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ABSTRACT 

 

    This study is concerned with English indirect questions. Generally, 

there are two modes for reporting what people say, direct and indirect. 

Indirect speech is normally used in conversation and all the main 

sentence types can be converted into indirect speech, including questions 

which include Yes-No, Wh-, and alternative questions. The problem is 

that in converting direct into indirect questions several changes are 

required and affected by the deictic features present in the direct question. 

Three things are related here, deictic features, tense back-shift and tense 

sequence. This creates a sort of difficulty to Iraqi English as a Foreign 

Language (henceforth, EFL) university learners. 

   This study aims at investigating the ability of Iraqi EFL university 

learners to recognise and use indirect questions and to arrive at the main 

causes of their errors. The researcher hypothesizes that some Iraqi EFL 

learners do not distinguish direct from indirect questions. Yet, their 

achievement at the recognition level is expected to be better than theirs at 

the production level. 

    Based on these hypotheses the researcher devised and administered a 

diagnostic test to a sample of a hundred Iraqi EFL university learners at 

their fourth year from the Departments of English, Colleges of Education, 

Universities of Babylon and Al-Qadissiya. The statistical and linguistic 

analysis of the subjects' responses to the items of the test has led to the 

conclusions that Iraqi EFL learners encounter difficulty in recognizing  



indirect questions and more difficulty at the production level.                           

  

 

    The researcher has also found out that the subjects' errors are attributed 

to the following factors: 

ٔ. Intralingual transfer as represented by the wrong application of the 

former native language experiences into the Target Language (English 

henceforth, TL).      

ٕ. Communication strategies that learners resort to in order                        

     to communicate what they mean. 

ٖ. Context of learning as represented by the lack of attention given         

to a certain topic by learners or textbook designers. 

ٗ. Interlingual transfer in the form of the transferring Arabic grammar      

    rules into English. 

 

    This study encompasses five chapters. Chapter One is dedicated to the 

Problem, Aims, Hypotheses, Procedures, Limits, and Value of the study. 

Chapter Two represents the theoretical survey of the form and functions 

of indirect questions with emphasis on their functions in conversation. 

Chapter Three stands for a description of the diagnostic test that has been 

administered to the fourth year of Iraqi EFL university learners, 

Departments of English, Colleges of Education, Universities of Babylon 

and Al-Qadissiya. Chapter Four sums up the results of the test from the 

statistical and linguistic perspectives. The subjects' errors have been 

analyzed and the probable causes of their errors identified.                                                                                           

                                                                                                                  

    Finally, Chapter Five outlines the conclusions reached by the 

researcher in this study. Based on them, some pedagogical implications 

are presented and areas for further research are suggested. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

  

7.7. The Problem  

    There are two general modes for reporting what other people say, the 

direct and the indirect modes. Both are introduced by a reporting clause 

that refers to the speaker, the act of communication, perhaps to the person 

or persons spoken to, and/or the manner of speaking and the 

circumstances of the speech act (Quirk et al, ٔ9٥٘:ٕٔٓ7).   

 

ٔ. The direct mode, like the following example: 

(ٔ) David said to me after the meeting, 'In my opinion 

the arguments in favour of radical changes in the 

curriculum are not convincing.' 

 

(ٕ) The indirect mode as in:  

(ٕ) David said to me after the meeting that in his 

opinion the arguments in favour of radical changes in 

the curriculum were not convincing (Ibid). 

 

    In direct speech, we are supposed to repeat the original speaker's exact 

words, while in indirect speech we are to give the exact meaning of a 

remark or speech, without necessarily using the speaker's exact words 

(Thomson and Martinet, ٔ97٘:ٔ7٥). 



    Indirect speech is normally used in conversation and is used to repeat 

statements, taking the form of a nominal that-clause which might come 

as: 

                                     

ٔ. Direct object, e. g.,  

 (ٖ) He said that he has lost his umbrella. 

 

ٕ. Subject complement, e. g., 

 (ٗ) What neighbours said was that as a teenager he    

had earned his pocket money by delivering 

newspapers. 

 

ٖ. An extraposed subject, e. g., 

  (٘) It was said that as a teenager he had earned his pocket                  

        money by delivering newspapers (Quirk et al, ٕٔٓٙ). 

    

    All the main sentence types (i. e., questions, exclamations, directives, 

and statements) can be converted into indirect speech. In the case of 

questions, the indirect construction is usually a “dependent Wh-element,” 

e. g.,  

 

(ٙ)  Yes-No questions 

(A) “Are you ready yet?” asked Joan. 

 (B) Joan asked me whether I was ready yet. 

 

(7)  Wh-questions 

(A) “When will the plane leave?” I wondered. 

 (B) I wondered when the plane would leave.   

 



(٥)  Alternative questions     

    (A) “Are you satisfied or not?” I asked her.              

    (B) I asked her whether or not she was satisfied. (Ibid, 

ٕٔٓ9) 

    Indirect questions occur in various syntactic contexts, e.g., 

 (9)  Subject 

(A) Whether they are coming remains uncertain. 

(ٔٓ) Complement of verb 

(A) I am not sure whether they are coming. 

 

(ٔٔ)  Complement of adjective 

                  (A)I am not sure whether he is satisfied.  

 

(ٕٔ) Complement of preposition  

                 (A) The question of whether they are coming remains 

unresolved.  

                                                                                      Baynham 

(ٔ99ٙ:ٕٔٓ) 

 

    In converting direct into indirect questions, several changes are 

required which are affected by the deictic features present in the direct 

question. These features are related to the time and place of the utterance 

and the persons referred to. Some of them are: 

ٔ. Tense forms of the verb; 

ٕ. Other time references, e. g., everyday, now...; 

ٖ. Place references, e. g., here, there...; 

ٗ. Personal pronouns; 

٘. The demonstratives this and these.                          Quirk et al 

(ٔ9٥٘:ٕٔٓ7) 



    

    The problem of this study is represented by the changes involved in the 

conversion of direct into indirect questions that complicate the issue and 

render it difficult to the Iraqi EFL University learners. This results in an 

apparent inefficiency on the part of the learners to turn out grammatically 

well-formed indirect questions when writing, and things become even 

worse in speech (Bolden, ٕٓٓٗ:ٔٓ٥7). 

   There are three things which are closely associated with each other in 

the process of changing direct into indirect questions or direct into 

indirect speech in general. These are the abovementioned deictic features, 

tense back-shift, and sequence of tenses. These three entities can be 

viewed to be arranged, or rather, juxtaposed, in a form of a chain or 

progression. It starts with deictic features present in the direct question, 

that act as a signalling factor for the needed type of tense back-shift, 

sometimes optional, that, in turn, determine the required sequence of 

tenses needed to keep the indirect question within the general lines of 

grammatical and semantic well-formedness (Buchstaller, ٕٕٓٓ:ٙ7). 

   When the time reference, a deictic feature, is no longer applicable at the 

time the utterance is reported, it is often necessary to change the tense 

forms of the verb. Such a change of the verb forms in indirect speech is 

termed back-shift. The resulting relationship of verb forms in the 

reporting and the reported clauses is known as the sequence of tenses.  

     Thus, the basis for outputting grammatically well-formed indirect 

questions is the time reference, which is the most significant deictic 

feature upon which the choice of back-shift type and sequence of tenses is 

to be determined, e. g., 

  

(ٖٔ) (A) “Are you paid by the hour?” he asked.        

        (B) He asked him whether he was paid by the hour. 



 

(ٔٗ) (A) “Have you been waiting for long?” he asked. 

        (B)He asked her whether she had been waiting for a 

long         

                            time.                                             Buchstaller 

(ٕٕٓٓ:٥ٓ) 

    If this time reference is misinterpreted, the following steps, i. e., the 

choice of back-shift and sequence of tenses, would be wrong and this is 

the main pitfall for most learners (Ibid).  We can list some of the 

difficulties that face learners when converting direct questions into 

indirect ones in an ascending form depending on their frequency, hence 

significance.  

 

ٔ. Maintaining the subject-operator-inverted form, which is characteristic 

of direct questions, when forming indirect questions. This kind of error is 

expected more of beginners,    e. g.,  

  (ٔ٘) “Where have all the cards gone?” he asked Tom.      

   (A) * He asked Tom where had all the cards gone. 

   (B) He asked Tom where all the cards had gone. 

 

ٕ.  Not restoring non-assertive forms into assertive ones, e. g.,  

          (ٔٙ) “Did you find anyone/anybody there?” she asked  John.            

                    (A) * She asked John if/whether he had found 

anyone/anybody 

         there. 

                     (B) She asked John if/whether he had found 

someone/somebody          

        there.   

 



ٖ. Closely associated with this kind of misrenderning is the failure to 

change place-time references and the demonstratives this, these, e. g., 

 (ٔ7) “Anybody here?” he asked.    

  (A) *He asked if/whether somebody was here. 

  (B) He asked if/whether somebody was there. 

 

                       (ٔ٥) “Are you going to the movies tomorrow?” she asked.  

 (A)* She asked whether/if we were going to the movies       

         tomorrow. 

  (B) She asked whether/if we were going to the movies next  

       day.   

 

  (ٔ9) “Who did this?” he asked angrily. 

  (A)* He asked angrily who had done this. 

   (B) He asked angrily who had done that.  

 

ٗ. Miscoordination between tense back-shift and tense sequence, a kind of 

error that characterizes the speech and writing of even advanced learners.  

Salebi (ٕٓٓٗ:9ٔ) 

            

   7.6. Aims of the Study 

   

     This study aims at  

ٔ.ٕ.ٔ. Identifying Iraqi EFL university learners' performance in 

recognizing and producing indirect questions,   

 

ٔ.ٕ.ٕ. Presenting material about indirect questions that can be helpful in 

arriving at the role of indirect questions in conversation and their different 

functions,   



 

ٔ.ٕ.ٖ. Finding out the sources of the learners' errors so as for remedial 

procedures to be taken in order to overcome the difficulties faced by Iraqi 

EFL university learners.    

 

7.1. Hypotheses of the Study   

 

    In the light of the abovementioned aims it is hypothesized that: 

ٔ. Some Iraqi EFL university learners do not distinguish indirect 

questions in form from direct ones, 

ٕ. They encounter difficulty in converting direct questions into indirect 

questions, 

ٖ. Learners' achievement at the recognition level is expected to be better 

than theirs at the production level. 

 

 

 

 

7.2. Limits of the Study 

  

    This study is supposed to be limited to fourth stage learners, Colleges 

of Education, Departments of English, Universities of Babylon and Al-

Qadissiya because it is the stage at which reported speech is being taught. 

The study is limited to testing learners' proficiency in converting direct 

into indirect questions.  

 

7.3. Procedures of the Study  

 



   The researcher intends to conduct a written test to fourth year learners 

in an effort to diagnose difficult points in their conversion of direct into 

indirect questions, after collecting some material concerning the area of 

research.   

 

7.4. Value of the Study  

 

   It is hoped that the findings of this study will be useful in the theoretical 

side through providing some recent information about indirect questions 

that might be of benefit to researchers for further study and for learners 

alike. The practical side and the pedagogical implications could be of 

importance to teachers in providing them with insight on how to teach the 

conversion of direct questions into indirect ones. This can be done by 

shedding light on these assumedly problematic aspects of this area of 

grammar. The study may also be of help to syllabus designers in 

providing them with better grounding for their material designing work. 

 

 

 

7.1. Definition of Basic Terms 

 

ٔ.7.ٔ. Difficulties is a term that refers to the subjects' errors resulting 

from the differences between the source language and the TL (Corder, 

ٔ97ٖ:ٕ٘ٙ). 

 

ٔ.7.ٕ. Indirect Question in its simplest definition is a question used to 

express a question someone has posed without using a direct quotation 

(Bolden, ٕٓٓٗ:ٔٔٙ). 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER TWO 

THEORETCAL PERSPECTIVE 

 

6.7. Two Modes of Reported Speech  

                    

    Discourse, whether spoken or written, is, by default, understood to be 

authored, in the voice of the person speaking or writing (Sternberg, 

ٔ99ٔ:ٕٔ). When speakers or writers wish to report the speech or thoughts 



of another person, or when they report the words or thoughts of their own 

entertained at a time other than the moment of speaking, they typically 

make them as such: that is, they produce the speech or thoughts as 

reported  speech (Ibid).  

           According to Bakhtin (798799) “The transmission and 

assessment of the speech of others, their discourse, is one of the most 

widespread and fundamental topics of human speech. In all areas of 

life and ideological activity, our speech is filled and overflowing with 

other people's words, which are transmitted with highly varied 

degrees of accuracy and impartiality.” He proposes that “in real life, 

people talk most of all about what others talk about” (Ibid). This 

implies that we are often replicating the discourse of others.  

           Volosinov, in an often-quoted definition, says that “Reported 

speech is speech within speech, utterance within utterance, and at the 

same time also speech about speech, utterance about utterance” 

(79919778). Notwithstanding, people frequently indicate whether 

what they are saying constitutes their own speech or the discourse of 

another. The most realistic representation of the presence of other 

voices in one’s own speech is achieved by means of what is generally 

referred to as “direct speech,” defined by Gaulmyn (799696) as “the 

recorded broadcast of utterances previously pronounced by an 

identified enunciator.’’     

           Janssen (600296) says that the oldest reference to the term 

“reported speech” goes back to Ulmann (7931947), while the term 

“representation” is used by Leech and Short (7987980) and is more 

convenient to them than “reporting” (Ibid). Williams (7988913), 

gives several examples of the term “indirect discourse” in romance 

languages circles. “Projection” (report, ideas, and facts) are discussed 



as a clause type by Haliday (7986, Ibid). On the other hand, Wynne 

(6002911) points out that terms such as “reporting” and “reported 

speech” (representation as well) are problematic, especially where 

there has not been a prior speech event, and gives an explanation of 

the terminology as he tries to develop the Leech and Short (7987) 

model of “categories of reporting.” He has found out that it is 

necessary to talk about “speech, thought, and writing representation” 

as there are specific forms and functions associated with reports of 

written language (Janssen, 600296). 

           According to Quirk et al (798397069-10) "There are several 

modes in which other people’s language may be reported. The most 

explicit modes are introduced by a reported clause referring to the 

speaker and the act of communication in speech or writing and, 

perhaps, also to the person or persons spoken to or to the manner of 

speaking …. Indirect speech on the other hand, conveys in the words 

of a subsequent reporter, what has been said or written by the 

original speaker or writer."             

   

ٕ.ٕ. Some Previous Studies             

 

          Most “recent” researchers concentrate on the pragmatic side of 

the use of indirect questions. Most of the researches try to understand 

how reported speech functions in what Bakhtin (600196) terms 

“focus groups’ discussion.” That is, to analyze it as a part of 

interaction or, as Volosinov (7991914) puts it, “to take the 

phenomenon of reported speech and postulate it as a problem from a 

sociolinguistic orientation.” A wide range of researchers, not all 

sociolinguists, have taken up this challenge to consider why people 



use indirect questions in talking in a variety of settings (reviewed in 

Baynham and Slembrouk, 7999973); including college learners’ 

talking about race (Buttny, 799899; Buttny, 799996; Buttny and 

Williams, 6000966). Children’s argument and play (Goodwin, 

7990979); teacher-and-learners’ interaction in an adult math class 

(Baynham, 7994;37 and Baynham, 7999916); conversation among 

school children (Maybin, 7991923 and 7999987); a psychiatric 

interview (Ravatsos and Berkenkotter, 7991979 and 7999;62); 

among co-workers (Holt, 7999934); a research interviews (Schiffrin, 

7991971 and 7994941); radio news (Mitchell, 7998962); courtroom 

testimony (Philips, 7991990; Jacqumet, 7990911; Matoesian, 

6000940); as well as the function we might expect from literary 

studies and everyday storytelling (Mitchell-Kiernan, 7916979; 

Tannen, 7989927; and  Johnstone, 7991911 and Schuman, 7991:60). 

