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In the first section of this chapter, we were left with a certain ambi-
guity in Austin’s characterization of locutionary acts, as exemplified by
the phrase, ‘‘uttering a sentence with a certain sense and reference.” At
L2 of the schema, what § means by e is one of the meanings of e in L,
as specified at L1(a). At this stage uttering e with a certain sense and
reference is merely to intend a certain one of its meanings to be opera-
tive and for the referents of its referring expressions to be delimited
accordingly. Nothing is yet entailed about what the speaker is saying,
which is represented by L3. Only there is it inferred what S is referring
to, generally in a way much more determinate than the way referring
expressions refer (as a consequence of their senses). So we can resolve
the ambiguity in Austin’s formulation by letting locutionary acts be
represented by L3. Whatever else fits his ambiguous characterizations

falls under earlier steps or substeps of the SAS and consequently gets

accounted for without being included in the locutionary act itself.!!

Certain philosophical and linguistic issues remain. For instance,
what are the different types of meaning alluded to in the steps from L1
to L2, and how are they to be specified? What is the nature of such

phenomena as implication and presupposition, which are closely con-
nected to what is said but are not part of what is said? These issues will

be taken up in chapter 8. In the next chapter we develop our taxonomy

of communicative illocutionary acts.

Chapter Three A Taxonomy of
Communicative

Illocutionary Acts

Types of illocutionary acts are distinguished by types of illocutiona
intents ('intended illocutionary effects). Since illocutionary intents arrZ
fulfilled if the hearer recognizes the attitudes expressed by the speaker
types of illocutionary intents correspond to types of expressed atti-’
tudes. Accordingly, we will classify types of illocutionary acts in terms
of types of expressed attitudes. This will enable us to integrate our
taxonomy with the SAS.

To express an attitude in uttering something is, in our conception, to
R-intend that the hearer take one’s utterance as reason to believe c’)ne
has the attitude. The speaker need not have the attitude expressed, and
Fhe hearer need not form a corresponding attitude. The speaker’s ’hav-
ing the aFtitu.de expressed is the mark of sincerity, but illocutionary or
commumca.tlve success does not require sincerity. If the hearer forms a
corraispondmg a.ttitude that the speaker intended him to form, the
Z}g; ; ::all(lf achieved a perlocutionary effect in addition to illocution-

I.ndividuating communicative illocutionary acts in terms of expressed
attitudes leaves ample room for a rich diversity of act types. In most
cases the speaker expresses not only his own (putative) attitucie toward
the propositional content but also his intention that the hearer form a
Forresponding attitude. For example, to inform someone of somethin
1S not only to express a belief in it but also to express one’s intentiorgl
Ehat the hearer believe it. Act types are further differentiated by the
casons for or the strengths of the attitudes expressed. For example
what we call “confirmatives” are distinguished from assertions gener-’
ally .by §’s expressing his belief as being the result of some truth-
f}t:eku'lg procedure. And within the class of what we call ‘‘advisories,”’

e difference between urging someone to do something and mereiy
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suggesting he do it is marked by the difference in strength in S’s ex-
pressed intention or desire that H do it. Finally, some act types are
picked out by expressed attitudes concerning the context or occasion

of utterance: an answer is R-intended to be taken as a response to a

question; an apology is R-intended to be taken as occasioned by the
speaker’s having done some regrettable thing to the hearer. As we

develop the taxonomy in detail, just how these various dimensions of‘
expressed attitudes determine illocutionary act types will be made clear
and concrete.

Many taxonomies of illocutionary acts have been proposed, but we
will not discuss or compare all of them. Austin’s original scheme (1962
Lecture XII) included a rich variety of illocutionary act types, but, as
Searle (1975b) has argued, there are no clear principles by which Aus in
collected them into his five classes. All subsequent taxonomies' 2
attempted improvements on Austin’s, but only Searle’s is tied to @
general theory of illocutionary acts. We agree with Searle thata schem‘
of classification should be principled. Its categories should not over:
lap?—at least not beyond what can be expected from the nature of the
subject—and the entries in each category should satisfy the criteria for
belonging to that category. Moreover, to be of theoretical interest th
scheme’s bases of classification must be tied to some systematic ac:
count of illocutionary acts.

