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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	The proposed paper is a valuable contribution to cross-cultural pragmatics research as it provides a systematic contrastive analysis of directive speech acts in Azerbaijani and British English. The introduction of Azerbaijani into the body of pragmatics improves the empirical foundation of pragmatic studies, which have been dominated by Western European languages. The use of Speech Act Theory, Politeness Theory, Rapport Management Theory, and the syntax-pragmatics interface offers a multi-layered analysis that can be used to address culture-based variation in directive behaviour. The results can be useful for current discussions of universalist and culturally adaptive versions of politeness and provide insights for the fields of institutional discourse analysis, intercultural communication, and applied linguistics.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is academically sound and reflects the study's theoretical orientation. However, it underemphasizes the centrality of social hierarchy and institutional discourse.

Suggested Alternative Title:

Directive Speech Acts, Social Hierarchy, and the Syntax–Pragmatics Interface: A Contrastive Study of Azerbaijani and British English Institutional Discourse


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is concise, coherent, and aligned with the body of the article. It clearly identifies the research focus, methodology, dataset, findings, and theoretical contribution. It is recommended that the abstract explicitly mention the dataset size (200 directives) to enhance methodological transparency and briefly specify the institutional contexts examined. No deletions are necessary.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically coherent. The research design aligns with the stated objectives, and the theoretical framework is appropriately integrated into the analysis. The qualitative contrastive methodology is justified, and the coding procedures are transparently described. The argumentation is logically structured, and the conclusions are supported by the findings. Minor clarification regarding corpus selection criteria may further strengthen methodological transparency, but no major revisions are required.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are current, theoretically appropriate, and representative of contemporary debates in pragmatics. The inclusion of recent scholarship strengthens the manuscript’s relevance. The reference list is sufficient for a qualitative pragmatic study of this scope.


	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language quality is suitable for scholarly publication. The manuscript uses correct British English conventions, maintains terminological consistency, and demonstrates appropriate academic register. Minor stylistic tightening could further enhance conciseness, but the overall linguistic standard is appropriate for international publication.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Recommendation: Accept with  Revisions
1,One minor recommendation is to strengthen the methodological section with slightly more explicit criteria for corpus selection (e.g., timeframe, source type), although the current description is adequate for qualitative research standards.
2.Clear alignment between research questions, analysis, and discussion.

3.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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