What links many of these interactional studies of reported speech is 

that they are rhetorical, that is to say, the participants assume the 

existence of  opposing views and use reported speech and indirect 

questions to dramatize, shift or reinfluence a view, or to bring out the 

tensions between views (Baynham and Slembrouk, 7999974). 

 

ٕ.ٖ. Deictic Features and Converting Direct Questions into 

         Indirect Questions 

ٕ.ٖ.ٔ. Deixis and Indirect Questions Conversion  

     

    The term deixis covers “the functions of personal and 

demonstrative pronouns of tense and of a variety of other 

grammatical and lexical features which relate utterances to the 

spatiotemporal coordinates of the utterance” (Lyons, 79119414). 



Some of the types of deixis are personal deixis, temporal deixis, 

discourse deixis, and social deixis (Fillmore, 7913; Brown and Yule, 

7981 and Levinson, 7981). The researcher focuses on the three basic 

functions of person, place and time due to their relevance to the 

process of converting direct questions into indirect questions. 

    Personal deixis is concerned with the identification of persons who 

participate in utterance exchange: the speaker designated as “I,” the 

hearer as “you,” and any third party as “he, she, or they” (Uchida, 

799191). In converting a direct into an indirect question, several 

changes are required which are affected by the deictic features 

present in the direct question. These features are related to person, 

place references, personal pronouns, and the demonstratives “this” 

and “these” (Quirk et al, 798397064).  

    Closely related to deictic features present in the direct question in 

the process of converting it into an indirect question, and probably 

depending on such deictic features, are tense back-shift, and sequence 

of tenses. These three entities, i. e., deictic features, tense back-shift, 

and sequence of tenses, are argued to be arranged in a form of a 

progression. This progression starts with deictic features present in 

the direct question that act as a signalling factor for the needed  type 

of tense back-shift, sometimes optional, which in turn, determines the 

required sequence of tenses needed to keep the indirect question 

within  the  general lines  of  grammatical  and semantic well-

formedness (Buchstaller, 6006970).  

    When the time reference, a deictic feature, no longer applies at the 

time that the utterance is reported, it is often necessary to change the 

tense forms of the verbs. Such a change of verb forms in indirect 

speech is termed “back-shift.” The resulting relationship of verb 



forms in the reporting and reported clauses is known as the sequence 

of tenses. The changes can be illustrated as follows: 

         

 

   Direct Speech                         Back-shift in Indirect Speech                 

                  

        7- Present                                 Past  

        6- Past                                     Past or past perfective 

        1- Present perfective 

        2- past perfective                    Past perfective      (Quirk et al, 

798397064)  

   

    And, just as statements can be the object of a verb (becoming 

“indirect” statements) so also direct questions can be  objects of verbs 

(becoming indirect questions) e.g.; 

(60) (A) “What are you doing?” 

       (B)I wondered what you were doing.                       

           

                                                                        (Weber, 

7991977)  

    In more complicated examples of indirect questions, more changes 

are required, e.g.;  

         (67) (A) “Did you see her?” 

         (B) I wanted to know whether you had seen her (or 

not).                  



                                                                                                                

(Ibid)  

    Therefore, when tenses start varying, the original direct question is 

often reshaped when it becomes indirect. There are also a variety of 

verbs which can introduce indirect questions, not just verbs which 

are asking a question like “to ask” or “to inquire” (Abbot, 7913977).  

   

          The Collins Cobuild English Grammar gives a list of "reporting 

verbs used to report questions." (79909666). 

 

                        ask                   inquire              say 

                        discover           know                 saw    

                        enquire             remember         wonder          

 

   The last six of them are used before if and whether-clauses. There is 

a “list of verbs which can be used before clauses beginning with wh-

words” (Ibid, 661). 

 

              decide          forget         realize             suggest   wonder              

     

             describe        guess          remember       teach         

             discover        imagine      reveal             tell 

             discuss          know          say                 think  

             explain          learn           see                 understand  

 



    One way of reporting what someone has said is to repeat his/her 

actual words. This is called a “quote structure.” Instead of repeating 

words, we can say “He, or, she etc… said/asked ….” This is called a 

“report structure.” Both, quote structure and report structure consist 

of two clauses. The main clause is called a “reporting clause” and the 

other clause indicates what someone said or thought. In a quote 

structure, this other clause is called quote. In a report structure, the 

clause is called the reported clause (Dart, 79869799). 

    Questions in report structures are called reported or indirect 

questions. The reporting verb most often used for reporting questions 

is “ask.” Questions can be reported in a more formal way by using 

“enquire” or “inquire” if the introductory verb is "say" e.g.; 

 

  (66) I enquired if I could stay with them. 

              (61) She inquired how Ibrahim was getting then.           

           

                                        (Christopherson and Sandved, 

7910962). 

 

 

    The difference between the use of "ask," on the one hand, and 

"inquire, 

wonder and want to know" is that the former can be used with an 

indirect  

object, e. g.,  

 



                            (62) (A) He said: "What have you got in your bag?" 

                                    (B) He asked me what I had got in my bag. 

       While, the latter cannot take an indirect object, e. g.,  

 

                             (63) (A) He said: "Mary, when is the next train?" 

                                     (B) He inquired when the next train was.  

                                                                  (Thomson and Martinet, 

79139711) 

     

            When discussing conversion from direct into indirect 

questions, grammarians usually list a number of structural changes 

that are assumed to sum up all what is needed to render direct 

question into indirect ones, concentrating, for the main part, on the 

issues of back-shift. All the main sentence types (i.e., questions, 

exclamations, directives, and statements) can be converted into 

indirect speech. In the case of questions, the indirect construction is 

usually a dependent wh-element, e.g.; 

          

            (64)  Yes-No Questions  

                   (A) “Are you ready yet?” asked Joan. 

                   (B) Joan asked me whether I was ready yet. 

        

             (61) Wh-Questions  

           (A)  “When will the plane leave?” I wondered.           

      



                  (B)  I wondered when the plane would leave. 

        

             (68) Alternative Questions  

                   (A)  “Are you satisfied or not?” I asked her.  

                   (B)  I asked her whether or not she was 

satisfied. 

                                                                    (Quirk et al, 

798397069)    

 

           Thus, indirect questions are made dependent on a reporting 

verb, and for that purpose questions that do not open with an 

interrogative (i. g., so-called general questions: Are you coming etc…) 

are provided with an introduction word (if, whether) (Alexander, 

79889690). If the indirect question begins with a question word 

(When, Where, etc…), the question word is repeated in the indirect 

question e. g.,  

              

                                        (69)  (A) She asked: "What do you want?"  

                                                 (B) She asked them what they wanted.       

           

                                                                 (Thomson and Martinet, 

79139711) 

 

            Additionally, questions beginning with "Shall I/we" can be of 

four kinds: 



    

(7) Speculations, or requests for information about a future event. These 

are usually introduced by "wonder," e. g.,  

                                      

                                   (10) (A) He asked "Where shall I be this time next 

year?" 

                                          (B)  He wondered where he would be in a year's 

time 

                                                  /at that time in the following year. 

(6) Request for instruction or advice, e g.,  

                   

                                    (17) (A) He asked What shall I do with it?" 

                                            (B)  He wondered what he should do with it. 

 

 

(1) Offers, e. g.,  

                     

                                  (16) (A) He asked:  "Shall I bring you some tea?"  

                                          (B) He offered to bring me some tea. 

 

(2) Suggestions, e. g.,  

 

                                  (11) (A) She asked: "Shall we meet at the theatre?" 

                                          (B) She suggested meeting at the theatre.   



                                                                                                          (Ibid, 

781) 

            Indirect questions can occur in various syntactic contexts 

(Baynham, 79949670)  

 

          (12) Subject  

remains uncertain Whether they are coming(A)               

 

(13) Complement of verb  

ming.whether they are coA) I am not sure (            

 

(14) Complement of adjective  

whether they are coming or (A) I am not surprised                                   

.not 

 

          (11) Complement of proposition 

whether they are coming (A) The question of                                   

remains  

.unresolved                                         

 

            According to Stenstrőm (7982934) in English, an indirect 

question is a finite construction. That is, the verb of the indirect 

question has person. A sentence with an indirect question 

“embedded” in it is essentially a complex sentence, with a 

subordinate subjunctive in a dependent clause. The part of the 



sentence which introduces the indirect question is the main clause, 

and the indirect question itself is a subordinate clause, in which the 

verb happens to be in the subjunctive mood (Abbot, 7913974). So, 

because this question involves a dependent clause, the rules of the 

sequence of tenses come into play (Sternberg, 7997941). 

             The tense of the main verb determines the sequence of the 

sentences. If the main verb is one of the primary tenses, i. e., present, 

future perfect, and perfect, then the sentences follow the primary 

sequence. If, on the other hand, the main verb is one of the secondary 

tenses, i. e., perfect, imperfect, and pluperfect, then the sentences 

follow the secondary sequence (Weber, 7991960). When the indirect 

question is depicting an event that is conceived of as 

contemporaneous with the action of the main verb, then the 

subordinate subjunctive is either in the present tense (primary 

sequence) or in the imperfect tense (secondary sequence), for 

instance: 

                     

              (18) I do not know what you are doing. 

                      

               (19)  I did not know what you were doing. 

                      

              (20)  He asked whether our friends are coming.     

                

                     

               (27)  He asked whether our friends were coming.   



                                                                                           (Praninskas, 

79479714). 

            

           When the indirect question is depicting an event that is 

conceived of as having been undertaken before the action of the main 

verb, then the subordinate subjunctive is either in the perfect tense 

(primary sequence) or in the pluperfect tense (secondary tense), e.g., 

 

        (26)  I do not know what you did. 

     

        (21)  I do not know what you had done (did). 

 

        (22)  He asks whether our friends came. 

 

        (23) He asks whether our friends had come (came). 

                                                                              (Ibid, 

718) 

           When the indirect question is depicting an event that is 

conceived of as coming after the action of the main verb, then the 

subordinate subjunctive is the active future periphrastic with the 

present subjunctive in the present tense (primary sequence) or the 

active future periphrastic with the imperfect subjunctive, e. g.,  

 

         (24) I do not know what you will do (you are going to 

do). 



       

(21) I did not know what you were going to do 

(would  

do).  

        

         (28) He asked whether our friends will come (are 

going to 

                Come).                     

        (29) He asked whether our friends were coming 

(would     

               Come).                                                          

                                                                                (Ibid, 718) 

 

 

 

 

 

           ٕ.ٖ.ٕ. Deictic Features and Context 

                  

                But one has to notice that every time a new utterance is produced 

by a new speaker, the whole picture of deictic information changes, i. 

e., the referents of “I,” “you,” and “there,” for example, must change. 

The following example illustrates this. Suppose the following 

exchange is a telephone conversation:  

   



      (30)  A: Do you know about the welcome party for newcomers 

tonight?  

               B: Yes, are you going there? 

               A: What?  I can’t hear you? 

               B: Hello, are you there?                                       (Uchida, 

799192) 

 

            It is obvious that B’s first “there” does not refer to the same 

place as B’s second “there.” This second exchange between A and B 

constitutes what Schegloff (79169791) calls an “insertion sequence,” 

but on a situation-based view of context, it would remain within the 

overall situation of making a phone-call (Ibid).  

          The question then is how to account for such changes in 

referent, since this referent is what triggers off and decides changes in 

verb form and sequence of tenses. Here comes Uchida’s (7991) 

concept of “dynamic immediate contexts” as opposed to the 

traditional static concept of context, in an attempt to accommodate 

for such changes. Thus in the exchange above, B’s second utterance 

involves an independent immediate context (Ibid, 3). 

           What seems to be agreed upon about context is that it has two 

aspects: linguistic and non-linguistic. The difficulty lies in the 

treatment of non-linguistic information which includes any kind of 

information that may be used in interpreting an utterance like old 

assumptions, common knowledge etc…. To understand the context 

referents and deictic features properly, we have to provide an 

analysis of these non-linguistic phenomena. One way to avoid this 

problem is to treat context as fixed in advance, so it is determined 



before the comprehension process starts. But this static or passive 

concept of context, which Uchida (Ibid) rejects, fails in including any 

assumptions activated by on-going utterances, i. e., the initial context 

needs to be supplemented in some way by access to information about 

the physical situation, other encyclopaedic knowledge and so on.  

           Uchida (Ibid, 4) following Sperber and Wilson’s (7984) active 

and revolutionary view of context, persuasively argues that a new 

notion of context should be incorporated in the pragmatic theory. 

 

            To explain how the context is determined is to explain 

how a particular subject of the individual’s accessible 

assumptions is selected as part of the interpretation process. 

When a piece of new information is given, a set of background 

assumptions is achieved. For each item of new information, 

many different sets of assumptions from diverse sources might 

be selected as context. The assumptions left over in memory 

from the immediately preceding thought processes constitute 

an immediately given initial context in which the next 

utterance may be processed. This may then be extended as the 

interpretation proceeds, the aim being to find a relevant 

enough interpretation. Uchida (ibid). 

 

           That is to say, it is not the case, as almost all linguists have 

assumed, that the context is determined before the interpretation 

process takes place but rather the context is actively constructed 

based on the search for relevance. This approach sounds more 

plausible because our cognitive mechanism seems indeed to search 



just for appropriate information as the utterance proceeds. The 

context selection process is guided by pragmatic principles (Sperber 

and Wilson, 79849711). 

           Many researchers, including (Buttny, 7998973; Baynham, 7999920 

and Williams, 6000963) argue the appropriateness of Uchida’s 

concept of immediate context, based on Sperber and Wilson’s (7984) 

view of dynamic context, in interpreting deictic features present in 

the direct question that guide the process of conversion into indirect 

questions, as the following discussion tries to show. 

           The term “immediate context” means “any context that is most 

accessible at a given point in the utterance interpretation process. 

Each utterance will create its own range of immediate contexts, and, 

at any given point, the immediate context will contain the most 

immediately accessible assumptions, drawn from any source, 

including chunks of related information forming a frame, schema, 

scenario, or script. The initial context for a given utterance is its first 

immediate context (Uchida, 799191).  

          On the other hand, Romero (6001972) remarks that deixis is a 

situation-bounded concept deeply rooted in speech events. Uchida 

(Ibid) asserts the same point in the following example: 

 

         (37)  “I will tell you about the matter here 

tomorrow.”               

 

           Unless we identify the persons referred to by “I” and “you,” the 

place denoted by “here,” and the time specified by “tomorrow,” we 

cannot interpret this utterance correctly. The whole picture of 



reference will be entirely changed when a different speaker utters the 

same utterance above to a different hearer, a conventional case of a 

reported utterance. 

 

            Herschberg (6000979) claims that person, place and time deixis 

are firmly anchored in “speech situations.”  In reported speech or 

thought, two different situations are involved: the situation of the 

current utterance and the situation in which the reported utterance 

was originally produced. This suggests that deictic information can 

be at least “dual,” in the sense that “here,” for example, can mean 

“here” in the immediate context of the current utterance or “here” in 

the speech situation where “here” was originally used. 

           This point is elaborated on by Uchida (799193) by taking the same 

abovementioned utterance.  

 

             Suppose that the speaker is directly addressing the hearer, so 

that “I” refers to the speaker, “you” to the hearer, “here” to the 

place in which the utterance was uttered and, “tomorrow” to the 

day after the utterance. Suppose, then, that the hearer says: 

“Okay with me, but Bill might say, I do want to know right 

now.” It is obvious that “me” refers to the present speaker; “I” 

to “Bill” and “right now” does not mean the time the utterance 

is uttered. The two kinds of deictic information can interact with 

each other. In the utterance above, the two first person 

pronouns refer to different entities and “now” is not the main 

speaker and hearer’s now. That is, it is possible that 



conversationalists are involved in at least two kinds of 

immediate context, primary and secondary immediate context.     