The fundamental idea behind our taxonomy is that the illocutionary
intents, or expressed attitudes, by which types of illocutionary acts are
distinguished are all homogeneous with the speech act schema. That is
the SAS represents the general form of illocutionary intention and in
ference, and the entries in the taxonomy provide the content, as '
evident in the concluding step of the SAS: the identification of th
illocutionary act being performed. Since such acts are identified b

their intents (H’s recognition of S’s expressed attitudes), the dis i
guishing features of each illocutionary act type specify the very thing
must identify in the last step of the SAS. '

A more obvious merit (we hope) of our taxonomy is its compreh
siveness and explicitness. It covers a great many types of illocutional
acts in detail, not only labeling them but specifying what distinguish
them. We divide illocutionary acts into six general categories. Two (
these categories, effectives and verdictives, are conventional not cof

municative; they will be discussed in chapter 6. The four main kinds ¢

communicative illocutionary acts are constatives, directives, commib
sives, and acknowledgments; these correspond roughly to Austin’s €
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Communicative Illocutionary Acts

PRS- el e SN

: e 11 v
Constaftlves Directives Commissives Acknowledgments
Assertives Requestives Promises ;
Predictives Questions Offers Apologize
Retrodictives Requirements Sl
Descriptives Prohibitives Congratulate
Ascriptives Permissives e
Informatives Advisories Ll
Confirmatives Bid
Concessives Accept
Retractives Reject
Assentives

Dissentives
Disputatives
Responsives
Suggestives
Suppositives

I IgUle 3~1 ClaSSlﬁcallon Of communicative 1 lOCUt Ollaly acts (in cate; Oly IV
l 1 ( g

plosmves, exercntives, commissives, and behabitives, respectively, and
:rc(::!y to Searle’s representatives, directives, commissives, ami ex-
Searl:’rse's, although our characterizations of them are different from
de:“i:; ;Jhs;tct(;lr;s;:mves ;xpress the spee.lker’s belief and his intention or
- attimdeaier a;e or form a like .belief. Directives express the
| thateh.owar some prospecFlve action by the hearer and
o reas Ml hlS utt?rance', or the attitude it expresses, be taken as
oo or the ;a;}er S ?ctlon. Commissives express the speaker’s
| elret 't at h1§ }ltterance obligates him to do something
e T tc; ;m condltans). And acknowledgments express feel-
gty ogr fOe aTarer or, in c,as?s wh.ere the utterance is clearly

e expectatli’m , the speaker’s uTtentlop that his utterance satisfy

doss. SR 19[: t?h express cen?un fee.lmgs and his belief that it

i b wiu' " lSd s e sub.categm"le.s falling under these four head-

Sty R_imem.e 1sc'ussed in detail in the sections to follow, where
g ions will be spelled 'out, together with, when not obvi-

» the correlative perlocutionary intentions.
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3.1. CONSTATIVES

In general, a constative is the expression of a belief, together with the
expression of an intention that the hearer form (or continue to hold) a
like belief. The following analyses of various specific kinds of con-

statives exhibit this pattern.

Assertives (simple): (affirm, allege, assert, aver, avow, claim, declare,
deny (assert ... not), indicate, maintain, propound, say, state, submit)
In uttering e, S asserts that P if S expresses: ' ‘

i. the belief that P, and
ii. the intention that H believe that P.

Predictives: (forecast, predict, prophesy)

In uttering e, S predicts that P if § expresses:

i. the belief that it will be the case that P, and

ii. the intention that H believe that it will be the case that P.

Retrodictives: (recount, report)
In uttering e, S retrodicts that P if S expresses:

i. the belief that it was the case that P, and
ii. the intention that H believe that it was the case that P.

Descriptives: (appraise, assess, call, categorize, characterize, classify
date, describe, diagnose, evaluate, grade, identify, portray, rank)
In uttering e, S describes o as F if S expresses:

i. the belief that o is F, and
ii. the intention that H believe that o is F.

Ascriptives: (ascribe, attribute, predicate)
In uttering e, S ascribes F to o if S expresses:

i. the belief that F applies to o, and
ii. the intention that H believe that F applies to o.

Informatives: (advise, announce, apprise, disclose, inform, insist, nc
tify, point out, report, reveal, tell, testify)

In uttering e, S informs H that P if § expresses:

i. the belief that P, and

ii. the intention that H form the belief that P.

Confirmatives: (appraise, assess, bear witness, certify, conclude, co :
firm, corroborate, diagnose, find, judge, substantiate, testify, validat

verify, vouch for)
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'In l1itterin.g e, § confirms (the claim) that P if § expresses:
i. tthe l?ehef Fhat P, based on some truth-seeking procedure, and
ii. the intention that H believe that P because S has suppoxit for P

Concessives: (acknowled i

; ge, admit, agree, allo

s o g g w, assent, concede, con-
.In uttering e, S concedes that P if § expresses:

i. the belief that P, cc?ntrary to what he would like to believe or con-
Ff'ary t9 wha.t he previously believed or avowed, and

ii. the intention that H believe that P.

Retractives: (abjl‘lre, correct, deny, disavow, disclaim, disown, recant
renounce, repudiate, retract, take back, withdraw) ’ ’
In uttering e, § retracts the claim that P if S expresses:

i. that he no longer believes tha
. i t P, cont :
indicated he believed, and ntrary to what he previously

ii. the intention that H not believe that P.

