that speech act happens as 
a speaker communicates with others in the form 
of utterance that changes ‘the existing state of 
affairs’ (in which I borrow Mey’s term) between 
the speaker and the hearer. Kinds of speech act, 
includes promise, request, apology, invitation, 
refusal, agreement and disagreement can be per-
formed when a speaker makes an utterance. 

One of the most interesting kinds of 
speech act is ‘promise’ since it deals with somet-
hing that may happen in the future and it deals 
with the commitment of the speaker. Mey (1993) 

quoted Searle that a promise should not be about 
things that are going to happen, or should hap-
pen anyway. This clears things up that someone 
cannot promise that the sun will rise tomorrow 
because it does not deal with commitment from 
the speaker, or in this case we call the speaker as 
‘promiser’.

When someone expresses a promise, he/
she makes a commitment related to the future. 
The future commitment can be something the 
promiser does or something that will eventually 
be done in the future. Thus, the way in expres-
sing promise determines the outcome of the pro-
mise itself.

English is structured in such a way that 
people will have to talk differently when they 
are speaking about things that are happening 
now, a story of the past, or even a plan for the 
future. When an Indonesian speaks in English, 
the person has to change his/her point of view of 
the way he/she uses a language since there is no 
time-related-pattern in Bahasa Indonesia, unlike 
in English. Thus, it is very interesting to see how 
Indonesian learners of English express a com-
mitment for the future in their foreign language.

Bernicot and Laval (2004) categorized 
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promise into three kinds of statements; they are 
promise-to-act, future-action, and predictive-as-
sertion. Promise-to-act statements, which expli-
citly contain the verb ‘promise’ followed by a verb 
in the infinitive form. The grammatical subject of 
the sentence is the person making the promise. 
The social act intentionally posed by the speaker 
is a firm commitment (e.g. ‘I promise to wash my 
bike’). Future-action statements, in which the 
verb is conjugated in the future tense. The verb 
‘promise’ does not appear and the grammatical 
subject of the sentence is the person making the 
promise. The social act intentionally posed by 
the speaker is a commitment, but not a firm one 
(e.g. ‘I’ll wash my bike’). Predictive-assertion sta-
tements, in whch the verb is in the passive voice 
and future tense. The verb ‘promise’ does not ap-
pear and the grammatical subject of the senten-
ce is not the person making the promise. In this 
case, there is no commitment on the part of the 
speaker (e.g. ‘My bike will be washed’).

The questions that are proposed in this 
research are (1) What strategies are used by In-
donesian students of an EFL Conversation Class 
in realizing promises?, (2) What factors influence 
those students in realizing promises?

Thus, the objectives of the study are (1) To 
describe strategies of promises realized by Indo-
nesian students of an EFL Conversation Class. (2) 
To explain the factors influence the students in 
realizing promises.

METHODS
This study is a qualitative and descriptive rese-
arch. The research dealst a lot with expressions of 
promise produced by Indonesian students of an 
EFL Conversation Class, as a process of interac-
tion of human beings in particular situation set-
tings. The reseach is all about social interactions 
and the discussion of the data that were gathered 
based on the interactions. The subject of this stu-
dy was taken from a 5th level of a conversational 
class in LBPP LIA Semarang Candi that consists 
of 10 students. The subjects were determined by 
assumption that they were English learners in an 
EFL class, that they were supposed to use English 
as a means of communication.