  

            Uchida (Ibid, 4) goes on as to define these two terms, “tentatively.” 

“Primary immediate context is anchored to the speech situation in 

which the present speaker and hearer are directly involved,” while 

“secondary immediate context is providing referents for deictic items 

which do not belong to the primary immediate context, i.e., deictically 

dependent on the primary immediate context determined by 

utterance.” 

           The most typical case of this is reported speech. We can say that 

indirect speech/question is based on and closely related to primary 

immediate context and direct speech/question is influenced by both 

primary immediate context and secondary immediate context. Uchida 

(Ibid) explains this by the following example: 

 

                     (36)  A: Mary: Bill asked if she wanted to do it 

then. 

                             B: Mary: Bill said: “Do you want to do it 

now?” 

 

            In “A” the time is in the past, because the time reference is 

determined by the time when Mary speaks. Similarly, the word 

“then” is chosen based on the speech time of “A.” That is to say, time 

deixis in “A” is fixed in primary immediate context. “B,” on the other 

hand, consists of two parts; one is the reporting clause, and the other 

is the reported direct question. The former can be analyzed in the 



same way as “A,” but the latter should involve a secondary 

immediate context, because the time there is determined by the time 

of Bill’s original utterance.  

 

 

ٕ. ٗ.  Reported Speech and Relevance Theory 

      

            Many pages, in English grammar books, are spent explaining 

how to convert direct speech into indirect speech or vice versa. It is 

generally assumed, in such works, that direct speech conveys the 

original utterance literally and faithfully. However, recent work has 

shown that the situation is not so simple. Sternberg (7997939), for 

instance, discusses what he calls “direct discourse fallacy,” 

demonstrating the technical impossibility of conveying paralinguistic 

features of the original speech in direct speech quotations. Clark and 

Gerrig (79909601) argue that direct speech is “demonstration,” “just 

as a tennis coach demonstrates for his learners how to serve by 

performing a service himself” (Ibid). Fludernik (79919209-72) 

mentions Sternberg’s direct discourse fallacy and cites a number of 

examples which support his view. 

            The main claims of relevance theory are as follows: Clark and 

Gerrig (79909797) mention that direct speech is intended to “depict,” 

not to “describe,” as in indirect discourse, some aspects of the 

original speaker’s utterance. The difference between depicting and 

describing is fundamental: depiction, e.g., paintings and sculptures 

resemble their referents, whereas description does not.  



            On the other hand, the approach of Sperber and Wilson 

(7984983) to reported speech is both quite similar to and quite 

different from Clark and Gerrig’s. Sperber and Wilson (Ibid) argue 

that every utterance exhibits one of two form types of use: descriptive 

and interpretive. A descriptively used utterance represents “some 

state of affairs in virtue of its propositional form being true of that 

state of affairs” (Ibid, 768). An interpretively used utterance, to 

which reported speech belongs, represents “some other 

representation which also has a propositional form -- a thought, for 

instance– in virtue of a resemblance between the two propositional 

forms (Ibid, 68-9). 

            This notion of “representation by resemblance” is similar to 

Clark and Gerrig’s (7990) notion of  “depiction.” The crucial 

difference between the two approaches is that Clark and Gerrig claim 

that direct and indirect speech fall on different sides of the distinction 

which Sperber and Wilson would deny. In Sperber and Wilson 

(7984998), all types of reported speech both direct and indirect, are 

seen as involving representation by resemblance, either of content or 

of form. Sperber and Wilson (7984999) say, “Direct speech is the 

most obvious example of utterances used to represent not what they 

describe but what they resemble. Maintaining Sperber and Wilson’s 

basic assumptions Uchida (799199) claims that both direct and 

indirect speech are, basically, interpretation of the speaker. 

           The basic assumption of relevance theory is that human 

cognition is relevance oriented: we pay attention to information that 

seems relevant to us (Wilson, 7992911). Relevance is achieved not at 

random but when new information interacts with existing 

assumptions in one of the following three ways: contextual 



implication, strengthening and contradicting, and eliminating (Ibid).  

                                         

           Sperber and Wilson (79849707) call these three types of 

interaction “contextual effects.” New information is relevant if it 

achieves contextual effects, and the greater the contextual effects, the 

greater the relevance, other things being equal (Ibid). For them the 

two relevance principles are: 

 

                 6.2.7. The cognitive principle: the human cognitive system is looking for 

relevant information, the more relevant, the better. 

      

6.2.6. Communicative principle: every utterance creates a 

       presumption of its own optimal relevance. An utterance on a 

given interpretation is optimally relevant if and only if it is relevant to 

worth the hearer’s attention and is the most relevant one the speaker 

is able and willing to produce.  

 

ٕ.٘. Relevance Theory, Deictic Reference and Indirect Speech/Question  

 

               As above mentioned, it is often argued that in indirect speech some 

particular time reference in the original utterance can be converted 

into the corresponding time reference from the viewpoint of the 

current utterance time. For example:  

 

   (31) (A) Bill asked: “Will you leave here tomorrow?”  



           (B) Bill asked whether you would leave there 

today. 

                

              “Tomorrow” can be changed into “today” if tomorrow of the 

speech time of “Will you leave here tomorrow” corresponds to 

“today” at the reporting time, and if the place denoted by “here” is 

also the place where the current utterance is produced, “there” will 

be replaced by “here.”  

             Uchida (7991) argues that these replacements are originated in the 

immediate contexts created by each utterance. For instance direct 

speech involves two utterances, or speech acts, a reporting clause and 

a reported clause. The former is interpreted in the current primary 

immediate context and the latter in the secondary immediate context 

containing information available at the time of the speaker’s original 

utterance. So, in the examples above, “Will,” “tomorrow,” and 

“here” are determined in the domain of secondary immediate 

context, while “would,” “there,” and “today” as well as the 

“reporting clause” are interpreted in the primary immediate context. 

       

              Uchida (7991976) asserts that indirect questions are preferable to 

direct questions when reporting people because speakers or writers 

tend to choose lexical items interpretable in primary immediate 

contexts (indirect speech) rather than secondary immediate context 

(direct speech) in order to make it easier for the speaker or 

hearer/reader to identify the time and other deictic referents 

concerned. Therefore, primary-immediate-context-bounded personal 

pronouns are preferred to secondary-immediate-context-bounded 

ones to make it easier to identify the persons concerned. Uchida (Ibid) 



brings about the following principle: primary immediate context 

deixis tends to be selected unless otherwise restricted. The 

straightforwardness of first person pronouns lessens the utterance 

processing time and the smaller the processing effort, the greater the 

relevance. Thus, it is clear now that the principle of deixis in reported 

speech follows from the principles of Relevance Theory.  

 

           ٕ.ٙ. Coherence as a Key Issue in Reported Conversation  

 

              Schegloff (7990933) argues that, in conversation, the issue of 

coherence can be subsumed under the general question, “Why that 

now?” In other words, participants in an interaction are constantly 

trying to make sense of talk as recipient-designed and situated action. 

When they are unable to infer a plausible answer to the question 

“Why that now?” they initiate repair strategies. One of them is the 

use of indirect questions (Couper-Kuhlen, 799893).  

              Bolden (60029717) examines the different ways that indirect 

questions, is set apart from the current speaker’s own talk in 

conversation. He argues that this issue has received little attention in 

the literature on reported speech. Couper-Kuhlen (799891) suggests 

an approach to distinguish conversational reported speech, including 

indirect questions, based on the observation of the relation between 

prosody and reported speech:  

   

                           It can be argued that coherence in conversational reported 

speech sequences will be manifestly lacking where participants 

in an interaction find repair to be necessary. When troubles in 



coherence can be plausibly reconstructed as involving some 

prosodic or paralinguistic factor, insight will be gained into the 

specific nature of prosody’s contribution to reported speech 

(Ibid). 

 

 

 

ٕ.7. Three Types of Trouble in Reported Speech Sequences                                  

               Silverstein (799193) maintains that the use of indirect questions in 

conversation places special demands upon conversationalists and this 

is evident from the “trouble” they sometimes form for interaction. 

Schegloff (799499) on the other hand proposes three uses of indirect 

questions in “trouble-shooting” three types of “troubles” in reported 

speech sequences.  

               One type of trouble appears to stem from non-clarity as to whether 

or not a speaker is reporting speech in the first place (Ibid). These are 

cases in which there is no clear answer to the question “Is this current 

speaker’s voice or someone else’s?” The reason why there might be 

doubt is because – contrary to what grammar books propagate about 

reported speech-- speakers in conversational interaction do not 

always explicitly introduce different “voices,” with reporting verbs or 

quotative constructions. Instead, figures are often “brought on stage” 

for the first time merely by being animated, without, for instance, a 

prefatory “He said” or “She asked.” In order for this device to 

succeed, however, the “figure's" voice must be reconstructibly 

different from the current speaker’s own voice (Ibid, 7).  

             It is not the content of the utterance which is at issue here. The issue 

is the way the utterance is said, i. e., when the utterance “sounds like 



someone else’s.” Here, indirect questions are used to clarify “Why 

that now?” When this question is answered, the inexplicit is rendered 

explicit (Bolden, 60029712). 

             Given the deictic nature of prosodic and paralinguistic phenomena; 

troubles in reported speech sequences are to be expected when 

prosodic and paralinguistic cues are ambiguous (Ibid). This is what 

creates the necessity for repair initiation in some sequences in, i. e., 

the use of indirect questions to answer the question “Why that now 

and in that way?” (Schegloff, 7994977) 

              The second type of trouble is the case when the addressee faces 

trouble as to whether what s/he hears is to be interpreted as a 

background commentary supplied by the speaker/reporter or just an 

animation of a “figure” in the “story” reported (Silverstein, 799194). 

One of the repairing uses of indirect questions in conversation is 

when an answer is demanded to the question “Whose other voice is 

this?” (Schegloff, 7994976). 

              The third type of trouble occurs when the answer to the question 

“How is this other voice being done?” or “What the speaker is doing 

with this other voice?” is unclear (Ibid). It is often the way the voices 

are formatted prosaically and paralingnistically which contextualises 

what they are doing, or rather, what the current speaker is doing 

with them. Where this is not clear, participants may find it necessary 

to initiate repair, usually via indirect questions (Ibid, 71). 

 

ٕ.٥.   Functions of Indirect Questions 

       



 A much wider range of the functions, lexical and grammatical, of 

indirect questions has emerged as linguists have turned from literary 

examples to surveys of large corpora containing computer-readable 

texts from many written and spoken genres, such as CANCODE 

(Carter and McCarthy, 7993); COBUILD (Thompson, 79949304); 

Corpus of Phone Conversations at the Universty of Konstanz 

(Gunthner, 7999; and Klewitz and Couper-Kuhlen, 7999); and the 

British National Corpus (Leech, 6000). Corpus-based descriptions 

have found, for instance, that;  

 

7. An indirect question may be signalled by “like, goes, or gets, as well 

as by some form of says” (Klewitz 79999732), or that there may be 

no markers at all. 

 

6. Discourse markers, such as “Oh, Well, and God” are often included 

in reports in indirect speech (Holt, 7994). 

 

1. Prosodic cues such as variations in pitch, volume, pace and rhythm, 

may indicate stretches of reported speech in conversation, but the 

signalled boundaries do not always coincide exactly with those of the 

words to be taken as reported (Gunthner, 7999; and Klewitz and 

Couper-Kuhlen, 7999). 

                                                                                     

   Bakhtin (600191) argues that any particular use of indirect 

speech/questions can have apparently opposite functions. Clark and 

Gerrig (7990) in a key account of reported speech, argue that this 

sort of apparent contradiction can be understood if we see quotation 



as a kind of demonstration, a non-serious depiction of the words of 

another. Thus, each of the functions that we are going to describe are 

supposed to contain the following two aspects: 

 

7. Detachment: the reported speech is separated from what the 

speaker says for himself and is, in this case, “non-serious.” This 

aspect emphasizes the juxtaposition of two different roles, reported 

and reporting speakers (Ibid). 

 

6. Direct experience: the report is a depiction of what is said rather 

than a description, so it can carry immediacy, an indexical connection 

to the original setting. Clark and Gerrig’s (7990) use of the word 

“depiction” suggests that demonstrations and quotations “do” rather 

than “tell.”  

   

        Because of these shifts, quotation is always both “partial,” in that 

some aspects of the depiction are to be disregarded, and “selective,” 

in that only some aspects of the reported phenomena are depicted 

(Bolden, 600297011).  

 

         While categories of reported speech/questions, based on form can 

be fairly clear-cut (Semino et al, 7999), categories of function, as for 

any human activity, of necessity blur, double, and multiply. Yet, 

basically, functions of indirect questions can be grouped under four 

major headings (Bakhtin, 600193): 

 

7. Situation: indirect questions shift to another time or place. 



 

6. Participants: indirect questions enable participants to take on  

                         multiple roles, as speakers, hearers or over- 

                         hearers.  

 

1. Acts: indirect questions can give different words for the same  

                meaning, or give the same words a different meaning.  

 

2. Key: indirect questions can cue shifts in interpretation like an  

             indication of modality, more or less of a claim to  

             functionality.  we come to each of them in detail in the      

             following.  

 

 

7. Situation  

  

7.7. Intensifying an Event  

 

            In reported speech the scene shifts from this living room, 

where the conversation is taking place (the reporting interaction) to a 

village street or office, where the reported interaction is set. For 

example, “Patrick” is responding to his interlocutor’s, Martin, 

questions about whether he takes global communications links for 

granted (Couper-kuhlen, 79989717). 

 



7. Martin: Yeah, you go on holiday regularly, so you're aware of that. 

6. Pat: I’ve got my mobile (laughter) everywhere I go. 

1. Martin: Yeah. 

2. Pat: I’ll give you an example. I was by a pool in Majorca last year 

and daughter rings me up. 

3. Martin: Yeah. 

4. Pat: All right. I was sitting by the pool, she thought I was by the van  

(laughter) and she is talking away for about five minutes and I am 

nattering away to her. It’s as clear as a bell.  

1. Martin: Yeah.  

8. Pat: And she asked me whether I was in the van. I said no, I’m in 

Majorca. She was like, Oh, my God, I’m on my boyfriend’s phone. 

She slammed the phone down (laughter). You know, I mean, it was 

so: All right, we were thousands of miles away, whatever. 

9. Martin: Mmm, yeah! 

70. Pat: But, it was so close, isn’t it? Years ago it didn’t happen, you     

         know. You’d link up here, link up there, and….  

77.Martin. Yeah. 

76. Pat: It took you ten minuets to get through. 

71. Martin: that’s right, yeah.  

 72. Pat: the whole world’s shrunk! 

73. Martin: Do other people have that feeling that it affects their lives as 

    

            it does yours. Does it…. 

 



      The story starts with a clear indication of place and time (4) 

where it is signalled by a discourse marker “All right” and a shift to 

the present tense. The first part of talk, “She is talking away ….” is 

not a quotation but a description of the action without a depiction of 

its content.  The shift into indirect question is indicated by the 

reporting verb “asked” (8).  The indirect question and the words 

following it vary in prosodic cues; “Oh, my God,…, slammed the 

phone down” are of a higher pitch, louder and faster. Then (Martin) 

confirms that the story supports a specific point of view on 

globalization by asking  if other people have that feeling that it affects 

their lives as it does Patrick’s. 