Assenti\fes: (accept, agree, assent, concur)

.Int}l:ttznlrilgfe, § assents to the claim that P if § expresses:

1. the belief that P, as clai i idi

e med by H (or as otherwise under discussion),

ii. the intention (perhaps already fulfilled) that H believe that P.

Dissent{ves: (differ, disagree, dissent, reject)

Fn uttering e, § dissents from the claim that P if § expresses:

1. the disbelief that P, contrary to what was claimed b H.
?therwise under discussion), and o S
i. the intention that H disbelieve that P.

Dlsputa{ives: (demur, dispute, object, protest, question)
.In uttem?g e, S disputes the claim that P if S expresses:
:;;/ Etllsle; ll;?ll]lleef;i tl:)at glere is reason no.t to believe that P, contrary to what
el | by (or wa:s otherwise under discussion), and
e intention that H believe that there is reason not to believe that P.

R(’Spons'ives: (answer, reply, respond, retort)

_In uttering e, § responds that P if S expresses:

L the belief that P, which H has inquired about, and
Il. the intention that H believe that P. ,

S . . .
I rlllggestfves. (conjecture, guess, hypothesize, speculate, suggest)
uttering e, § suggests that P if S expresses:




The Theory 44

i. the belief that there is reason, but not sufficient reason, to believe

that P, and
ii. the intention tha
reason, to believe that P.

t H believe that there is reason, but not sufficient

Suppositives: (assum
orize)

In uttering e, S supposes that P if S expresses:

i. the belief that it is worth considering the consequences of P, and

ii. the intention that H believe that it is worth considering the con-

sequences of P.

We said at the outset that in general, constatives are the expression
ether with the expression of an intention that the hearer

of a belief, tog
form, or continue to hold, a similar belief. Simple a
tives, and ascriptives are
mally accompanying these acts is that
believe, the proposition (P) in questi
that the speaker believes it. That is, over an
belief and the intention expressed, H is intended to believe that §

believes the proposition and, possibly because of this, to believe the
proposition himself. Of course, there are cases in which the speaker
knows perfectly well that the hearer disbelieves that P and will nof
change his mind just because S believes that P. Nevertheless, S wants
H to ascribe the belief that P to S, and, even if he does not intend H t¢
believe that P, at least he wishes that H believe it; in these cases S
expresses the wish, rather than the intention, that H believe that P. As

ssertives, descrip-

the hearer believe, or continue to.
on, perhaps by way of believing
d above identifying the

we suggested in ch
expresses a certain intention regarding H, in general he has the coF

responding perlocutionary intention. However, if S disbelieves thath %‘f
utterance will have any such perlocutionary effect on H, he expresseé:
at most the wish that such an effect result. So S may have the perlo¢

tionary intention that H attribute to him this wish. Finally, there art
cases where S thinks H won’t take his utterance as sincere. That is, £
expects H not to attribute to him the belief and the intention S

expressing. In this case § cannot expect to have fulfilled, and therefor
cannot reasonably form, the perlocutionary intention that H belieV!

that he (S) believes that P, much less the further intention that F

believe it himself.

The assertives listed vary in strength of belief expressed and ¥

the corresponding expressed intention. When one maintains or avow:

e, hypothesize, postulate, stipulate, suppose, the-

of this sort. The perlocutionary intention nor-.

