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1. Overall importance of the question/issues addressed
The question addressed by the article is significant as it focuses on key aspects of the pragmatic/speech act theory in connection to the social behaviour during the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic.
2. Grounding of relevant literature 
The author has attempted to present a proper interrogation of relevant literature of the subject matter under discussion. However, the literature could be extended to include some recent sources on speech acts and politeness theory including Birner (2021), Cutting & Fordyce (2021), as well as Kroeger (2018), to mention a few. Additionally, although Mey (2001)’s study could be considered one of the classical works, it could be complemented by more recent sources as mentioned above.
Furthermore, in the analysis and discussion of findings, reference to Jacob Mey’s (2001) pragmatic acts theory is completely missing. I think if the theory was really applied as a theoretical framework, it should then be referred to in the analysis and discussion of findings.
3. Fair and adequate depiction of others’ positions
The author’s depiction of others’ positions seems to be fair. The author has fairly attempted to explain what some other authors have investigated with regard to the subject matter under discussion and what needs to be done. However, to make the study more adequate, some other linguistic studies on the subject matter may be incorporated in the study.
4. Precision and clarity of expressions
Although the effects of the pandemic were more evident in 2020, the origin of the pandemic should be traced back to 2019, where the name COVID-19 is claimed to be originated from. I think this should be explained somewhere in the study, especially in the introduction. The author’s frequent references to 2020 may suggest that the pandemic began in 2020.
Moreover, in meme 1, the author argues that the meme employed face-saving strategy. Since face-saving strategies are categorised into three major types (Do the act ‘on the record’, do the act ‘off the record’, and don’t do the act at all), with three subtypes for the first type (Baldly without redress, with positive politeness redress, and with negative politeness redress), the author should specify which (sub)type is employed in the meme.

5. Soundness of arguments and argumentation
Most of the author’s arguments seem to be effective and reasonable. However, the author claims that meme 2 contains a direct speech act which has been indirectly framed in a metaphorical and humorous way. I think the author should clearly explain how this meme (meme 2) contains an indirect directive. I don’t find the author’s argumentation for this sound enough to make a conclusion that the meme contains a directive (directly or indirectly).
6. Originality
The author’s study is, to a large extent, original. The study has focused on online memes with a message on COVID-19 in an African context. 
7. Additional comments
(i) It is unfortunate that Mey (2001), whose pragmatic acts theory has been used as a theoretical framework in the article, does not appear in the list of references.
(ii) The author should reasonably justify why they chose Facebook for data collection over other social media platforms, such as Instagram, X (formerly Twitter), or WhatsApp. 
(iii) I suggest that the author uses a plural verb after (social) media.
(iv) In the last paragraph in section 2 (Theory and method), the author says “The selected data are BELIEVED (my emphasis) to have been generated, viewed and shared from February 2020 – December 2020. Why would the author rely on assumptions (beliefs)? I think social media content can indicate when a particular information or meme (in this case) was posted.
(v) Since section 3 reads as analysis and discussion of findings, why would the author have another section headed discussion of findings? I think the two sections should be combined into one, unless the guidelines of the journal say otherwise. In fact, section 4 is too brief to be a section.
(vi) There are a few editorial errors which could be addressed by the author or the editor(s) of the journal (e.g., Items that are available to language users promote the identification and influences they communicate, The event also characterise the attitude of some people in section 3, etc.)
8. Reviewer’s evaluation
This article examines one of the interesting topics in pragmatics. It focuses on the directive speech act in relation to reference to the corona virus pandemic, using internet memes from Facebook as the data for the study. The author has reviewed some related studies on the subject matter and attempted to establish the research gap. The author employs Mey’s (2001) pragmatic acts theory to analyse the study. However, in the actual data analysis and discussion of the findings, reference to the theory is lacking and one may wonder whether Mey’s (2001) was really guiding the study. Additionally, Mey’s (2001) study is unfortunately missing in the reference list. The literature review could also be enriched by reviewing other recent studies on the subject matter. Other issues raised are indicated in the specific sections of this report.
After addressing these comments, the article can be published.

Sincerely
[image: ]
Brighton Msagalla
Lecturer
Department of Foreign Languages and Linguistics 
University of Dar es Salaam (UDSM)



image1.png