 

7.6. Typifying a Reported Event  

 

            A common use of indirect questions is to present some 

utterances as happening again and again: not “Then he said this,” 

but “This is what they always say.” Where intensification prepared 

the way for a shift in views, the typicality of the remarks stresses the 

ongoing tension between the points of view. For instance, (Bakhtin, 

600191) mentions the following exchange.  

 

7. Fille: But also, if you have got a car sitting outside the door you feel 

you should use it (laughter) whereas I’m sure if I…. 

6. Allen: You’d been asked whether you do really need it (laughter) 

you think, Oh, yes. I do. You know. It’s like talking, if you’re used to 

having a car and then it’s someone says, oh, no, you don’t need that. 

1. Anderson: yeah, how about this idea?  



2. Allen: How do you justify it?  

 

            One of the markers of typicality here is the use of “you” as a 

general pronoun. So the “you” in “do really…” refers to the quoting 

speaker, but the “you” in “you think,” is a more general reference 

that potentially includes the others in the group. On a closer 

observation, this is a composite with the kind of question (Fille) 

would be asked and then (his) response as reported thought, “oh, 

yes….” Typification in any setting calls on the other participants to 

recognize from one phrase that this is just what people always say 

(Ibid).  

 

6. Participants  

 

6.7. Hearers and Overhearers  

 

             Reported speech complicates the participation roles of an 

event (Goffman, 7987; Levinson, 7988; Antaki et al 7994; Lendar 

and Antaki, 7994; and Mastoesian, 6000) by adding new layers of 

speakers and hearers in the reporting context. If someone reports the 

words of someone else in a story told to other people, one is enlisting 

an overhearing audience to share the reporter’s response as the 

hearer in the reported context (Bakhtin, 600198). The following 

conversation, mentioned in Goffman (79879776), shows this vividly. 

 

7. Sue: I think something has changed now. It’s not acceptable now, I 

think, in society for a woman to stay at home with the children. I 



think a woman at home with the children, is very pressurized to go to 

work. Do you feel that? 

6. Ashlie: I feel terrible.  

1. Sue: Thirty years ago, my or whoever’s mum, thirty years ago, it 

was nothing to stay at home with the children, it was expected.  

2. Ashlie: Yeah. 

3. Sue : It was expected of them. 

4. Ashlie: mm. 

1. Sue: To stay at home and put the meal on the table. 

8. Ashlie: yeah.  

9. Sue: More or less, it’s not now I think. 

70. Giena: They’re like you don’t work, you don’t work. 

77. Sue: Women are pressurized to go back to work. 

76. Ashlie : Yeah.  

71. Monica: When I (packed) working, there’s something wrong      

       with me. 

72. Ashlie :Yeah. 

                                       73.  Jannette: God, you are free all day (laughter). 

                                       74. Ashlie: Lady of leisure they got.  

                                       71. Sue: Yeah.  

                                       78. Sue: I think that bit’s changed.  

                                       79. Ashlie: That bit’s harder. 

                                       60. Sue: ’Cause you have to ask for.                      

                                       67. Ashlie: You’re looked down upon, because you         



       are not working,  cause you are at home. 

  66. Ashlie: As though you’ve got no brains. 

 

             (Sue) makes a generalization about the changed attitude 

towards women whose work is at home and invites others to respond. 

After (Sue) says “now” (9), (Giena) overleaps with an indirect 

question enacting the attitudes (Sue) has described, (70), in which the 

“you” is not (Sue) in particular but any woman hearing it. Therefore, 

the speakers or interlocutors work together to enlist each others as 

overhearers and to recognize that the response is shared (Ibid).  

 

6. 6.  Speaking for Another  

 

            Schiffrin (7991) explores the relationships involved in 

speaking for another in sociolinguistic interviews. For instance, when 

one interviewee says of another, who is present, “She is on diet.” So, 

participants may quote a named or unnamed other, present or not, or 

they may simply attribute a general statement to an abstract point of 

view. Speaking for another is another way of managing the discussion 

of conversational opinions with a group of strangers (Bakhtin, 

600199).  

 

7. Mart: In this day and age, people often do know how other people 

live. 

 



6. Dan: But some people prefer that. I mean I had a drink with some 

farmers up in Whitby way and they are like you live in the town and 

you have your 8-hour days. Well, we have our 8-hour days but it 

takes us 76 hours to do it. And that’s philosophy of life. It’s relative 

to where we are. I can live 76-hour days when I’m up there and when 

I’m down here the pressure of everything around you.  

 

1. Mart: You couldn’t do it. (Ibid) 

 

     Here, Dan contrasts his shorter hours, with more pressure to 

longer hours of less stressful work of the farmers. The farmers’ 

opinion is quoted as an indirect question (6 …you live…). The “you” 

is the teacher from the city; the “they” is the farmers. The time is 

when Dan “had a drink,” past event, though it is something they say 

in the present tense, because it represents an ongoing philosophy of 

life. As Dan sums it up, (Mart) takes it as a comment on how one is to 

deal with different ideas of quality of life from one’s own. Reported 

speech can be part of making such an imaginative leap (Ibid, 70). 

 

 

 

 

 1. Acts 

   

1.7. New Words for the Same Meaning  

 



     Speakers may set out reported speech as something to talk about, 

what Volosinov (79919778) calls “commenting.” There are two broad 

ways for doing this:  formulation, i. e., giving what is offered as the 

same meaning, in other words (you are saying that…), and mention, i. 

e., taking the same words but talking about them as words instead of 

using them with their usual meaning (“talk” is a four-letter word). 

Bakhtin (6001977) shows this in the following exchange:  

 

7. Peter: …and the third one, the responsibility for our environment is 

shared. It’s not a duty for government alone. Any comments on 

these? Why would they say things like that? 

 

6. Albert. The UK Government, If it’s my fault. 

 

1.    : (laughter)     

 

    The comment in (7) is a straight evaluation of “the responsibility is 

shared.” The reported question in (6) is a formulation of its gist. The 

laughter in the next turn suggests that participants take it as an ironic 

equivalent. The formulation, thus, implies something about the kind 

of act in the original government statement (Ibid).  

         1.6. New Meanings for the Same Words  

 

     Reported speech can also take the same words and give them a 

different meaning. One way of doing this is by mentioning rather 

than using a word. One distinction between use and mention is that, 



we use a word to refer to the world, but mention a word to refer to 

the word itself (Goffman, 79129174  and Lyons, 791191).  

 

7. Mary: Can I mention something that you’ve said? You have said 

this with reference to a lot of things. You asked wouldn’t someone do 

something about it. 

6. Gwinne: He asked wouldn’t someone do something.   

1.  Anne: Wouldn’t someone do something. 

2. John: Notice the someone do something (laughter). 

3. Gwinne: The people up there that are supposed to do it (laughs). 

4. Mary: You said it sort of about the youth clubs and things. You said 

it about the beaches and you said about the drugs. 

 

    The exchange above is about the drug problem among the youth. 

One of the participants claims that this problem would not last 

twenty years because “someone would do something about it.” 

(Gwinne) gives a formulation of this turn in the form of an indirect 

question (6) (Ibid).  

 

2.Key 

       

  2.7. Offering Evidence  

 

    Goffman (7987944) uses the word “key” following Bateson (7916), 

to suggest, for instance, the difference between a “playful” and a 

“real” enactment of the same event. Reported speech serves to 



provide evidence, because of the sense of “direct experience” arising 

from the depiction, the conveying of how it was said as well as what 

was said. Sometimes speakers present a quotation to support a 

potentially controversial remark. These instances of evidence are 

often vaguely attributed to “people” or “the newspapers” or “they,” 

and indeed may work better for their vagueness (Thompsom, 

79949370). The following example from Thompson (79949371) 

shows a similar case with indirect questions:  

 

7. Jim: Female hormone, oestrogen, which is going into the water and 

it’s making the male fish turn into females, but you don’t see that. 

6. Patrick: But we never had fish. Did we?  

1. Andrew: No, there weren’t fish before, I mean. 

2. Jim: No, that’s true.  

3. Patrick: You know, we didn’t have. I know people ask if there’s fish 

in the Lostock now and if it’s 20 years since there was fish at the 

Lostock. 

4. Jim: Yeah. 

1. Andrew: Yeah.  

8. Patrick: You know. They’ve never seen it. So, to some degree it 

must be a lot cleaner. We’ve already got pollution in a different sense.  

9. Andrew: We’ve seen that in our lifetime, haven’t we?  That’s clean-

up.  

 

    Here, there is disagreement. Jim has said that the oestrogen in the 

water is affecting the fish, while Patrick and Andrew are saying that 

the very existence of fish in these rivers in an industrial region is 

evidence of the environment getting better. Patrick links these two 



viewpoints by repeating what he has just said (3), and then 

presenting it as something people in the neighbourhood tell him 

about a particular stream, the Lostock. This then gets a series of 

“yeah’s” from all around, and then he goes on to qualify this 

improvement. Thus, the attribution of word and act to others 

provides a basis for mediating a disagreement outside the opinions of 

the people present. It is a shift in key to a heightened modality in 

which one is speaking of experienced facts, not just personal 

impressions (Ibid). 

 

2.6. Enacting Hypothetical Speech  

 

    As key can shift up to high claims for evidence, it can also be 

shifted down, in Goffman’s (7912941) terms, forming some primary 

reality toward fiction, play, rehearsal, or parody. Many of the 

instances of reported speech in exchanges involve utterance that has 

not been made but could be made or should be made or could not 

have been made, i. e., they are in the future or potential or 

conditional or impossible. In the following example, the speaker is 

imagining a system he would like to see, but he denies ever existed 

(Bakhtin, 6001972). 

 

7. Barry: All the gardens on estates. By council houses.  How  many? 

All these houses. These council houses. 

6. Martin: Yeah.  

1. Barry: That’s on these estates, there could be a woman in her 40’s 

or 10’s, right? 



2. Martin: Right! 

3. Barry: And I know they got these people if they’ve been to court 

they give them community work so they’re expecting them to do it. 

But you should be able to go, somewhere, that council should be 

there, if you want to cut your grass and you can’t afford that, or a 

lawnmower, or the edge trimmer.  Where you should be able to go on 

that estate and say right there you are. And ask whether it’s signed 

out for you to cut your fricking lawn!  

4. Martin: Yeah, yeah!  

1. Barry: At least you’re given the option. 

8. Martin: So, the council should actually look after people. 

9. Jack: No others. 

70. Martin: Who can’t do it themselves.  

77. Barry: Yeah. 

76. Martin: Is that what you’re saying. 

71. Jack: No, no, but listen. 

72. Barry: people often ask why they are not given the tools to do it     

           themselves, if they can do it themselves. 

73. Martin: But they did that, they did that! 

74. Barry: Well, I've never seen it. 

  

    Here, reported speech emphasizes the ordinariness and 

repetitiveness of the action that goes with the utterance, “handing 

over the mower.” In turns 8-70, (Martin) formulates what Barry has 

said as a way of looking after those who “can’t look after 

themselves.” But Barry repeats it in turn (72) as a story of people 



who can and do look after themselves, by using an indirect question 

once again. But Jack says that in fact such a system had been in 

operation (73), Barry insists that he has not seen it (74) (Ibid, 73). 

    Hypothetical reported speech, since it does not report anything that 

has actually been said, shows the rhetorical usefulness of detachment. 

In that, it is like the use of reported speech for typification, speaking 

for another, and mentioning (Ibid). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER THREE 

THE TEST 

1.7 Introduction 

 

                 To bring about the aims of this study, a test has been compiled and 

administered. An overall description of the test will be presented together 

with its objectives, material selection and its subjects. The researcher 

herein touches upon the issues of validity and reliability and the pilot test, 

then the main administration and the scoring scheme of the test. 

 

             1.6. Objectives of the Test  

 

                   If we assume that a well-planned test should measure the extent to 

which learners “have fulfiled course objectives, then tests are a central 



part of the learning process” (Bosanta, ٔ99٘:ٕ). Testing tells teachers 

what learners can or cannot do, i. e., they show teachers how successful 

their teaching has been. It also tells learners how well they are 

progressing; and by identifying learners’ strengths and weaknesses, it can 

identify areas for remedial work. Testing, as well, hepls in evaluating the 

effectiveness of the program, sourcebook, materials, and method (Ibid). 

                   This test has been designed to investigate to what degree Iraqi EFL 

university learners master indirect question constructions. The test is 

meant to be a diagnostic one aiming at pinpointing and measuring the 

areas of difficulty faced by those learners using and converting direct 

questions into indirect ones along with attempting at identifying the 

causes of their errors in order for appropriate remedial measures and 

recommendations to be suggested on the basis of the test’s results. 

 

                   The test is prepared to measure the recognition and the production 

abilities of the learners. The first and second questions measure the 

subjects’ responses at the recognition level, whereas the third and fourth 

questions measure their responses at the production level. In the light of 

the responses, the proposed hypotheses will be either verified or rejected. 

 

            1.1. Selection of Material  

 

                  The majority of the items of the test have been selected from the 

researches, papers, and books mentioned in Chapter Two. They are 

assumed to cover most of the forms of indirect questions. The selection of 

the test items has been approved by a jury committee of ten experienced 

university lecturers. 

 



            1.2. Test Design  

                   

                   The test consists of four questions, see APPENDIX I (P. ٥ٕ). The first 

two questions are designed to measure the subjects' responses at the 

recognition level. The first question comprises twelve items which meant 

to measure the subjects’ ability in differentiating grammatically correct 

from grammatically incorrect indirect questions. 

                   Question two is of eight items intended to check the ability of the 

learners to recognize the correct verbal, and sometimes adverbial, 

combination in the form of multiple-choices. The last two questions are 

designed to measure the subjects’ responses at the production level. The 

third question is compiled to test the learners’ ability in producing the 

most suitable completion in the form of indirect questions based on the 

stimuli given to them. The fourth and last question represents the top of 

demands in asking learners to produce indirect questions on their own to 

check their ability to produce the needed type of tense back-shift and 

tense sequence. 

 

                The Test has been approved by the Following Experts: 

 

          Assist. Prof. Abbass Deghan (Ph. D. in Linguistics and Translation), 

College of Education, University  of Babylon. 

            

          Assist. Prof. Abdul Latif Al-Jumaily (Ph. D. in Applied Linguistics), 

College of Arts, University of Baghdad. 

 

          Assist. Prof. Ahmad Mustafa (Ph. D. in Methods of Teaching English 

as a Foreign Language), College of Education, University of Baghdad. 



 

          Assist. Prof. Hashim Al-Muraddi (Ph. D. in Methods of Teaching  

English as a Foreign Language), College of Education, University of   

Al-Qadissiya. 

 

          Assist. Prof. Razzaq N. Mukheef (M. A. in English Language and 

Linguistics), College of Education, University of Babylon. 

 

          Assist. Prof. Riyad Tariq Al-Ameedi (Ph. D. in Linguistics and 

Translation), College of Education, University of Babylon. 

           

          Instructor Assim Abood Al-Dulaymi (Ph. D. in Methods of Teaching 

English as a Foreign Language), College of Basic Education, 

University of Babylon. 

 

           Instructor Fareed (Ph. D. in English Language and Linguistics), 

College of Education, University of Babylon. 

 

          Instructor Maysa’a K. Hussein (Ph. D. in English Language and 

Linguistics), College of Education, University of   Al-Qadissiya. 

 

          Instructor Wafa’a M. Faisal (Ph. D. in Methods of Teaching English as 

a Foreign Language), College of Education, University of Babylon. 

 

 

           1.3. Validity and Reliability 

                       

                   The validity of a test is the extent to which it measures what it is 

supposed to measure and nothing else. Tests should be as valid as their 



constructor can make them. The test must aim to provide a true measure 

of the particular skill which it is intended to measure (Heaton, ٔ97ٗ:ٖٔ٘). 