apter 1, when in performing an illocutionary act 3=
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3:1222;“5;6 g:leiesf :nx;)f'etsse(! belief and intention are very strong
belic intention expressed when one alleges or submi ’
that something is the case are much weaker. We have:greserr\sru v
Zi};:gattl:eacizt:gones of suggestives and suppositives for constativeel(ljttteh:
thsne i e iy thog Bl that Coming b g
plausible that P is true) it is worth corrlsida i e scmsoet s
Some of the verbs listed as descriptives eal:: ?';tl;leef 2322?;?;::? 0§1P:
coverage. Verbs like “‘appraise,” ‘‘date,” “‘diagnose,” and “mt e{l"
ii)ply tlc; restricted categories of things. These verbs z’lre not siicrl;/
! c?::;y :(t:t;ha; l(11(;)esdgoft‘mean they de§ignate different sorts of illocu-
- | moc.uﬁon);ry . n't: not every difference between illocutionary
What distinguishes informatives from simple assertives is that th
[sf(;))re’:alktireegplr.e:s;s (il; addition to his belief) the intention that the :eatrei
) elief that P. For assertiv g i ion i
fprm the belief, or continue to beliee\fé ,ilfa:);grz\slie:lilglﬁzzmtll:stthat §
tlrlne of utter@cc, § presumes that H does not believe that);’ I?Ie?et: t\:vl:
trie; z o; ;rrelcs)ltllr::résof l:ililtocgtfizgary pr;sumption: in his illocutionary inten-
'S ; tq if the truth of g is necessary for the rationali
of his illocutionary intention. Of course, the notion of rationm'l lt'y
e iaan : ( ; ality is
lr:txel:{;r:;ufs, ;llla:vtehrenrea.n, in speaking of the .rationality of illocution};ry
. fulﬁlleé i e is goqd reason to believe that the intention will
with a presumption gtl::ct?'ug?lizss 1h (t}eneraHY’ g
» the . at presumption is necessary for th
success of that act. With this rough noti i i o ;
tlon., we will be able to distinguisglll1 s:r::not(') f;ligogrl:gn:{:dpre;ump-
statives partly in terms of what is presumed. e
. gtizze:wr/:s, retrfzctives, assentives, dissentives, and disputatives all
e cr:) © ::smptlon about the cor.ltextual relevance of the expressed
e snvci expresses a bel_lef contrary to what § would like to
2 renoreont arry o what he previously believed or avowed, whereas
it T bel;: ess;sbtha.t S no longelr Pelieves what he previously
g haseve , but 1.n both cases it 1s.presumed that the question
iz SRR l::r(l)-me up in the conversgtlon or is otherwise directly
i ent stage of convers_atlon.. Assentives, dissentives,
that s .presume thata anmn claim has been made by H or
To s o Pc. atlm, not necessarily S’s.or H'’s, is under discussion.
s e dls 0 express agreemen.t with t.hi.s claim, to dissent from
that e reasi)sagreement, .and to dispute it is to express the belief
n not to believe that P.
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Confirmatives express not only the speaker’s belief that P but that he
believes it as a result of some truth-seeking procedure, such as ob-
servation, investigation, or argument. Since the latter belief is also
expressed, it is not a mere illocutionary presumption. Responsives are
R-intended as replies to an inquiry by H. In responding that P, §
expresses his belief that P and that he is so doing in answer to H.
Obviously, in some contexts a responsive can be a dissentive or a
disputative as well. Suggestives and suppositives that P are not expres- '
sions of belief that P. In suggesting (conjecturing, hypothesizing) that -
P, S expresses merely the belief that there is reason to believe that P,
but not sufficient reason to believe it. And in supposing (assuming,
postulating) that P, what § expresses is the belief that it is worth con-
sidering the consequences of P, irrespective of whether it is true that P,
Here S is likely to have the perlocutionary intention that H is to expect
S to take up a discussion of P or its consequences.

An analysis of constative verbs with specialized ranges of appli-
cation, like “‘appraise,” “testify,” “recant,” and ‘‘postulate,” would
specify what that range of application is and that the speaker presumes.
his utterance to fall within this range. Such an analysis would take into
account the strength of the expressed attitude. Just as, among asser-
tives, maintaining something expresses a stronger belief than alleging
it, so among disputatives, to object to something expresses a strongel
belief (regarding reasons for disbelieving the proposition in question]
than does questioning something. There is a similar difference between
the suggestives hypothesizing and conjecturing. The analyses for
central cases of each type would have to be modified slightly to reflec
these differences.

For certain purposes, the subtypes we have given could be sup
plemented or subdivided further. No doubt additions could be made £c
our list of verbs for each type, though we suspect that most such verb
would be too specialized in scope to be of interest here. Finally,
should point out that some verbs occur under more than one heading
This does not necessarily mean that the types overlap, only that som
verbs name more than one type. Nevertheless, there is such overlap
Most of the specialized types of constatives satisfy the definition €
assertives, and responsives, for example, overlap with disputatives af
with suggestives. This means not that our definitions or conceptions €
these types of constatives are hazy, but that some illocutionary a¢
tokens can be of more than one type, performed with the R-intentiO

appropriate to each.
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3.2. DIRECTIVES

:i)(;;ec;;vi; exlfress thff speaker’s attitude toward some prospective ac
e hearer. If this were all they ex !
merely constat.ives with a restriction on pzlopogi?(frslzld;ot:fe);t“(ls - lbe
that a prospective action be ascribed to the hearer). However tham:l .
ex;?ress .the speaker’s intention (desire, wish) that his utterar’lc o lslo
attitude it exp‘resses be taken as (a) reason for the hearer to act el:)rtltl :
.than use Austin’s term ‘‘exercitive,”” which seems somewhat re.stril te;
in §cope, we have borrowed Searle’s term “‘directive.” It is both t ; g

pf)mt and conveniently vague, being broad enough to cov ho t i
kinds of acts that belong in this category. o e s

Requestives: (ask,. bf:g, beseech, implore, insist, invite, petition plead
pray, re.quest, solicit, summon, supplicate, tell, urge) ’ ’
.In uttering e, S requests H to A if S expresses:

i. the desire that H do A, and

ii. the intention that H do A because (at least partly) of S’s desire

IQuesz‘ior.zs: (ask, inquire, interrogate, query, question quiz)