To gain the data, I used Discourse Comple-
tion Test (DCT) as the written data and role play 
as the audio data. DCT includes a brief descrip-
tion of the situation and a one participant dialo-
gue. Each situation consists of a brief descripti-
on of the addressee’s characteristics important 
to this study, namely, social distance (degree of 
familiarity between the interlocutors), social do-
minance (the relative degree of the social power 

of the interlocutors over each other), and finally 
the offence being committed (Afghari & Kafiani, 
2005). Meanwhile, Kasper & Rose (2002: 86) 
defined role play as a social or human activity in 
which participants take on and act out specified 
roles often within a predefined social network 
or situational blueprint. Thus, the subjects were 
given detailed information about the situations 
and their roles. Each of them was given time to 
read and understand the situation, and they are 
allowed to clarify their roles and situations befo-
rehand. The role play itself will be recorded. Role 
play can be considered natural since the data is 
gathered from a ‘spontaneaus’ answer from the 
subjects. Moreover, the authenticity of the data 
can be considered since the subjects are from a 
high level of an EFL conversation class, and most-
ly college students.

Thus, the two instruments of collecting 
data (DCT and role play) were made while con-
sidering the three factors; distance, dominance 
and imposition to be put in different situations. 
In order to cover all factors in all situations, I 
made pattern of the situations that can be seen 
in the table below:

Table 3. Details of Situations
DCT Role Play

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

-D, E, -I
-D, E, +I
+D, E, -I
+D, E, +I
-D, SD, -I
-D, SD, +I
-D, HD, -I
-D, HD, +I
+D, SD, -I
+D, SD, +I
+D, HD, -I
+D, HD, +I

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

-D, E, -I
-D, E, +I
+D, E, -I
+D, E, +I
-D, SD, -I
-D, SD, +I
-D, HD, -I
-D, HD, +I
+D, SD, -I
+D, SD, +I
+D, HD, -I
+D, HD, +I

Note:
D: Distance, -D: Close relationship, +D: Distant 
relationship/hardly know each other, E: Equal 
status, SD: Speaker dominance, HD	 : 
Hearer domiance, -I: Low imposition, +I: High 
imposition

Moreover, the analysis of the data were 
based on the promise strategies proposed by 
Bernicot and Laval (2004) which consist of three 
specific strategies: promise-to-act, future-action 
and predictive-assertion.

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
After finishing the process of transcribing, co-
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ding, classifying, and interpreting, the results of 
the study can be seen through the diagram be-
low:

Figure 1. Promise Strategies Realization from 
DCT and Role Play Data 

The graphic above shows the result of the 
research, both the DCT and the role play data. 
Although the data are not exactly the same, they 
shows some similarities. The highest bar shows 
the most expressed strategy by the subjects, whi-
le the lowest bar represents the least expressed 
strategy. The highest bar for DCT and role play 
are the same strategy called future action strate-
gy (with 80 for DCT, and 83 for role play). The 
second place is the non strategy (with 31 for DCT 
and 18 for role play) and the third place belongs 
promise-to-act strategy (with 9 for DCT and 17 
for role play). Lastly, the predictive-assertion 
strategy is in the last place with the shortest bar 
in the graphic and the total number is 2 for each 
DCT and role play data.

Based on the brief glance at the graphic 
above, it can be seen that the result of the data 
from DCT and role play are quite similar in num-
bers. Thus, both of the data are basically stregt-
hen each other in this reasearch.

The result of the DCT data and the role 
play data is quite similar. This supports the 
researcher’s believe that those two data would 
support each other in this research, instead of 
opposing as a comparison. The similarities of the 
data can be seen from the domeenering strate-
gy used by the respondents. Most of the respon-
dents applied future-action strategy in both DCT 
and role play data. Not only future action strategy 
is the most applied, but also predictive-assertion 
is the least applied strategy of all. Moreover, the 
second place after future-action strategy is the 
surprisingly the non-strategy, which means that 
many respondents forwent using the promising-

strategy at all. Thus, promise-to-act strategy is 
used sporadically by the respondents since it is 
in the next place after the non-strategy.