Validity is divided into face and content validity (Bosanta, ٔ99٘:ٖ). If a 

test item looks right to other testers, teachers, moderators, and testees, it 

can be described as having at least face validity (Heaton, ٔ97ٗ:ٔٙٓ). 

Content validity depends on a careful analysis of the language being 

tested and of the particular course objectives. The test should be so well 

constructed as to contain a representation sample of the course, the 

relationship between the test items and the course objectives always being 

apparent (Ibid). 

                   In order to satisfy both these ends, the test has been submitted to a jury 

of experts in order to approve its content validity in measuring what it 

intends to measure. The jury offered some suggestions which have been 

taken into consideration. Thus, certain items have been tempered with, 

others replaced.   

                   Reliability is a necessary characteristic of any good test. For a test to be 

valid, it has to be reliable as a measuring instrument. If the test is 

administered to the same candidates on different occasions, then, to the 

extent that it produces different results, it is not reliable (Ibid, ٔٙٓ). 

 

                   Some kinds of reliability are described, among them are: test/retest and 

mark/remark reliability. The factors that affect reliability of a test are: 

        

        ٖ.٘.ٔ. The extent of the sample of martial selected for testing. 

  

        ٖ.٘.ٕ. The administration of the test (Bosanta, ٔ99٘:ٗ). 

 

         The method followed for estimating the reliability in this test is 

Kurder-Richardson as represented by the  



  formula:              

                    N                 n(n-m)            

            R =              ٔ -  

                    N
-ٔ

                 N
x
 
ٕ
  

           

         Where;  

 

R = reliability 

N = number of the items in the test  

M= mean of test scores  

X = standard deviation of the test scores  

 

              Reliability coefficient of the present test is (ٔ.ٖٓٓٔ7) for the test 

applied at the University of Al-Qadissiya and (ٔ.ٕٔٓٔٗٔ) for that applied 

at the University of Babylon; which are highly positive correlations. 

 

         

  

1.4. Subjects   

 

                The sample of the test consists of a hundred subjects (ٕٖ males and 7ٔ 

females) of the fourth year, academic year (ٕٓٓٗ-٘) Departments of 

English language, colleges of Education, Universities of Babylon and Al-

Qaddysia.  

                 The sample represents something in the neighbourhood of 7ٓ7 of the 

total university learners population. The learners are native speakers of 

Iraqi Arabic with similar EFL backgrounds. Their average age is twenty 

two.  



                 Fourth-year learners are preferred as test’s subjects because the topic in 

question is taught to them during the academic year and because they 

represent the top of expected performance of English Department 

learners. The textbook adopted is A University Grammar of English by 

Quirk and Greenbaum (ٔ97ٖ). 

 

1.1. Pilot Administration 

            

                   Prior to putting the actual administration of the main test into effect, a 

pilot test has been applied on April/70ٕٓٓ٘ to learners at the University of 

Babylon and on
 
April/ٔ٥0ٕٓٓ٘ to learners at the University of Al-

Qaddysia. The two trials have been administered to ten randomly selected 

learners at each University from the population of fourth-year learners 

who were excluded from the subjects of the main test administration. 

Reasons behind the pilot test are: to arrive at the time required for 

answering the test, to check on the clarity of the items and directions to 

the subjects in order to know whether some of the items/questions are in 

need of modification, and finally, to analyze the items to determine their 

effectiveness, i. e., item difficulty and item discrimination power.  

 

                   The results of the pilot test indicate that the time required to answer all 

items is about one hour, in addition to some instruction and item 

modifications. The outcomes of the pilot administration have been 

incorporated into the final version of the test. 

 

          1.1.7. Item Analysis  

  



                 Careful consideration to the objectives should be matched by that 

dedicated to knowing “how far those objectives have been achieved by a 

particular test” (Heaton, ٔ97ٗ:ٔ7ٕ). This can provide us with valuable 

information concerning the performance of learners as a group of 

individual learners and of each item comprising the test (Ibid). 

                 Related to this is the concept of item difficulty. “The index of difficulty 

(or the facility value) of an item simply shows how easy or difficult the 

particular item proved to be in the test. The index of difficulty is, 

generally, expressed as the fraction of the learners who answered the item 

correctly. It is calculated by using the formula:  

 

                                    F.V. =  
N

R
           

                                                     

            Where 

             R = number of correct unscrews 

             N = number of learners taking the test (Ibid).  

 

           1.8. Final Administration 

                      

                 Final tests were administered on April/ٕٗ0ٕٓٓ٘ and April/ٕ٘/ ٕٓٓ٘ to 

learners at the Universities of Babylon and Al-Qaddysia, respectively.  

Test time is one hour. Care has been taken to inform testees that the test 

has been carried out for research purposes and has no bearing upon their 

academic gain. 

                Test instructions were clearly explained to the subjects who were asked 

to answer on the same question form as a time and effort conscious 

technique. Then they were encouraged to ask any questions related to the 

items and not to write their names on the question forms. The marking 



process was carried out by the researcher following the marking scheme 

outlined in the upcoming section. 

1.9. Scoring Scheme  

 

                    For the sake of objectivity and reliability, a well-defined scoring 

scheme has been followed. The test has been allocated the score of (ٔٓٓ). 

The scores have been distributed in such a way as to give two grades for 

each correct answer and zero for the incorrect one.  Items left with no 

answer have also been given zero score because they have been assumed 

to show the failure of the testee to give the right answer. 

 

    The scoring scheme adopted is illustrated in the following table:  

Table (7) 

          Distribution of the Scores of the Test 

No. of 

Questions 

No. of 

Items 

Scores Percentage 

ٔ ٕٔ ٕٗ ٕٗ 

ٕ ٥ ٔٙ ٔٙ 

ٖ ٔ٘ ٖٓ ٖٓ 

ٗ ٔ٘ ٖٓ ٖٓ 

Total ٘ٓ ٔٓٓ ٔٓٓ 

 

CHAPTER FOUR 

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

 

2.7. Introduction  



 

              The main concern of this chapter is the presentation and discussion of 

the results of the test. We try to identify errors that subjects made in using 

indirect questions and to demonstrate them statistically in an attempt at 

detecting the possible sources of these errors to shed light on the 

difficulties faced by Iraqi EFL university learners in manipulating indirect 

questions. 

 

            2.6. Discussion of Results  

                       

                 In this section the performance of the subjects on each question of the 

test, in particular, and on the whole test in general, regarding the levels of 

recognition and production is presented. The subjects’ mastery of indirect 

questions is determined by their correct responses which are used as a tool 

to verify or refute the hypotheses proposed in the beginning of this study.  

 

      2.6.7. Subjects’ Achievement of Question One 

        

                Question One has been constructed to measure the subjects’ responses 

at the recognition level. The following two tables show the results 

obtained from analyzing the subjects’ achievement on each item in this 

question. 

 

 

 

 

Table (6) 

                Subjects’ Achievement at the Recognition Level, Question (7), 



 

         University of Babylon 

 

No. of 

Items 

No. of 

Correct 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Incorrect 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Avoided 

Items 

 

% 

ٔ ٖٓ ٙٓ ٕٓ ٗٓ   

ٕ ٕ٥ ٘ٙ ٕٕ ٗٗ   

ٖ ٖٕ ٙٗ ٔ٥ ٖٙ   

ٗ ٕٓ ٗٓ ٖٓ ٙٓ   

٘ ٔ٥ ٖٙ ٖٔ ٕٙ ٔ ٕ 

ٙ ٔٙ ٖٕ ٖٕ ٙٗ ٕ ٗ 

7 ٕ٘ ٘ٓ ٕ٘ ٘ٓ   

٥ ٖٓ ٙٓ ٕٓ ٗٓ   

9 ٕ7 ٘ٗ ٕٖ ٗٙ   

ٔٓ ٕ٘ ٘ٓ ٕٗ ٗ٥ ٔ ٕ 

ٔٔ ٖٕ ٙٗ ٔ٥ ٖٙ   

ٕٔ ٖٙ 7ٕ ٔٗ ٕ٥   

Total ٖٔ9 ٖ٘.ٖ ٕ77 ٗٙ.ٔ ٗ ٓ.ٙ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table (1) 



      Subjects’ Achievement at the Recognition Level, Question (7), 

University of Al-Qadissiya 

 

No. of 

Items 

No. of 

Correct 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Incorrect 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Avoided 

Items 

 

% 

ٔ ٖٕ ٙٗ ٔ٥ ٖٙ   

ٕ ٕٙ ٕ٘ ٕٗ ٗ٥   

ٖ ٖٓ ٙٓ ٔ9 ٖ٥ ٔ ٕ 

ٗ ٕٔ ٕٗ ٕ9 ٘٥   

٘ ٔٙ ٖٕ ٖٔ ٕٙ ٖ ٙ 

ٙ ٔٙ ٖٕ ٖٖ ٙٙ ٔ ٕ 

7 ٕٕ ٗٗ ٕ٥ ٘ٙ   

٥ ٖٔ ٕٙ ٔ9 ٖ٥   

9 ٖٓ ٙٓ ٕٓ ٗٓ   

ٔٓ ٕٓ ٗٓ ٕ9 ٘٥ ٔ ٕ 

ٔٔ ٖٖ ٙٙ ٔ7 ٖٗ   

ٕٔ ٖٓ ٙٓ ٕٓ ٗٓ   

Total ٖٓ7 ٘ٔ.ٔ ٕ٥7 ٗ7.ٔ ٙ ٔ 

 

 

                  Tables (ٕ and ٖ) show that the total numbers of correct responses are 

(ٖٔ9, ٖ٘.ٖ7) for the University of Babylon learners and (ٖٓ7, ٘ٔ.ٔ7) for 

the University of Al-Qadissiya learners. Totals of incorrect responses 

(including avoided ones) are (ٕ٥ٔ, ٗٙ.77) for the University of Babylon 

learners and (ٕ9ٖ, ٗ٥.٥7) the University of Al-Qadissiya learners. This 

reveals the learners relative incompetence in distinguishing direct from 

indirect questions.  



 

          2.6.6. Subjects’ Achievement of Question Two 

                     

                Question Two, recognition level, measures the learners’ ability in 

choosing the most suitable completion in multiple-choice type sentences, 

particularly when it comes to deciding on the right verbal and adverbial 

combination. Tables (ٗ and ٘) show the subjects’ responses to each of the 

eight items in this question.      

 

Table (2) 

       Subjects’ Achievement at the Recognition Level, Question (6), 

         University of Babylon 

 

No. of 

Items 

No. of 

Correct 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Incorrect 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Avoided 

Items 

 

% 

ٔ ٖٓ ٙٓ ٕٓ ٗٓ   

ٕ ٕ9 ٘٥ ٕٔ ٕٗ   

ٖ ٖٕ ٙٗ ٔ٥ ٖٙ   

ٗ ٕ٘ ٘ٓ ٕ٘ ٘ٓ   

٘ ٔ9 ٖ٥ ٖٓ ٙٓ ٔ ٕ 

ٙ ٔ٥ ٖٙ ٖٓ ٙٓ ٕ ٗ 

7 ٕٔ ٕٗ ٕ9 ٘٥   

٥ ٕٖ ٗٙ ٕ7 ٘ٗ   

Total ٔ97 ٗ9.ٕ ٕٓٓ ٘ٓ ٖ ٓ.7٘ 

 

 

 



 

Table (3) 

       Subjects’ Achievement at the Recognition Level, Question (6), 

    University of Al-Qadissiya 

 

No. of 

Items 

No. of 

Correct 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Incorrect 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Avoided 

Items 

 

% 

ٔ ٖٔ ٕٙ ٔ9 ٖ٥   

ٕ ٕ٘ ٘ٓ ٕ٘ ٘ٓ   

ٖ ٕ9 ٗ٥ ٕٔ ٕٗ   

ٗ ٕ7 ٘٥ ٕٖ ٗٙ   

٘ ٔ٥ ٖٙ ٖٓ ٙٓ ٕ ٗ 

ٙ ٕٓ ٗٓ ٕ٥ ٘ٙ ٕ ٗ 

7 ٕٓ ٗٓ ٕ9 ٘٥ ٔ ٕ 

٥ ٕٙ ٕ٘ ٕٖ ٗٙ ٔ ٕ 

Total ٔ9ٙ ٗ٥.ٕ ٔ9٥ ٗ9.٘ ٙ ٕ 

 

 

 

                The two tables show that more than half of the subjects have given 

incorrect responses. Totals of incorrect responses (including avoided 

items) are as follows: (ٕٖٓ, ٘ٓ.77) for the University of Babylon learners 

and (ٕٓٗ, ٘ٔ.٘7) for the University of Al-Qadissiya learners. This makes 

it clear that many learners have encountered some sort of difficulty in 

recognizing the correct verbal combination that characterizes the structure 

of indirect questions. Tables (ٙ and 7) illustrate the subjects’ total 

achievement at the recognition level.   

 



 

Table (4) 

      Subjects’ Total Achievement at the Recognition Level, 

        Question (7 and 6), University of Babylon 

 

No. of 

Questions 

No. of 

Correct 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Incorrect 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Avoided 

Items 

 

% 

ٔ ٖٔ9 ٖ٘.ٖ ٕ77 ٗٙ.ٔ ٗ ٓ.ٙ 

ٕ ٔ97 ٗ9.ٕ ٕٓٓ ٘ٓ ٖ ٓ.7٘ 

Total ٘ٔٙ ٘ٔ.ٕ ٗ77 ٗ٥ 7 ٓ.ٙ 

 

 

Table (1) 

    Subjects’ Total Achievement at the Recognition Level, 

      Question (7 and 6), University of Al-Qadissiya 

 

No. of 

Questions 

No. of 

Correct 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Incorrect 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Avoided 

Items 

 

% 

ٔ ٖٓ7 ٘ٔ.ٔ ٕ٥7 ٗ7.٥ ٙ ٔ 

ٕ ٔ9ٙ ٕٗ.ٕ ٔ9٥ ٗ9.٘ ٙ ٕ 

Total ٖ٘ٓ ٗ9.ٙ ٗ٥ٗ ٥٘.ٙ ٕٔ ٔ.٘ 

 

 

                 Figures indicate that many subjects have faced difficulty  in 

distinguishing the correct verbal combination characterizing indirect 

questions in English as shown by the highest rates of their incorrect 

responses, (ٗ٥.ٔ7) for the University of Babylon learners and (٘ٓ.ٔ) for 



the University of   Al-Qadissiya learners. Thus, the first hypothesis stating 

that some Iraqi EFL college learners do not often distinguish the correct 

structure of indirect questions is verified. 