In uttermg e, § questions H as to whether or not P if § expresses:
. the desire that H tell S whether or not P, and .
ii. the intention that H tell S whether or not P because of S’s desire

Requirements: (bi i i

el order’( ’ :ie,scc::!:if:)reg,e; :;)lililrr:)and, demand, dictate, direct, enjoin,
.In uttering e, § requires H to A if S expresses:

15 .the belief that his utterance, in virtue of his authority over A
.s'tltutes sufficient reason for H to A, and A
1. the intention that H do A because of S’s utterance.

fr:olﬁttiigves: (enjoin,'fc')rbid, prohibit, proscribe, restrict)

) nge, S prohibits H from A-ing if § expresses:

L ‘the belief that his utterance, in virtue of his authority over H
ﬁtltutes sufficient reason for H not to A, and o
1. the intention that because of S’s utterance H not do A

P . . .
e;rmtsswes. (agree tf), allow, authorize, bless, consent to, dismiss
I cuse,.exempt, forgive, grant, license, pardon, release, sanction) ’
inﬂl:ttebrmg e, § permits H to A if S expresses:
- the belief that his utterance, in vi i i i
H -y , in virtue of his authority over H, entitles
li. . . .

the intention that H believe that S’s utterance entitles him to A
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Advisories: (admonish, advise, caution, counsel, propose, recommend,

suggest, urge, warn)

In uttering e, S advises H to A if S expresses:

i. the belief that there is (sufficient) reason for H to A, and

ii. the intention that H take S’s belief as (sufficient) reason forhimto A.

aker's desire that the hearer do some-
the speaker’s intention (or, if it is clear
that he doesn’t expect compliance, his desire or wish) that the hearer
take this expressed desire as reason (or part of his reason) to act. The
corresponding perlocutionary intentions, as might be foreseen, are that
H take S actually to have the desire and the intention he is expressing
and that H perform the action requested of him. Verbs of requesting
connote variation in strength of attitude expressed, as between “in-
vite” and “‘insist” and between «“ask’” and “beg.” The stronger ones -
convey a sense of earnestness OT urgency. “Beseech” and ‘‘suppli-
 among others, convey both an appeal to the hearer’s sympathy
formance. Some verbs of requesting are
‘Summon’’ (or ‘‘invite” taken narrowly)
“beg” and “solicit’” apply to

Requestives eXpress the spe
thing. Moreover, they express

cate,
and a special manner of pe
rather specialized in scope. ‘
refer to requests for the hearer’s presence;

requests for contributions or favors.
Questions are special cases of requests, special in that what is re-

quested is that the hearer provide the speaker with certain information
There are differences between questions, but not all of them are im-
portant for an illocutionary taxonomy. There are exam questions and
rhetorical questions. “Interrogate’” suggests duress in a way that ‘‘ask”
does not. Finally, ‘‘quiz” and “query’” do not quite fit our analysis, if
that they cannot be used to report the content of a question but only it
topic (S quizzed H about topology).
Requirements, such as ordering or dictating, should not be confuse:
with requests, even strong ones. There is an important difference. &
requesting, the speaker expresses his intention that the hearer take hi
(8’s) expressed desire as a reason to act; in requirements S’s eXpressés
s that H take S’s utterance as a reason to act, indeed @
sufficient reason to act. As a matter of fact, requirements do not neces
sarily involve the speaker’s expressing any desire at all that the heare
act in a certain way. It might be quite clear that S couldn’t care lesS
Instead, what S expresses is his belief that his utterance constitute
sufficient reason for H to perform the action. In expressing this bell
and the corresponding intention, S is presuming that he has the auth@