There are several reasons why the promi-
se strategies were realized that ways. First, the 
probable factors of the realization of promise 
strategy that are mentioned above (social status 
or dominance, distance, and imposition) do not 
influence the use of specific promise strategy. 
This result is not mindblowing and surprising 
because those factors are relative and hold dif-
ferent value for every individual. For example, 
an imposition can be ‘high’ for someone, and it 
can also be considered ‘low’by another person 
eventhough the thing that is being promised is 
the exact same thing. This can happen to someo-
ne who promises to buy another a car; for a poor 
person, it is a massively high imposition since it 
is considered an expensive thing, yet for a billio-
naire, it can be seen as a low imposition because 
a car will not make a dent in his money. This re-
lativity issue also applies in distance and domi-
nance because there is no exact meassurement 
to meassure a relationship between two people 
to decide whether a relationship can be conside-
red close enough or distant enough.

Second, all respondents from this conver-
sation class are Indonesians and the have never 
been to an English speaking country. This results 
in more or less similar output from them becau-
se future-action strategy is way higher than all 
the others in the application of promising strate-
gies. Similar learning process is suspected to be 
the key answer for Indonesian language do not 
have time-related words and tenses. As a result, 
they learn the same way of expressing someting 
in the future with the word ‘will’. Interestingly, 
many responses do not have time-related words 
at all and they do not belong to any strategy. It is 
highly likely that the mother tongue of the res-
pondents influenced the quite massive use of 
non-strategy in expressing their promises and 
the lack of predictive-assertion strategy.

Finally, the actual use of the word ‘pro-
mise’ is mostly used by children, or by parents 
of children who happen to demand the parents 
to use the actual word. It is only natural that 
children are prone to literal meaning because 
of their young age, thus, their comprehension 
of ‘meaning’ behind words are also limited. This 
results in their preferences to use the word ‘pro-
mise’ when they are making a promise, or liste-
ning to others making a promise. Moreover, the 
respondents are all adults who attends conver-
sation class in an advanced level. Maturity and 
higher comprehension level made promise-to-
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act strategy not so popular eventhough it is still 
applied by several respondents randomly.

In conclusion, the writer is proposing a 
hypothesis that the promising strategies that are 
applied by the students of an EFL conversation 
class are mostly influenced by their learning pro-
cess and not by distance, dominance and impo-
sition. This learning process manifests itself into 
their schemata (previous knowledge) and langu-
age transfer.

CONCLUSION
The purposes of the study are to describe pro-
mises realized by Indonesian students of an EFL 
Conversation Class, to investigate the factors in-
fluence them in realizing promises, and to exp-
lain why such factors influence the realization of 
promises.

According to the research and discussion 
that has been done, it is concluded that Indonesi-
an people as non-native English speakers do reali-
ze promises and use all the strategies in realizing 
promises on certain situations. This is supported 
by both DCT and role play data results. Moreover, 
the results show that ‘future-action’ is the most 
widely applied promise strategy in both data. 
The realization of promise itself comes naturally 
for Indonesians even as non-native speakers for 
the second strategy which is called future-action 
with the use of the word ‘will’. The first strategy 
that is called promise-to-act thet uses the actu-
al word ‘promise’ comes the second in numbers, 
and the predictive-assertion is the last. There are 
several responses, though, that do not belong to 
any of the strategy mentioned above. Thus, they 
are put together in a non-strategy group.

The situations in DCT and role play data 
themselves are created by considering several 
probable factors; distance, dominance and im-
position. Those factors, in fact, do influence the 
realization of these promises only to a certain de-
gree. This happens because the probable factors 
are interwoven with each other in all situations 
so that it is imposible to only have one probable 
factor in a situation.

In addition, students’ schemata of the lan-
guage learning process and language transfer 
influence the application of promise strategies 
more than distance, dominance and imposition. 
This phenomena happens because those factors 
(distance, dominance and imposition) are relati-
ve for every individual.