 

  2.6.1 Subjects’ Achievement of Question Three  

                          

                      This question consists of fifteen items primarily compiled to measure 

the subjects’ achievement at the production level. Tables (٥ and 9) go into 

detail of each item. It is apparent from these two tables that most learners 

are incompetent in producing correct versions of indirect questions as 

indicated by the high rates of incorrect responses scored by learners at 

both universities, (٘ٗ9, 7ٖ.ٔ7) for subjects’ at the University of Babylon 

and (ٕ٘ٙ, 7ٗ.ٕ7) for those at the University of Al-Qadissiya. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Table (8) 

       Subjects’ Achievement at the Production Level, Question (1), 

            University of Babylon 

 

No. of 

Items 

No. of 

Correct 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Incorrect 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Avoided 

Items 

 

% 

ٔ ٔ٘ ٖٓ ٖٔ ٕٙ ٗ ٥ 

ٕ ٖٔ ٕٙ ٖٕ ٙٗ ٘ ٔٓ 

ٖ ٔٓ ٕٓ ٖٖ ٙٙ 7 ٔٗ 

ٗ ٕٔ ٕٗ ٕ9 ٘٥   

٘ ٔ9 ٖ٥ ٖٔ ٕٙ   

ٙ ٔ٥ ٖٙ ٖٕ ٙٗ   

7 ٕٔ ٕٗ ٖ٥ 7ٙ   

٥ٓ ٓٗ ٕٓ ٓٔ ٥   

9 ٔٔ ٕٕ ٖٔ ٕٙ ٥ ٔٙ 

ٔٓ 9 ٔ٥ ٖ٘ 7ٓ ٙ ٕٔ 

ٔٔ ٔ٘ ٖٓ ٖ٘ 7ٓ   

ٕٔ ٖٔ ٕٙ ٖ7 7ٗ   

ٖٔ 9 ٔ٥ٕ ٔٗ ٥   

ٔٗ ٕٔ ٕٗ ٖٖ ٙٙ ٘ ٔٓ 

ٔ٘ ٔٗ ٕ٥ ٖٙ 7ٕ   

Total ٕٓٔ ٕٙ.٥ٙ ٗٔ٘ ٥.٘ ٖ٘ ٗ.ٙ 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Table (9) 

       Subjects’ Achievement at the Production Level, Question (1), 

        University of   Al-Qadissiya 

 

No. of 

Items 

No. of 

Correct 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Incorrect 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Avoided 

Items 

 

% 

ٔ ٖٔ ٕٙ ٖ٘ 7ٓ ٕ ٗ 

ٕ ٔٓ ٕٓ ٖٙ 7ٕ ٗ ٥ 

ٖ ٔٗ ٕ٥ ٖٙ 7ٕ   

ٗ ٔ٥ ٖٙ ٖٕ ٙٗ   

٘ ٕٔ ٕٗ ٕ9 ٘٥   

ٙ ٔ٘ ٖٓ ٖٕ ٙٗ ٖ ٙ 

7 ٔٓ ٕٓ ٖٙ 7ٕ ٗ ٥ 

٥ٖ ٕٗ ٕٔ ٥ 7ٙ   

9 9 ٔ٥ ٖٕ ٙٗ ٙ ٕٔ 

ٔٓ 9 ٔ٥ٙ ٖٗ ٥ 7 ٔٗ 

ٔٔ ٔ9 ٖ٥ ٖٔ ٕٙ   

ٕٔ ٥ٗ ٕٗ ٙٔ ٥   

ٖٔ 7 ٔٗ ٖ7 7ٗ ٙ ٕٔ 

ٔٗ ٔ٘ ٖٓ ٖ٘ 7ٓ   

ٔ٘ ٔٓ ٕٓ ٖ٥ 7ٙ ٕ ٗ 

Total ٔ9ٓ ٕ٘.ٖ ٕ٘٥ ٙ9.7 ٖٗ ٗ.٘ 

 

 

 



 

 

 

2.6.2. Subjects’ Achievement of Question Four  

 

                      Question Four measures the subjects’ abilities in producing the needed 

type of tense back-shift and tense sequence through asking them to 

provide complete indirect questions on their own based on stimuli offered 

to them. Tables (ٔٓ and ٔٔ) indicate the learners’ apparent incompetence 

in deciding on the needed type of tense back-shift and tense sequence as 

shown by the number of their incorrect responses, (٘٥ٓ, 77.ٗ7) for the 

University of Babylon and (٘9٥, 79.ٙ7) for the University of Al-

Qadissiya. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Table (70) 

               Subjects’ Achievement at the Production Level, Question (2), 

         University of Babylon 

 

No. of 

Items 

No. of 

Correct 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Incorrect 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Avoided 

Items 

 

% 

ٔ 9 ٔ٥ ٖٙ 7ٕ ٘ ٔٓ 

ٕ 7 ٔٗ ٖ7 7ٗ ٗ ٥ 

ٖ ٙ ٕٔ ٗٓ ٥ ٗ ٥ٓ 

ٗ ٥ ٔٙ ٖ9 7٥ ٖ ٙ 

٘ ٘ ٔٓ ٖ9 7٥ ٙ ٕٔ 

ٙ ٔٓ ٕٓ ٖ٥ 7ٙ ٕ ٗ 

7 ٕٔ ٕٗ ٖ٥ 7٥   

٥ ٔ٘ ٖٓ ٖٖ ٙٙ ٕ ٗ 

9 ٔٓ ٕٓ ٗٓ ٥ٓ   

ٔٓ ٖٔ ٕٙ ٖ7 7ٗ   

ٔٔ ٔ7 ٖٗ ٖٖ ٙٙ   

ٕٔ ٕٔ ٕٗ ٖ٘ 7ٓ ٖ ٙ 

ٖٔ ٔ٘ ٖٓ ٖ٘ 7ٓ   

ٔٗ ٖٔ ٕٙ ٖٖ ٙٙ ٗ ٥ 

ٔ٘ ٔٙ ٖٕ ٖٗ ٙ٥   

Total ٔٙ٥ ٕٕ.ٗ ٘ٗ.7 7ٖ ٖٖ ٗ.ٗ 

 



 

 

 

 

 

Table (77) 

                  Subjects’ Achievement at the Production Level, Question (2), 

                 University of Al-Qadissiya 

 

No. of 

Items 

No. of 

Correct 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Incorrect 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Avoided 

Items 

 

% 

ٔ ٔٓ ٕٓ ٖٗ ٙ٥ ٙ ٕٔ 

ٕ ٙ ٕٔ ٖ7 7ٗ 7 ٔٗ 

ٖ ٙ ٕٔ ٖ٥ 7ٙ ٙ ٕٔ 

ٗ 7 ٔٗ ٖ9 7٥ ٗ ٥ 

٘ ٗ ٥ٙ ٖٗ ٥ ٖ ٙ 

ٙ 9 ٔٙ ٖ9 7٥ ٕ ٖ 

7 ٔٓ ٕٓ ٖ9 7٥ ٔ ٕ 

٥ ٖٔ ٕٙ ٖٙ 7ٕ ٔ ٕ 

9 ٥ ٔٙ ٖ9 7٥ ٖ ٙ 

ٔٓ ٔٔ ٕٕ ٖ٘ 7ٓ ٗ ٥ 

ٔٔ ٔ٘ ٖٓ ٖٖ ٙٙ ٕ ٗ 

ٕٔ ٔٓ ٕٓ ٗٓ ٥ٓ   

ٖٔ ٖٔ ٕٙ ٖٔ ٕٙ ٙ ٕٔ 

ٔٗ ٔ٘ ٖٓ ٖ٘ 7ٓ   

ٔ٘ ٔ٘ ٖٓ ٖ٘ 7ٓ   

Total ٕٔ٘ ٕٓ.ٔ ٖ٘٘ 7ٖ.7 ٗ٘ ٘.9 



 

                        

     The following tables, (ٕٔ and ٖٔ), sum up the subjects’ achievement at 

the production level in questions   (ٖ and ٗ). 

 

 

      Table (76) 

         Subjects’ Total Achievement at the Production Level, 

            Questions (1 and 2), University of Babylon 

 

No. of 

Questions 

No. of 

Correct 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Incorrect 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Avoided 

Items 

 

% 

ٖ ٕٓٔ ٕٙ.٥ٙ ٗٔ٘ ٥.٘ ٖ٘ ٗ.ٙ 

ٗ ٔٙ٥ ٕٕ.ٗ ٘ٗ7 7ٖ ٖٖ ٗ.ٗ 

Total ٖٙ9 ٕٗ.ٙ ٔٓٙٔ 7ٓ.7 ٙ٥ ٗ.٘ 

 

 

 

Table (71) 

                   Subjects’ Total Achievement at the Production Level, 

                   Questions (1 and 2), University of Al-Qadissiya 

 

No. of 

Questions 

No. of 

Correct 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Incorrect 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Avoided 

Items 

 

% 

ٖ ٔ9ٓ ٕ٘.ٖ ٕ٘٥ ٙ9.7 ٖٗ ٗ.٘ 

ٗ ٕٔ٘ ٕٓ.ٔ ٖٖ٘ 7ٖ.7 ٗ٘ ٘.9 



Total ٖٕٗ ٕٕ.7 ٔٓ٥ٔ 7ٔ.7 79 ٘.ٕ 

 

    As indicated by learners’ scores at both Universities, subjects show low 

recognitional knowledge when it comes to distinguishing direct from 

indirect questions and proved very incompetent in producing correct 

indirect questions, which validates the second hypothesis. This is 

illustrated in Tables (ٔٗ and ٔ٘) below.  

 

Table (72) 

           Subjects’ Achievement at the Recognition and 

            Production Level, University of Babylon 

 

 

Level 

No. of 

Correct 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Incorrect 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Avoided 

Items 

 

% 

Recognition ٘ٔٙ ٘ٔ.ٕ ٗ77 ٗ٥ 7 ٓ.ٙ 

Production ٖٙ9 ٕٗ.ٙ ٔٓٙٔ 7ٓ.7 ٙ٥ ٗ.٘ 

Total ٥٥٘ ٖ7.9 ٖٔ٘٥ ٘9.ٖ 7٘ ٕ.٘ 

 

 

                     Table (73) 

                              Subjects’ Achievement at the Recognition and  

                                Production Level, University of Al-Qadissiya 

 

 

Level 

No. of 

Correct 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Incorrect 

Responses 

 

% 

No. of 

Avoided 

Items 

 

% 

Recognition ٖ٘ٓ ٗ9.ٙ ٗ٥ٗ ٥٘.ٙ ٕٔ ٔ.٘ 



Production ٖٕٗ ٕٕ.7 ٔٓ٥ٔ 7ٔ.7 79 ٘.ٕ 

Total ٥ٗ٘ ٖٙ.ٔ ٔ٘ٙٙ ٙٓ.ٔ 9ٔ ٖ.ٖ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                2.1. Error Analysis  

              2.1.7. Sources of Errors 

 

                  This section is dedicated to the identification and analysis of the 

subjects’ errors and the strategies they follow in learning English indirect 

questions. Brown (ٔ9٥7:7٘) divides learners’ errors into four categories: 

interlingual transfer, intralingual transfer, context of learning and 

communication strategies.  

 

             ٗ.ٖ.ٔ.ٔ. Interlingual Transfer 

 

                 Interlingual transfer is “a form of generalization that takes prior 

language experiences and applies them incorrectly” (Ibid, ٥). Brown 

(Ibid) states that in the early stages of learning a second language, before 

the system of the second language is familiar, the native language is the 

only previous linguistic system upon which the learner can draw.  

                   Some of the subjects’ errors contain some of the features of this 

negative  transfer. For instance, part of the subjects' errors bears the traits 

of this transfer, at the production level, as represented by the interference 



of the subjects’ mother tongue, in this case Arabic. Items (ٙ and 7), Q III, 

show   

             that wrong answers can be attributed to false translation into Arabic. 

Where the first sentence can be translated in its indirect-question 

converted version, especially in Iraqi Arabic, into (ٖغأللٌٖ ػأي هأب حأٖ تي٘جزأ( 

and not ( حأأٖ تي٘جزأأٖ  ي هأأب الأأسٕ مأأبى هْعأأْذاا غأأللٌٖ ػأأ ). Similarly, the second 

sentence's erroneous answer could be originated in the mistranslated 

version (رػبءلذ اٗي الوحطخ) while the most suitable translation is ( رػأبءلذ اٗأي

 .(مبًذ الوحطخ

 

 

 

 (٘ٗ) Item (ٙ)  

 (A) He asked searching the car for firearms,                                     

      “What have you got in your bag?”  

                           (B) *He asked what I have got in my bag. 

                           (C) He asked what I had got in my bag. 

              

(٘٘) Item (7)  

                             (A) “Where is the station?” she asked, after three hours 

of  

          continuous  driving. 

(B)*She asked where is the station. 

                           (C) She asked where the station was.  

 

     Following the same pattern, erroneous responses to items (ٖ and ٔٔ),                                         

Q III, can be traced back to the same error source of negative transfer. 

Example (٘ٙ) may be translated into ( رػأأبءلْا اٗأأي ػلأأِ٘ن اى ٗفًْأأْا حأأٖ الؼأأبم

رػبءلْا اٗأي ػلأِ٘ن اى ٗفًْأْا حأٖ عأص/ ػأبم0حٖ ػأ٘ي الْقأذ حأٖ الؼأبم  and not (اليبذم0الزبلٖ



 Hence, we have the maintaining of (next year). Wrong answers to .(الزأبلٖ( 

item (٘7) could be the result of the almost apparently similar meaning of 

(anybody)=(إٔ أتأر ) and (somebody)=( هأب ر  ) أتأأ  for some learners when 

translated into Arabic. This may result in keeping the non-assertive forms 

of the direct question in the indirect one. 

 

(٘ٙ) Item (ٖ) 

(A) Thinking deeply in the situation they said:  

      “Where Should we be this time next year?” 

 (B)*They inquired where they should be this time next 

                                  year.                      

 (C)They inquired where they should be in a year’s 

time/at          

      that time in the following year. 

 

                         (٘7) Item (ٔٔ)  

 (A) The father shocked-like asked: “Anybody hurt?” 

  (B)*The father shockingly asked whether anybody is 

hurt. 

  (C) The father shockingly asked if/whether somebody    

         was hurt. 

                       Another example of this negative transfer is keeping the 

demonstratives  

                 Without changing them into the case denoting remoteness, as in item (9), 

Q  

                  III, below. 

  

                                      (٘٥) Item (9)  

                                      (A) "Is anyone here?" he inquired, feeling his way in the  



                                               darkness.        

                                       (B) * He inquired whether someone was here. 

                                        (C) He inquired whether someone was there.                                       

 

                        This error may be the result of mistranslating the indirect question 

into  

) instead of (رػبئل ػوب أزا مبى هي أتر ٌُب)                   ٌُبك رػبئل ػوب أزا مبى هي أتر ). 

                         

                       The total number of errors that can be attributed to interlingual 

transfer  

                is (ٕٖ, ٔ.ٗ7) for the University of Babylon and (ٕ٘, ٔ.٘7) for the 

                University of  Al-Qadissiya. 

                  

2.1.7.6. Intralingnal Transfer  

 

     A second source of error frequently identified in learners’ responses is 

intralingnal transfer: the extending patterns from the TL or 

overgeneralising a learner’s rule (Connor, ٔ99ٙ:ٖٔ). Such errors may be 

caused by the influence of one TL item upon another (Penny, ٕٓٓٔ:9). 

Penny (Ibid) claims that when learners begin to acquire parts of the new 

(language) system, more and more intralingnal transfer--generalisation 

within the TL-- is manifested. 

    We can perceive the following errors that can be ascribed to such a 

type of negative transfer. Items (ٔ and ٥) of Q I and items (ٔ, ٘ and 7) Q 

II, are examples of  overgeneralising direct question formation rules into 

forming indirect questions. This rule concerns maintaining the subject-

operator inversion while forming indirect question. 

 

         (٘9) Item (ٔ) 



         (A) She asked her sister what should she say. 

         (B)* She asked her sister what should she say.             

                           (C) She asked her sister what she should say. 

 

         (ٙٓ) Item (٥)  

          (A) They asked if had you been to France three times.   

          (B) *They asked if had you been to France three times. 

          (C) They asked if you had been to France three times. 

 

          (ٙٔ)  Item (ٔ)  

          (A) They asked ………………...go hunting 

          (B)*They asked where would I go hunting.  

          (C)They asked where I would go hinting.  

 

          (ٕٙ) Item (٘)  

          (A) They asked ………..know the results of  the test.    

          (B)*They asked when would they know the results   

                the test of the test.  

         

             (C) They asked when they would know the results of 

the  

                      test. 

             (ٖٙ) Item (7)  

             (A) I inquired……….do.  