intention i
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ity over H (physical :
i ) , psychological, or instituti .
weight to his very utterances gice’, or Institutional) that gives such
Prohibitiv s
i f;;til;;hhas forbidding or proscribing, are essentially re
earer not do a certain thi ; -
from smoking i o b ain thing. To prohibit
separit Il;gc Is to require him not to smoke. We list prosh(;::te' -
el e aﬁse they take a distinct grammatical form and b e
t number of such verbs. We will let the ent i
speak for itself. ry for prohibitives
Permissives, like requi
; ) equirements and prohibiti
er’s authority. , . ibitives, presume th -
o utteranTchey express S's belief, and his intention that & T):ﬁ:ak
cortalnin T; Corl;stltutes sufficient reason for H to feel free to dve’
- The obvious reasons for issui i oa
to grant a - ssuing a permissive i
tioﬁ again;te ?ll:em fo.r permission or to remove some antecedej::e elth.er
-y e act}on In question. It would seem, therefore t;‘lestnc-
a restricg sumes either that such a request has been made or th il
o (tm exists. It' 1S not necessary but it is common, at | " e I
o deslilr:mal permissives, that the speaker express thE’lt hee;iacft e
But ,as with’ror ef(pect the hearer not to perform the action in ueei'not
his !:ltterance ‘:l‘llmr_e“.lem& 1t is not the speaker’s expressed att(iltudS lgn.
- at Is .mtended to figure in the hearer’s reason. So o
miss™ (‘Permilzet:)ml::ng’)are highly specialized, such as “bless "n‘]‘fﬁ(s)f
ve’), “excuse” (* i ’ i
and * . 4 permit not to mak S
i ;:ll.ea;e. (‘permit not to fulfill an obligation’) Frestinen
ady 1 :
do a certain ::(:ircl)es’bwmt tie speaker expresses is not the desire that H
H's interest. § n but the belief that doing it is a good idea, that it is i
0 reason.to epr3esses also the intention that H take this l’aelief ot! ?S‘m
that H take § toa;t'l- The corresponding perlocutionary intentions ar:
L rc; ieve that S.actually has the attitudes he is express
mssibge, 4 co;:r orm the action he is being advised to perform (It is-
Strength,of ex rese, ctlhat S really does not care.) Advisories v:;.ry in
Furthermore fomsse db.ehe.f. Compare suggesting with admonishin
Mmended acti(;n is aeg:: ;l? nes[ imply a special reason that the recorﬁ'
od idea. In warning, f )
prese : ng, for example, §
nce of some likely source of danger or troublz for Isresumes the

3.3. COMMISSIVES

ThlS iS
t . .
Wiy ha:?) ::e cate.gory of.lllocutlonary acts for which Austin’s original
Oneself or of; rr;;i(i)!sn.ed ;lmv;,lrsally. Commissives are acts of obligiing
ing to obligate oneself to do somethi
thing specified in
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the propositional content, which may also specify conditions under
which the deed is to be done or does not have to be done. In committing
oneself to do A, one expresses the intention to do A and the belief that
one’s utterance commits one to doing it, at least under the conditions
specified or mutually believed to be relevant. These conditions may
include H’s accepting one’s proposal or commitment to do A or at least
his not rejecting it (ordinarily, the absence of explicit rejection may be
taken as—is mutually believed to count as—acceptance). In addition
to expressing such intention and belief, the speaker expresses the in-
tention that H take him to have this intention and belief. The corre-

sponding perlocutionary intention is that H b
and belief and that H himself believe that S is obligated to do A, at least

if the required conditions are met. .
We distinguish two main types of commissives, promises and offers.
Promises are acts of obligating oneself; offers are proposals to obligate

oneself. Under promising, we provide a sampling of special cases, in-
cluding contracting and betting, three commissive/constative hybrids
(swearing, guaranteeing, and surrendering), and one commissive/direc-
tive hybrid, inviting. The definitions are self-explanatory. As for offers,
besides the general case we give but two special cases, volunteering

and bidding.*

Promises: (promise, swear, VOW)

In uttering e, S promises H to A if § expresses:

i. the belief that his utterance obligates him to A,

ii. the intention to A, and

iii. the intention that H believe that §’s utterance obligates S to A and
that S intends to A.

contract: S and H make mutually conditional promises; fulfillment 0:
each is conditional on the fulfillment of the other. )
bet: S promises to do something (for instance, pay a certain amount) if
certain event occurs, on condition that H promises to do a certain thi
if a certain other event occurs.

swear that: S asserts (constative) that P and promises that he is te i

the truth.
guarantee that: S affirms (constative) the quality of something, x, an
promises to make repairs or restitution if x is relevantly defective.

guarantee x: S promises to make repairs or restitution if x is defective

some relevant respect.

elieve S has this intention
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surrender: S admits (constati
ve : .
fighting. ) defeat and promises not to continue

l C (

Offers: (offer, propose)
In Ettermg e, § offers A to H if S expresses:
i. the belief that S’s utteran i 0.
i. th ce obligates him iti
indicates he wants § to A, ¢ 194 on condiion that
::, tt};lee 1f1tfnti(-)n tohA on condition that H indicates he wants S to A, and
! Intention that A believe that S’s utte i ,
' \ rance obligates S to A a
that § intends to A, on condition that A indicates he wants S to A nd

volunteer: S offers his services.