REFERENCES
Aghfari, A. and Kafiani, V. Apology Speech Act Realiza-

tion Patterns in Persian. Iranian Journal of Ap-

plied Linguistic (IJAL). [accessed on 03/25/12, 
at: http://www.sid.ir/En/VEWSSID/J_
pdf/87620050201.pdf]

Al-Khatib. M.A. 2006. The pragmatics of invitation 
making and acceptance in Jordanian society. 
Journal of Language and Linguistics Volume 5 
No.2. [accessed on 03/25/12, at: http://www.
jllonline.co.uk/journal/5_2/LING%208.pdf]

Arikunto, S. 2002. Prosedur Penelitian: Suatu Pendeka-
tan Praktek. Jakarta: Rineka Cipta.

Austin, John L. 1962. How to Do Things with Words. Ox-
ford: Oxford University Press.

Berg, Bruce L. 1989. Qualitative Research Methods for 
the Social Science. Massachusets: Allyn and Ba-
con.

Bernicot, J., & Laval, V. 2004. Speech acts in children : 
the examples of promises. In Ira Noveck & Dan 
Sperber (Eds). Experimental Pragmatics pp. 
207-227. Basingstoke, UK : Palgrave. [accessed 
on 03/25/12, at: http://www.josiebernicot.fr/
pdf/BernicotPalgrave2004.pdf]

Brown, P. and Stephen C. Levinson. 1978. Politeness: 
Strategies in Social Interaction. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press.

Canegem-Ardijns. 2009. The indefeasibility of the 
inference that if not-A, then not-C. Jour-
nal of Pragmatics. [accessed on 03/25/12, 
at: https://lirias.kuleuven.be/bit-
stream/123456789/235223/1/indefeasibilit
y%2Bof%2Bthe%2Binference.pdf]

Cutting, J. 2002. Pragmatic and Discourse: A Resource 
Book for Students. London: Routledge.

Ellis, R. 1985. Understanding Second Language Acquisi-
tion.Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Ellis, R. 1994. The Study of Second Language Acquisi-
tion. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Green, Mitchell, “Speech Acts”, The Stanford Encyclo-
pedia of Philosophy (Spring 2009 Edition), Ed-
ward N. Zalta (ed.), [accessed on 03/15/12, at: 
http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2009/
entries/speech-acts].

Griffiths, P. 2006. An Introduction to Semantics and 
Pragmatics. Edinburg: Edinburg University.

Kasper, G. 1989. Interactive Procedures in Interlan-
guage Discourse. In W. Oleksy (Ed.), Contras-
tive Pragmatics (pp. 189-229). Amsterdam: 
John Benjamins.

Kasper, G., & Rose, K.R. 2002. Pragmatic Development 
in A Second Language. Language Learning, 52, 
viii-x, 1-339.

Krifka, M. 2003. Semantic and Pragmatic Conditions 
for the Dative Alternations. KASELL Interna-
tional Conference on English Language and 
Linguistics. [accessed on 03/25/12, at: http://
amor.cms.hu-berlin.de/~h2816i3x/Publica-
tions/DativeAlternationKorea.pdf]

Kurzon, D. 1998. The speech act status of incitement: 
Perlocutionary acts revisited. Journal of Prag-
matics Volume 29. Pp. 571-596. [accessed 
on 03/25/12, at: http://www.uni-bonn.
de/~abeer/MA/The%20speech%20act%20
status%20of%20incitement%20-%20Kur-