             (B)*I inquired what should I do.    

             (C) I inquired what I should do. 

           

     Overgeneralising direct questions formation rules sometimes results in 

outrageous erroneous answers such as maintaining the question mark (?) 



at the end of indirect questions in a direct violation of indirect question 

formation rules and which may be analyzed as a setback on the part of 

some learners to an earlier stage in their language acquisition process. 

Examples are items (ٔ, ٕ, and ٘), Q III. 

   

             (ٙٗ) Item (ٔ)  

            (A) He after getting tired and bored, asked:  “When is 

the     

                 next train, Mary?”                           

            (B)*He asked Mary tiredly when is the next train. 

            (C)He asked Mary when the following train was. 

 

           (ٙ٘) Item (ٖ)  

           (A) Thinking deeply in the situation they said: “Where  

                shall we be this time next year?" 

            (B)*They asked where they should be this time next 

year? 

            (C) They asked where they should be in a year’s time. 

 

             (ٙٙ) Item (٘)   

             (A) She said while holding the three boxes: “Will you  

                    help me please?” 

              (B)*She asked would you help me please? 

              (C) She asked whether he would help her.                  

 

 

(ٙ7) Item (9)  

                             (A) “Is anyone here?” he inquired, feeling his way in  

      the darkness.                                   



                             (B)*He inquired whether anybody is here. 

                            (C) He inquired whether someone was there. 

 

              Connor (ٔ99ٙ:ٕٓ) states some other error generation processes such as 

ignorance of rule restriction (applying a grammar rule where it is not 

applicable), incomplete application of grammar rules (learners’ confining 

to simple rules avoiding more complicated ones). Examples of ignorance 

of rule restriction are items (ٕ, ٘, and ٖ), Q IV. 

 

         (ٙ٥) Item (ٕ)  

         (A) He said: “If your children were older, would you  

               emigrate? 

         (B) *He asked if my children were older, I had    

               emigrated. 

         (C) He asked whether I would emigrated if my 

children  

               were older.    

  In this example we can keep the (would) without changing it into the 

past 

perfect because the sentence refers to an unfinished action at the time of 

reporting (Thomson and Martinet, ٔ97٘:ٔ٥ٓ).  

 

        (ٙ9) Item (٘)  

        (A) She asked: “Had anyone brought an umbrella 

with  

              him prior my coming in here?" 

        (B)* She asked whether anyone had brought an 

umbrella  

               with him prior they had come in here. 



       (C) She asked whether someone had brought an 

umbrella  

                                   with him prior they were coming in here. 

 

       (ٙٙ) Item (ٖٔ) 

      (A) The manager asked: “How much of cash your 

project  

             would claim before turning lucrative?” 

      (B) *The manager asked him how much of cash his   

         project would claim before it had turned lucrative. 

     (C) The manager asked him how much of cash his 

project  

               would claim before it turned lucrative. 

     

        Examples of incomplete application of grammar rules are items (ٔ,ٖ, and ٙ),  

     Q IV.  

 

   (ٙ7)  Item (ٔ)  

   (A) He asked: “Who might have been there before you          

          come?” 

   (B) *He asked who might have been there before I 

come. 

                                (C) He asked who might had been there before I had  

          come.                    

    (ٙ٥) Item (ٖ)  

   (A) She asked: “Have you decided not to buy the 

house  

       because an internet café was being installed next  

       door?”                                     



 (B)*She asked whether I had decided not to buy the 

house  

      because an internet café was being installed next 

door. 

                           (C) She asked whether I had decided not to buy the  

      house because an internet café had been being  

     installed nextdoor.   . 

 

     (ٙ9)  Item (ٙ)  

     (A) He asked: “When you were living in Paris were 

you  

          often see Paul?” 

                                 (B)*He asked whether they have been often seeing 

Paul  

          when they were living in Paris.  

     (C) He asked whether they had often been seeing 

Paul            

          when they had been living in Paris/there. 

 

       The researcher has noticed that this error source accounts for most of 

the errors committed by the subjects (٥7ٖ, ٘ٗ.ٕ7) of the total  number of 

errors for the University of Babylon and (٥9ٔ, ٖ٘.77) for the University 

of   Al-Qadissiya. 

 

       2.1.7.1. Context of Learning 

 

              Other features that may be of negative influence in the 

teaching/learning  



          environment are the lacking  explanations by the foreign language teacher 

as well as the textbook writers who may wish to emphasize some points at 

the expense of some other points depending on their  own beliefs about 

how language and grammar should be taught (Salebi, ٕٓٓٗ:ٕٔٓ). 

                                         In most of grammar books looked through by the researcher little 

attention has been paid to the topic of reported speech and, in particular, 

indirect questions. This point accounts for some of the difficulty learners 

encounter in dealing with this topic. Item (ٕٔ) of Q III and (ٔٓ) of Q IV 

illustrates this point. 

  

           (7ٓ) Item (ٕٔ)  

          (A) She asked tongue-in-head: “Does John drink?”  

           (B) * She asked cautiously whether John had drink. 

           (C)  She wanted to know if John used to drink. 

 

           (7ٔ) Item (ٔٓ)  

           (A) He asked: "What time must I go?" 

           (B) * He asked what time he must go. 

           (C) He asked what time he had to go. 

  

     Most of the subjects (ٗ٥, 9ٙ7) failed to give the right answer to this 

item which reveals the amount of difficulty facing learners in tackling 

such almost neglected aspects of teaching reported speech. The total 

number of such errors in the subjects’ responses is (ٔ٥ٙ, ٔٔ.٘7) for the 

University of Babylon and (ٔ7ٙ, ٔٓ.ٙ7) for the University of   Al-

Qadissiya. 

 

    2.1.7.2. Communication Strategies 

 



                 Communication strategies can by defined as the conscious employment 

of verbal or non-verbal mechanisms for communicating an idea when 

precise linguistic forms are for some reasons not available to the learner at 

that point in communication (Brown, ٔ9٥7:٥ٓ). The key defining criteria 

for communication strategies are problematicity and consciousness, i. e., 

they are “used when L
ٕ 

learners encounter a problem in communication” 

(Rababah , ٕٖٓٓ:ٕٕ).  

              According to Tarone (ٔ977:٥ٔ) the most important of such strategies 

are avoidance (i.e., solving communicative problems by keeping silent) 

paraphrase and it consists of circumlocution (i.e., giving a definition of 

what one wants to say) coinage (i.e., making up a new word for the sake 

of communication) and approximation (i.e., bringing the meaning through 

word-relatedness (Rababah, ٕٖٓٓ:ٕٕ). Subjects have used some of the 

abovementioned strategies which led to correct answers as shown in the 

following examples. Coinage in example (7ٔ), circumlocution in 

examples (7ٕ and 7ٖ) and approximation in examples (7ٗ and 7٘).  

 

 (7ٕ)  Item (ٗ) QIII  

 (A) He asked several times: “shall we meet at the   

     theatre?” 

(B) He asked severally whether we should meet there. 

 

(7ٖ) Item (ٖ) Q IV  

(A) She asked: “Have you decided not to buy the house  

because an internet café was being installed next door 

?” 

(B) She asked whether the internet café was the reason 

for  

    I had decided not to buy the house.  



 

 (7ٗ) Item (ٗ) Q III  

                         (A) They asked: “Are you going to join the party 

tomorrow     

       when you finish your homework?” 

                         (B) They asked if I was going to join the party the  

       following day I finished my homework.  

                   

  (7٘)  Item (7) Q IV   

                            (A) “Should we have sent it to your flat, sir?” he said  

  (B) He asked whether they should had sent it there.  

 

    

 

     (7ٙ) Item (ٔٗ) Q IV  

     (A)  They asked: “Which way had he followed?”  

     (B) They asked which way he had gone. 

    

    But the employment of such strategies has led to a number of errors 

such as, circumlocution in examples (7ٙ and 77) and approximation in 

examples (7٥, 79 and ٥ٓ). 

 

(77) Item (ٔ) Q IV   

(A) He said: “Who might have been there before you    

     come?”   

                           (B)* He asked who might had been there before my 

going. 

 

 (7٥) Item (ٕ) Q IV  



 (A) He asked: “If your children were older, would 

you  

      emigrate?” 

                                (B)* He asked whether I would emigrate when my  

       children are older than now.  

 

   (79) Item (٥) Q IV  

    (A) They asked: “Have you been practicing most of                                              

         the time last week?”  

   (B) *They asked whether I had been practicing most 

of  

          the time the week before. 

 

    (٥ٓ) Item (ٔٓ) Q IV   

     (A) He asked: “What time must I go?”  

    (B)* He asked when must he go. 

 

       (٥ٔ) Item (ٔ٘) Q IV   

       (A) My mother asked me: “Whom did you bring 

with  

           you yesterday?”                

       (B)*My mother asked me whom I had brought 

with     

             me last night.  

 

 

                In the long run the avoidance strategy has pervasively been employed 

by subjects as represented by the items left by them without answers. The 



researcher has entered them under “No. of Avoided Items” columns in the 

tables above.  

 

    The total numbers of errors resulting from the use of such strategies are 

(ٖ٘ٔ, ٖٕ.97) for the University of Babylon and (٘ٙ٘, ٖٗ.ٕ7) for the 

University of   Al-Qadissiya, respectively.          

             

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER FIVE 

CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND 

SUGGESTIONS 

 

 

3.7. Introduction 

 



    This chapter comprises the main conclusions reached via both the 

theoretical search and the results of the test of this study. The arrived-at 

conclusions are meant to act as a background for the pedagogical 

recommendations and suggestions for upcoming investigation in the area 

of indirect questions. 

 

3.6. Conclusions 

 

٘.ٕ.ٔ. Theoretical Conclusions 

 

     ٔ. It is assumed that indirect speech is normally used in conversation 

especially to repeat statements that take the form of nominal that-clauses.  

 

    ٕ. It is possible to convert all the main sentence types into indirect 

speech. For questions, the indirect construction is usually a dependent wh-

element.  

 

    ٖ. Indirect questions have several syntactic contexts, e. g., subject, 

complement of verb, complement of adjective, and complement of 

preposition. 

 

 

     ٗ. Three entities, which are closely related to the process of converting 

direct into indirect questions, deictic features, tense backshift, and 

sequence of tenses, are seen to be arranged in a form of a progression. 

This progression starts with the deictic features of the direct question 

which signal the degree of backshift that determines the required 

sequence of tenses. 

 



٘.ٕ.ٕ. Practical Conclusions 

 

   Throughout the practical work in this research the researcher has come 

up with the following practical conclusions 

 

     ٔ. Iraqi EFL university learners at the fourth year have been found to 

encounter difficulties in recognizing and producing indirect questions. 

This is proved by their low achievement in the test devised as shown by 

the rate of their correct responses (ٖ7.97) for Babylon University and 

(ٖٙ.ٔ7) for   Al-Qadissiya University, which is markedly lower than that 

of their incorrect ones (٘9.ٖ7) for Babylon University and (ٙٓ.ٔ7) for   

Al-Qadissiya University. This validates the first hypothesis of this study. 

 

     ٕ. At the production level, outcomes of data analysis for Questions 

One and Two show the subjects' incompetence to produce indirect 

questions. Their correct rates regarding the two questions are (ٕٗ.ٙ7) and 

(ٕٕ.77) for Babylon and   Al-Qadissiya Universities, whereas their 

incorrect responses rates are (7ٓ.77) and (7ٔ.77) for Babylon and A-

Qaddissya Universities respectively. This supports the second hypothesis 

that some Iraqi EFL university learners encounter difficulty in converting 

direct questions into indirect ones. 

 

    ٖ. The subjects' achievement in the whole test has yielded the finding 

that Iraqi EFL college learners face more difficulty in using indirect 

questions at the production level than at the recognition one. The subjects' 

achievement at the recognition level has obtained a mean of (ٕ٘.ٙ) and 

that of the production level is (ٕٔ.ٖ). This verifies the third hypothesis 

that learners' achievement at the recognition level is expected to be better 

than theirs at the production level.    



       

   ٗ. Some of the possible reasons behind the subjects' poor achievement 

are the following arranged hierarchically according to frequency of errors 

ascribed to each: 

 

      ٔ. Intralingual transfer that forms the majority of the subjects' errors 

accounts for (٘ٗ.ٕ7) of the total number of errors at Babylon University 

and (ٖ٘.77) at   Al-Qadissiya University. The subjects' dependence on 

their background TL grammar rules knowledge without paying attention 

to their acceptability is the result of lacking understanding of these rules. 

This encourages overgeneralization, incomplete rule application and false 

concept hypothesis.  

 

    ٕ. Communication strategies to which subjects have refuged in an 

attempt to communicate and convey what they mean account for (ٖٕ.97) 

at Babylon University and (ٖٗ.ٕ7) at   Al-Qadissiya University.  

 

    ٖ. Context of learning resulted in errors rates of (ٔٔ.٘7) for Babylon 

University and (ٔٓ.ٙ7) for   Al-Qadissiya University. Such errors are 

attributed to lack of ample attention given to a certain topic by the EFL 

teacher and textbook alike.  

 

   ٗ. Interlingual interference in which the subjects use their prior mother 

tongue experiences incorrectly accounts for (ٔ.ٗ7) for Babylon University 

and (ٔ.٘7) for   Al-Qadissiya University. 

 

3.1. Recommendations                                 

 

٘.ٖ.ٔ. Pedagogical Implications  



 

   In view of the findings of this study, the following pedagogical 

implications can be made: 

 

   ٔ. Iraqi EFL university learners are in need of a longer exposure to the 

topic of reported speech. It would be more effective if syllabus designers 

dedicated more space and examples to include all the possible cases of 

indirect questions. Adopting a cyclic stance in arranging material could be 

of benefit here. Instead of dealing with the topic in block, syllabus 

designers can break it down. So, learners encounter the part of converting 

direct questions into indirect questions when dealing with the 

interrogative type of sentence. In this way, it is going to be easier to 

learners to learn indirect questions formation rules as kinds of exceptions 

to these of direct questions. 

 

    ٕ. It is advisable to give more attention to the semantic and pragmatic 

side of the topic. This can be achieved through dedicating more time for 

acquainting learners with the importance of deictic features and, in 

particular, that of the time reference in determining the right degree of 

backshift and tense sequence. 

 

     ٖ. This means that concentrating on structural modifications cannot be 

enough for learners to master all the cases of reported speech and indirect 

questions, especially the difficult ones. 

 

    ٗ. The outcomes of this study might be of help to learners and syllabus 

designers. It can be advantageous to the former in shifting their attention 

to the deictic side of the topic and to the latter in including this side in 



their designs and in preparing remedial programmes that can better the 

achievement of their learners regarding this area of English grammar. 

 

3.2. Suggestions for Further Research 

 

   The following topics are suggested for further research in this area: 

 

    ٔ. A study can be carried out to investigate the influence of a 

deictically-oriented teaching of indirect questions and reported speech on 

the achievement of Iraqi EFL College learners 

 

    ٕ. Another study can be conducted to evaluate the role of the semantic 

content of the sentence as opposed to the structural form in relation to 

converting it into indirect speech.       

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX I 

The Test Items 

 

I. State whether the following items are grammatically correct  

   (T) or incorrect (F).                                                                                                                                                                                                                         



ٔ. She asked her sister what should she say.                                             

ٕ. He asked me which car my father had bought. 

ٖ. They asked who broke the window.  

ٗ. She asked whether they came. 

٘. He wondered whose book was that. 

ٙ. I asked where did she live. 

7. She asked if it has been raining earlier. 

٥. They asked if had you been to France three times. 

9. The teacher asked how many learners will sit the exam. 

ٔٓ. My mother wanted to know how far lies the gas station 

ٔٔ. The customer asked how much the dress would cost. 