3.4. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

A
m(c)l:lr;?lv&;llzcsiim:r‘l‘t;, l::1stve call them, are the central cases of Austin’s
of “"behabitives.”” They express ily i
' . - , perfunctorily if not -
! en
e)1(nely, .certam feelmgs. toward the hearer. These feelings and tieir
1 pression are appropriate to particular sorts of occasions. For exam-
i;; ; ; f;eetmg expresses pleasure at meeting or seeing someone, thank
presses gratitude for having receiv i ’ ,
ed something, apologizi
N : , apologizin
expiesses regret for having harmed or bothered the hearer, condolin:
dOf)ne)sses sympathy for. H’s having suffered some misfortune (not §’s
receigv édand co;lgratulatlng expresses gladness for H’s having done or
something noteworthy. Commonl i
: . y, but not necessaril
: note . , such
t l?eoc.fz?swn, when it arises, is mutually recognized by S and ;1 and
n it is not only appropriate but expected by H that § will issu, th
relevant acknowledgment. e
B
[heye(;z::seftackpowlgdgments are expected on particular occasions
oiten 1ssued not so much to express i i ’
. : a genuine feelin
satisfy the social expectati i i o
: on that such a feeling b
- th ( ing be expressed. In our
of acknowledgments the disjunctive definitions reflect this fact

Apologize:
I . .
in uttering e, § apologizes to H for D if S expresses:
!- regret for having done D to H, and
ll_ . . . §
the intention that H believe that S regrets having done D to H, or
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i. the intention that his utterance satisfy the social expectation that one
express regret for having done something regrettable like D, and
ii. the intention that H take §’s utterance as satisfying this expectation.

Condole: (commiserate, condole)

In uttering e, S condoles H for (misfortune) D if S expresses:

i. sympathy with H’s having (or suffering) D, and

ii. the intention that H believe that S sympathizes with H’s having D,
or ‘

i. the intention that his utterance satisfy the social expectation that one

express sympathy for misfortunes like D, and
ii. the intention that H take S’s utterance as satisfying this expectation.

Congratulate: (compliment, congratulate, felicitate)

In uttering e, S congratulates H for D if S expresses:

i. gladness for H's having D(-ed), and

ii. the intention that H believe that § is glad that H has D(-ed), or

i. the intention that his utterance satisfy the social expectation that one
express gladness for good fortunes like D(-ing), and

ii. the intention that H take S’s utterance as satisfying this expectation.

Greet:
In uttering e, S greets H if § expresses:

i. pleasure at seeing (or meeting) H, and
ii. the intention that H believe that S is pleased to see (or meet) H, or

i. the intention that his utterance satisfy the social expectation that on

express pleasure at seeing (Or meeting) someone, and
ii. the intention that H take S’s utterance as satisfying this expectation.

Thank:
In uttering e, S thanks H for D if S expresses:

i. gratitude to H for D, and

ii. the intention that H believe that S is grateful to H for D, or

i. the intention that his utterance satisfy the social expectation that ont
express gratitude at being benefited, and

ii. the intention that H take S’s utterance as satisfying this expectatio
“No thanks”: S thanks H for offering D and rejects the offer.

Bid: (bid, wish)
In uttering e, S bids H good (happy) D if S expresses:
i. the hope that H's D will be good (happy), and
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ii. the intention that H beli
elieve th ‘ i
P A at S hopes that H’s D will be good
y . . . .
exthrz ;ntentlgn that his utterance satisfy the social expectation that one
press good hopes when the question of another’s i
5 prospects arises,

ii. the i i 2
e intention that H take S’s utterance as satisfying this expectation

;&ccept.—acknowledge an acknowledgment:
In uttem?g e, § accepts H’s acknowledgment if § expresses:
i. a;l)lprematlon for H’s acknowledgment, and '
ii. the intention that H believe t reth ’
p hat § appreciates H’s acknowledgment,
i. the intention that his utt i
] erance satisfy the social expectati
?xp;ess appreciation of an acknowledgment, and prES R s
ii. the intention that H take S’ ;
i : S utterance as satisfying thi i
You’re welcome™: S accepts H’s thanks. RIS

Reject: (refuse, reject, spurn)
‘Inl uttering e, § fej.ects H’s acknowledgment if S expresses:
. a:k of appreciation of H’s acknowledgment .
ii. the intention that H believ i ,
e that § fails to appreci :
?dgment, and (perhaps also) ppreciate fis acknowl
iii. the intention that his ut i
terance violate the social i

at | expec
one lc;:xpress appreciation of an acknowledgment, and S
1v. the i i : ’