http://www.sid.ir/En/VEWSSID/J_pdf/87620050201.pdf
http://www.sid.ir/En/VEWSSID/J_pdf/87620050201.pdf
http://www.jllonline.co.uk/journal/5_2/LING%208.pdf
http://www.jllonline.co.uk/journal/5_2/LING%208.pdf
http://www.josiebernicot.fr/pdf/BernicotPalgrave2004.pdf
http://www.josiebernicot.fr/pdf/BernicotPalgrave2004.pdf
https://lirias.kuleuven.be/bitstream/123456789/235223/1/indefeasibility%2Bof%2Bthe%2Binference.pdf
https://lirias.kuleuven.be/bitstream/123456789/235223/1/indefeasibility%2Bof%2Bthe%2Binference.pdf
https://lirias.kuleuven.be/bitstream/123456789/235223/1/indefeasibility%2Bof%2Bthe%2Binference.pdf
http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2009/entries/speech-acts
http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2009/entries/speech-acts
http://amor.cms.hu-berlin.de/~h2816i3x/Publications/DativeAlternationKorea.pdf
http://amor.cms.hu-berlin.de/~h2816i3x/Publications/DativeAlternationKorea.pdf
http://amor.cms.hu-berlin.de/~h2816i3x/Publications/DativeAlternationKorea.pdf
http://www.uni-bonn.de/~abeer/MA/The%20speech%20act%20status%20of%20incitement%20-%20Kurzon%201997.pdf
http://www.uni-bonn.de/~abeer/MA/The%20speech%20act%20status%20of%20incitement%20-%20Kurzon%201997.pdf
http://www.uni-bonn.de/~abeer/MA/The%20speech%20act%20status%20of%20incitement%20-%20Kurzon%201997.pdf


Lembaran Ilmu Kependidikan 45 (1) (2016):  1-5 5

UNNES JOURNALS

zon%201997.pdf]
Leech, G.N. 1986. Principles of Pragmatics. Singapore: 

Longman Singapore Publishers (Pte) Ltd.
Levinson, S.C. 1983. Pragmatics. Cambridge: Cam-

bridge University Press.
Marcu, D. 2000. Perlocution: The Achilles’ heel of 

Speech Act Theory. Journal of Pragmatics vol-
ume 32. Pp. 1719-1741. [accessed on 03/25/12, 
at: http://www.unibonn.de/~abeer/MA/Per-
locutions%20The%20Achilles’%20heel%20
of%20speech%20act%20theory%20-%20
Marcu%202000.pdf]

Mey, Jacob L. 1993. Pragmatics: An Introduction. Ox-
ford: Blackwell Publishers.

Miller, S. 2000. Speech Acts and Conventions. Lan-
guage Sciences Volume 22. Pp. 155-166. [ac-
cessed on 03/25/12, at: http://www.csl.sony.
fr/downloads/papers/miller-00a.pdf]

Nguyen, T.T.M. 2008. Criticizing in an L2: Prag-
matic Strategies Used by Vietnamese EFL 
Learners. Intercultural Pragmatics 5-1, 
pp. 41-66.Walter de Gruyter. [accessed on 
03/25/12, at: http://202.204.49.168/Upload-
File/20100315041412703.pdf]

Pertiwi, N.D. 2015. Pragmatic Transfer in Compliment 
Responses Across Gender Among Non-Native 
Speakers of English. A Thesis. Semarang: Sema-
rang State University.

Richard, J. C. and Richard W. S. 1983. Language and 
Communication. London: Longman.

Rizk, S. 2003. Why Say “No!” When You Refuse? TESOL 
Arabia 2002 Conference Proceedings, 7. 401-
431.

Saleh, M. 2005. Handout Introduction to Linguistics Re-
search. Semarang: Bahasa Inggris UNNES.

Schauer, G.A and Adolphs, S. 2006. Expressions of 
gratitude in corpus and DCT data: Vocabulary, 

formulaic sequences, and pedagogy. System 
volume 34, pp.119-134. Nottingham. [accessed 
on 03/25/12, at: http://www.corpus4u.org/
forum/upload/forum/2006041414090694.
pdf].

Searle. J.R. 1976. A Classification of Illocutionary Acts. 
Language in Society, Vol. 5, No. 1, pp. 1-23. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press. [accessed 
on 03/12/12, at: http://www.personal.uni-
jena.de/~mu65qev/wikolin/images/2/27/
Searle_%281975b_1-23%29.pdf]

Searle, J.R. 1968. Austion on Locutionary and Illocu-
tionary Acts. The Philosophical Review Volume 
77 No.4. Ocktober.  Pp. 405-424.  [accessed on 
03/12/12, at: http://bearsite.info/General/
Linguistica/Philosophy%20of%20Language/
searle,%20john%20r.%20%20austin%20
on%20locutionary%20and%20illocution-
ary%20acts.pdf]

Searle, J.R. 1989. How Performative Works. Linguis-
tic and Philosophy Volume 12. Pp. 535-558. 
Kluwer Academic Publisher. [accessed on 
03/12/12, at: http://ist-socrates.berkeley.
edu/~jsearle/133/howperfwork.pdf]

Strauss, A. and J. Corbin. 2003. Basics of Qualitative Re-
search. Yogyakarta: Pustaka Pelajar.