ٕٔ. She asked if or not I am coming. 

 

II. Choose the suitable completion from the choices bellow.                                                                                                                           

 

ٔ. They asked ……………………………………………go hunting. 

 

A. where will I  

B. where would I  

C. where I will 

D. where I would 

 

ٕ. He asked ………………………………………………that day. 

 

A. what should he be doing  

B. what he should be doing 

C. what shall he be doing 

D. what he shall be doing 

 



ٖ.They asked ……………………………………………………..say. 

 

A. what could he 

B. what he could  

C. what can he 

D. what he can 

 

ٗ.  She asked why …………………………………………be there. 

 

A. cannot he  

B. he cannot 

C. could not he   

D. he could not 

 

 

٘. They asked ………………………….know the result of the test. 

 

A. when will they 

B. when they will  

C. when they would  

D. when would they 

 

ٙ. She asked whether …………………………………………… 

 

A. had she come over from London. 

B. has she come over from London. 

C. she had come over from London. 

D. she has come over from London. 

 



7. I inquired ………………………………………………………do. 

 

A. what should I 

B. what I should  

C. what shall I  

D. what I shall  

 

٥. She asked whether ………………………….go in two days time.  

 

A. she may 

B. she might  

C. may she  

D. might she  

 

 

 III. Fill in the blanks using the information given in the main 

item. 

                                                                                                            

ٔ. He, after getting tired and bored, asked: "When is the next train, 

Mary?" 

 -He asked ……………………………………………………………. 

 

ٕ. Being annoyed by his careless driving she said: "Why did not you put 

on the brakes?" 

 -She wondered ………………………………………………………. 

 

ٖ. Thinking deeply in the situation they said: "Where shall we be this time 

next year?"      



-They inquired……………………………………………………….. 

 

ٗ. He asked several times: "Shall we meet at the theatre?" 

 -He asked…………………………………………………………….. 

 

٘. She said while holding the three boxes: "Will you help me,                   

please?" 

 - She wanted to know ………………………………………………. 

 

ٙ. He asked searching the car for fire arms: "What have you got in your 

bag?" 

 -  He asked …………………………………………………………... 

 

7. "Where is the station?" she asked, after three hours of continuous 

driving. 

 -  She asked…………………………………………………………... 

 

٥. She asked, gazing at the pile of reports he has to read: "Are you going 

to stay or go out?" 

 -  She asked………………………………………………………….. 

 

9. "Is anyone here?" he inquired, feeling his way in the darkness. 

 -  He inquired …………………………………………………… 

 

ٔٓ. They said, looking at him right in the eye: "Why did you do                

this?" 

 -  They asked ……………………………………………………… 

 

ٔٔ. The father asked: "Anybody hurt?" 



 -   The father asked.......................................................................... 

 

ٕٔ. She asked tongue-in-head: "Does John drink?" 

 -   She wanted to know.................................................................... 

 

ٖٔ. He, reading quickly through the document, asked: "How long he have 

been staying there?" 

 -    He asked..................................................................................... 

 

ٔٗ. His sister, checking the time left on the cell-phone card, asked:           

"How often you kept phoning her?"  

   -  His sister asked.......................................................................... 

 

ٔ٘. They asked steering on my brother's clothes: "Was your brother 

inside?"     

  -  They asked ……………………………………......................... 

  

IV. Change the following into indirect questions                                                                                                                                            

 

ٔ. He said: "Who might have been there before you come?" 

ٕ. He said: "If your children were older, would you emigrate?" 

ٖ. She asked: "Have you decided not to buy the house because an           

internet café was being installed next door?" 

ٗ. They asked: "Are you going to join the party tomorrow when you 

finish your homework?" 

٘. She asked: "Had anyone brought umbrella with him prior coming in 

here?" 

ٙ. He asked: "When you were living in Paris were you often see              

Paul?" 



7. "Should we have sent it to your flat, sir?" he said. 

٥. They asked: "Have you been practicing most of the time last               

week?" 

9. She asked: "Could not you swim across the river?" 

ٔٓ. He asked: "What time must I go?" 

ٔٔ. Her brother wondered: "How do you feel now?" 

ٕٔ. His co-driver asked: "How many kilometres you were travelling 

everyday last week?" 

ٖٔ. The manager asked: "How much of cash your project would               

claim before turning lucrative?" 

ٔٗ. They asked: "Which way he had followed?" 

ٔ٘. My mother asked me: "Whom did you bring with you yesterday?"      

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX II 



Possible Answers of the Test Items 

 

I.  State whether the following items are grammatically correct 

(T) or incorrect (F). 

 

ٔ. F.                                                                                                                                     

 

ٕ. T.                                                                                                                                    

 

ٖ. F.    

 

ٗ. F. 

 

٘. T.  

 

ٙ. T.  

 

7. T.  

 

٥. F.  

 

9. F.  

 

ٔٓ. F.  

 

ٔٔ. T.  

 

ٕٔ. F.  



 

II. Choose the suitable completion from the choices bellow. 

 

ٔ. D.    

  

ٕ. B.  

 

ٖ. B. 

 

ٗ. D.  

 

٘. C.  

 

ٙ. C.  

 

7. B.  

 

٥. B.  

 

III. Fill in the blanks using the information given in the main 

item. 

 

ٔ. He asked Mary tiredly when the following train was.  

 

ٕ. She wandered why he had not put on the breaks.  

 

ٖ. They inquired where they should be in a year's time/at that time in the 

following year. 



 

ٗ.  He asked whether we should meet there/at the theatre. 

 

٘. She wanted to know whether he would help her.  

 

ٙ. He asked me what I had got in my bag.  

 

7. She asked where the station was. 

 

٥. She asked him whether he was going to stay or go out. 

 

9. He inquired if somebody was there. 

 

ٔٓ. They asked him why he had done that.  

 

ٔٔ. The father asked whether somebody was hurt.  

 

ٕٔ. She wanted to know if John used to drink.  

 

ٖٔ. He asked for how long had he been staying there. 

 

ٔٗ. His sister asked him how often he had kept phoning her.  

 

ٔ٘. They asked whether my brother had been inside.  

 

 

IV. Change the following into indirect questions.  

 

ٔ. He asked who might had bee there before I came.  



 

ٕ. He asked whether I would emigrated if my children were older.  

 

ٖ. She asked whether I had decided not to buy the house because an 

internet café had being installed next door. 

 

ٗ. They asked if I was going to join the party the next day when I finished 

my homework. 

 

٘. She asked whether somebody had brought an umbrella with him prior 

he was coming in there. 

 

ٙ. He asked whether they had often been seeing Paul when they had been 

living in Paris/there.  

 

7. He asked if they should had sent it to his flat/there. 

 

٥. They asked whether I had been practicing most of the time the previous 

week. 

 

9. She asked whether I could not swim across the river.  

 

ٔٓ. He asked what time he had to go.  

 

ٔٔ. Her brother wondered how she felt then.  

 

ٕٔ. His co-driver asked him how many kilometres he had been travelling 

everyday the previous week.  

 



ٖٔ. The manager asked him how much of cash his project would claim 

before it turned lucrative.  

 

ٔٗ. They asked which way he had gone.  

 

ٔ٘. My mother asked me whom I had brought with me the day before.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

LIST OF ABREVIATIONS 

 

SYMBOL                                         DESCRIPTION 

 

EFL……………………………………..ENGLISH AS A 

FOREIGN LANGUAGE 

 

Lٕ……………………………………….SECOND LANGUAGE 

 

TL………………………………………TARGET LANGUAGE 

 

*  ………………………………………..UNACCEPTABLE 
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ُصخل ُست ُألمُ 

 



رزؼلق ُسٍ ألرشاغخ ثبلأغئلخ غ٘ص ألوجبشصح حٖ أللغخ ألإًغل٘طٗخ.  حبلوؼصّ/, ػلٔ ّعَ ألؼوأْم,     

ألفألم  ٗػأزدرمى ٌُبلك طصٗيزبى لٌيل هب ٗيْلَ اٙخصّى، ألفلم ألوجبشص ّ ألفلم غ٘أص ألوجبشأص. إ

ئ٘ػأأخ للغولأأخ إلأأٔ ألفأألم غ٘أأص ألوجبشأأص، ػأأبذح، حأأٖ ألزحأأبّش ّٗوفأأي رحْٗأأل عو٘أأغ الأًأأْاع الص

ّ أغأئلخ  -whغ٘صألوجبشص، ثوب حِ٘ب ألأغئلخ ّألزٖ رشزول ػلٔ أغأئلخ ألإٗغأبة أّ الٌ أٖ ّأغأئلخ أ 

غ٘صألوجبشأأصح ٗزؼأأ٘ي أعأأصاء ألؼرٗأأر هأأي  ًٔأأَ ػٌأأر رحْٗأأل ألأغأأئلخ ألوجبشأأصح إلأأٳألزد٘٘أأص. ألوشأأفلخ 

جبشأص. ٌُّأب رزأصاثظ صلصأخ أشأ٘بء، ألزغ٘٘صاد ُّسٍ ألزغ٘٘أصاد رزألصص ثبلػأوبد ألإشأبشٗخ للػألا  ألو

ألػوبد ألإشبشٗخ ّأشعبع ألطهي ّألزؼبقت ألطهٌٖ. ُّسا ٗشفل ًْع هي الصأؼْثخ لطلجأخ ألغبهؼأخ 

 غخ ألأًغل٘طٗخ لغخ أعٌج٘خ.ألؼصاق٘٘ي ألراشغ٘ي للّ 

     

غأخ غأخ ألإًغل٘طٗأخ لرِر/ ُسٍ ألرشاغخ إلٔ رحصٕ هيرشح طلجأخ ألغبهؼأخ ألؼأصاق٘٘ي ألراشغأ٘ي للّ      

خطأأبئِن. غأأزؼوب  ألأغأأئلخ غ٘صألوجبشأأصح ّألزْصأأل إلأأٔ ألأغأأجبة ألصئ٘ػأأخ ٳٳأعٌج٘أأخ ػلأأٔ رو٘٘أأط ّ

غأأخ ألأًغل٘طٗأأخ لغأأخ أعٌج٘أأخ لا ى ثؼأأأ ألطلجأأخ ألؼأأصاق٘٘ي ألغأأبهؼ٘٘ي ألراشغأأ٘ي للّ ٳٗ زأأصأ ألجبتأأش 

ضُن ػلأٔ ًغأبٳًَ ٗزْقأغ أى ٗفأْى ٳٗػزط٘ؼْى ألزو٘٘ط هب ث٘ي ألاغئلخ ألوجبشصح ّغ٘ص ألوجبشصح. ث٘ر 

 ًزبط.هػزْٓ ألزو٘٘ط أحضل هٌَ ػلٔ هػزْٓ ألاِ 

      

ا  خزجبشاا ٳػلٔ أغبظ ُسٍ أل صض٘بد صون ألجبتش       طبلأت  خّقرهأَ إلأٔ ػٌ٘أخ هأي هبئأ رشد٘ص٘ب

غخ غخ ألإًغل٘طٗخ لغخ أعٌج٘خ حٖ ألوصتلخ ألصاثؼخ هي قػوٖ أللّ هي طلجخ ألفل٘خ ألؼصاق٘٘ي ألراشغ٘ي للّ 

غإْٔ لإعبثأبد لزصث٘خ حٖ عبهؼزٖ ثبثل ّأليبذغأ٘خ. أذٓ ألزحل٘أل ألإتصأبئٖ ّأللُ ألإًغل٘طٗخ، مل٘زٖ أ

ُِ ألطلجخ لِ  غزٌزبط ثلى طلجخ ألغبهؼخ ألؼصاق٘٘ي ْٗاعِأْى صأؼْثخ حأٖ رو٘٘أط  يصاد ألاخزجبش إلٔ ألِا

 ًزبط. ألأغئلخ غ٘ص ألوجبشصح ّْٗاعِْى صؼْثخ أمجصػلٔ هػزْٓ ألاِ 

 

 

 

 

 

 ألطلجخ رؼْذ إلٔ ألؼْاهل ألزبل٘خ: موب ّعر ألجبتش إى أخطبء      

 



للغللأ أليلل  أ طللق أل    أللت أ أل   ل   غتلل   ا للا  ت يللم طللق ألتاأ لل  أل للااق  . ألتناقللم  للا ألل   أل   ١  ت د غللأ أل  

 تع  ها,  ل غأ  لنج  ز أ. 

 

إلاهتتت  أللتو لتتتى  لصتتتيا إ  تتت    تتت   ألتىجصتتتل ألتتتتي   ت تتتي   ث.  إستتتتيجيا ا 6  

  ق دو .

 

ُزوبم ألودصص لوْضأْع هؼأ٘ي هأي قجأل ألورشغأ٘ي أّ      هصأووٖ ألفزأت ن ّألوزوضل ثٌيص ألاِ . غ٘بق ألزؼلٖ  

 ألوٌِغ٘خ.

 

 غخ ألأًغل٘طٗخ.لٔ ألل  ٳغخ ألؼصث٘خ ّألوزوضل ثٌيل قْاػر ًحْ ألل   دغب. ألزٌبقل هب ث٘ي ألل  ٗ  

     

أُأأأراحِب ريأأأغ ُأأأسٍ ألرشاغأأأخ حأأأٖ خوػأأأخ حصأأأْ . خصأأأص أل صأأأل ألأّ  لوشأأأفلخ ألرشاغأأأخ ّ     

ّترّذُب ّأل بئرح هٌِب. ٗوضل أل صل ألضبًٖ ػصضب ًظصٗب لص٘غخ ّّعبئف  بارِا  عصٳّحصض٘برِب ّ

خزجأبش لٳألأغئلخ غ٘ص ألوجبشصح هغ الزلم٘ر ػلٔ ّعبئ ِب حٖ ألزحبّش.  ٗوضأل أل صأل ألضبلأش ّصأ ب لِ 

غأخ ألإًغل٘طٗأخ غ٘ي لل  ألزشد٘صٖ ألسٕ قرم لطلجخ ألوصتلخ ألصاثؼخ هي طلجخ ألغبهؼخ ألؼصاق٘٘ي ألراش

لدأص أل صأل ألصاثأغ ًزأبئظ غخ ألإًغل٘طٗأخ حأٖ عأبهؼزٖ ثبثأل ّأليبذغأ٘خ.  ُٗ لغخ أعٌج٘خ حٖ قػوٖ ألل  

رذد ألأغأأجبة غأإْٔ. عأأصٓ رحل٘أأل أخطأأبء ألطلجأأخ ّتُأأخزجأأبش هأأي ألوٌظأأْشٗي ألإتصأأبئٖ ّألل  أٳ

 ألوحزولخ لِب.

     

رْصأل ألجبتأش ألِ٘أب هأي خأل  ُأسٍ ألرشاغأخ.  غزٌزبعبد ألزٖأخ٘صا، ْٗعطأل صل األدبهع أٳ    

 ػلِ٘ب عصٓ ّضغ ثؼأ ألوظبه٘ي الزؼل٘و٘خ ّاقزصاػ ثؼأ ألجحْس ألوػزيجل٘خ. ثٌبءا 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 ج  وت ب بل

 

 

 أل وىب ث ألتي يىججه ط بت جل   وت

 ألويجقاان ألدجرسان ل صت ألأن  از ت

 لصت أجنبات في يو م ألأسئ ت ألأن  از ت غاي أللب شية

 

طيوحتأ  

 ن  يقدم به  إلى    س ك ات جلتيبات ألأس سات في ج  وت ب بل جزأ  

ألأن  از ت لصت  ت تط ب ث نال درجت   جستايييبات في طيجئق يدر س أل ص

 أجنبات

 

 ن  ح ث  ي جو ز
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