Suwignyo. 2011. Interlanguage Pragmatics of Agree-
ment Strategies by Non-Native Speakers. A The-
sis. Semarang: Semarang State University.

Trosborg, A. 1994. Interlanguage Pragmatics: Re-
quests, Complaits, and Apologies. Berlin: Mou-
ton de Gruyter.

Verschueren, J. 1999. Understanding Pragmatics. New 
York: Oxford University Press.

Yule, G. 1996. Pragmatics. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press.

http://www.uni-bonn.de/~abeer/MA/The%20speech%20act%20status%20of%20incitement%20-%20Kurzon%201997.pdf
http://www.unibonn.de/~abeer/MA/Perlocutions%20The%20Achilles'%20heel%20of%20speech%20act%20theory%20-%20Marcu%202000.pdf
http://www.unibonn.de/~abeer/MA/Perlocutions%20The%20Achilles'%20heel%20of%20speech%20act%20theory%20-%20Marcu%202000.pdf
http://www.unibonn.de/~abeer/MA/Perlocutions%20The%20Achilles'%20heel%20of%20speech%20act%20theory%20-%20Marcu%202000.pdf
http://www.unibonn.de/~abeer/MA/Perlocutions%20The%20Achilles'%20heel%20of%20speech%20act%20theory%20-%20Marcu%202000.pdf
http://www.csl.sony.fr/downloads/papers/miller-00a.pdf
http://www.csl.sony.fr/downloads/papers/miller-00a.pdf
http://202.204.49.168/UploadFile/20100315041412703.pdf
http://202.204.49.168/UploadFile/20100315041412703.pdf
http://www.corpus4u.org/forum/upload/forum/2006041414090694.pdf
http://www.corpus4u.org/forum/upload/forum/2006041414090694.pdf
http://www.corpus4u.org/forum/upload/forum/2006041414090694.pdf
http://www.personal.uni-jena.de/~mu65qev/wikolin/images/2/27/Searle_%281975b_1-23%29.pdf
http://www.personal.uni-jena.de/~mu65qev/wikolin/images/2/27/Searle_%281975b_1-23%29.pdf
http://www.personal.uni-jena.de/~mu65qev/wikolin/images/2/27/Searle_%281975b_1-23%29.pdf
http://bearsite.info/General/Linguistica/Philosophy%20of%20Language/searle,%20john%20r.%20%20austin%20on%20locutionary%20and%20illocutionary%20acts.pdf
http://bearsite.info/General/Linguistica/Philosophy%20of%20Language/searle,%20john%20r.%20%20austin%20on%20locutionary%20and%20illocutionary%20acts.pdf
http://bearsite.info/General/Linguistica/Philosophy%20of%20Language/searle,%20john%20r.%20%20austin%20on%20locutionary%20and%20illocutionary%20acts.pdf
http://bearsite.info/General/Linguistica/Philosophy%20of%20Language/searle,%20john%20r.%20%20austin%20on%20locutionary%20and%20illocutionary%20acts.pdf
http://bearsite.info/General/Linguistica/Philosophy%20of%20Language/searle,%20john%20r.%20%20austin%20on%20locutionary%20and%20illocutionary%20acts.pdf
http://ist-socrates.berkeley.edu/~jsearle/133/howperfwork.pdf
http://ist-socrates.berkeley.edu/~jsearle/133/howperfwork.pdf