e intention that H take S’s utterance as violating this expectation

Whe i i
v O:lleo;l:s Zpolo)glzes to someone, either one expresses regret (for
one) or one expresses the intenti
: . on that one’s
o . utterance
- Sssfl);1 gth:e soctl)al ;xg;ctatlon to express regret (without actually ex
gret). Perfunctory acknowled i -
o _ ts thus re i
plicit cooperation of the h i APt
earer—they are issued, quit i
concerned, routinely or as i Syt o o
_ s a formality, as i
accidentally bumping someone ’ i L
Despi :
genumzlt: ti‘{e fac't that perf}xnctory acknowledgments do not express
- eIe 1(;1gs, In our society they are generally regarded as acts of
Bing ¢ rgf‘;ialn eedilwhe;: the acknowledgment is occasioned by some
or when the occasion w i i
o, arrants nothing more than a per-
i ;:i?, acknowledgment, for the hearer to question the speakir’s
o Oz tzould be an act of gross discourtesy and social disruptive-
A e other hand, there are occasions, owing to the seriousness
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of the matter or to the relation between the speaker and the hearer,
when it is expected that genuine feelings be expressed. We won’t pur-
sue the sociology of acknowledgments.
In issuing an acknowledgment, the speaker presumes the existence
of the occasion to which the acknowledgment is appropriate. For
example, in thanking H for something, S presumes that he has received
something from H, and in apologizing to H, S presumes that he has
done something regrettable to H. His illocutionary act of acknowl-
edging could not succeed—the hearer could not recognize his R-
intention—unless this presumption were correct, or at least mutually
believed. The existence of the relevant occasion is presumed, not as-
serted, by the speaker, and it is often unnecessary for him to mention
the occasion explicitly: if someone gives you a cigarette, it is enough to
say “Thank you.” But if someone sends you a box of cigars, it is
necessary to say, when you next see the donor, ‘“Thanks for the fine
cigars,” or something to that effect. Condolences and congratula-
tions generally require such a specification, because they are usually
occasioned by some event removed from the current encounter of §
and H.
In acknowledgments, the only hearer-directed intention expressed
over and above the expressed feeling is that H believe that S has the
expressed feeling. Hence the only perlocutionary intention associated
with acknowledgments is that the hearer take the speaker to have the:
expressed feeling or, in perfunctory cases, to regard the utterance as
satisfying the relevant social expectation. However, an acknowledg-
ment may invite an acknowledgment in response, which might be con:
strued as a perlocutionary effect if intended (it need not be, of course)
Greetings and farewells are exchanged, th
welcome™), congratulations and condolences
“Thank you’ or the like, and apologi
OK”) or rejected (**Saying you’re sorry isn’t enough”).

Similar to congratulations and condolences are biddings or (express:
ing) wishes, which may be negative, as in the case of curses. Strictly
speaking, these may be only constatives (namely, to the effect that on¢
has a certain wish), but in some cases biddings are called for and mus
then be classed as acknowledgments.

Pardoning, excusing, and forgiving may seem to be acknowleds

asking to be pardoned, excused, or forgiven is clearly a I
e related to acknowledgments; ¢

thing for which he apologized (

ments (
quest). However, though they may b
when one forgives someone for some
even excuses him from having t

o apologize), they seem to us toO !

anks are accepted (““You're
are accepted with a
es may be accepted (*“That's
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g:rr‘r:fﬁ:ilr\::s;.ogz arel a:i:ts of releasing a person from any obligation (or
owledge his putative obligation) i i
something to the speaker. Thu it hi .
. s, they permit him not t
speaker for what he has done, o i S oo
: , or, where that is not at issue, t i
him not to feel responsible for what he has done (hey permit

3.5. FELICITY CONDITIONS

On - :
- cee ;agsnzr;us 1s'suT1 .cosvcems the notion of felicity conditions intro
stin in his William James Lecture i
stin s (1962). Many phil
ophers and linguists have ado in’ o it e
pted Austin’s term, but their i
' pted A ; use of it has
lslzrsn;tlme: l?leen rather less discriminating than his. The main problem
een failure to observe the distincti
on between conditions nec
. e .
szl;yd'(a}nd sufficient) for the successful performance of an act, and thse
fe]iciitolzgi-, :;cessary (anfd sufficient) for a completely nondef;ctive or
ormance of the act. In most discussi ici
: 1a / ssions of felicit di-
tions, those conditions necess i e
. ary for the existence of an i
act are some unspecified subset iti D
of the conditions n
nondefective performance i et i
of the act. For instance, S i
. 1e act. , Searle (1969) gives
gzgzsz?y anrfd sufficient conditions for the (literal and direct; gnon
e performance of various speech a ,
cts, yet the absen f
some of these conditions : s
precludes the performance of th
sake of clarity we will call iti Wi
sal conditions that are singl
Jointly sufficient for the o
performance of an act its s iti
we will call those conditions e
that are not success diti
required for nondefectiveness felici iti el dola
jui elicity conditions. Is th
N n : . Is there any role for
Wllcllty conditions to play in a theory of speech acts? If there is, how
ould that role be filled in our theory? ,
fomtia;eonetlook§ at the literature on speech acts, there seem to be
rent motivations for having felicit itions i
theeg, S ity conditions in a speech act
: , in looked to the ways variou
: ' s acts can
! g0 wrong as a
ﬁelii totwhat it take§ for the act to go right (1962, Lecture II). Althgough
. c;ls ructed a fairly elaborate taxonomy of “‘infelicities,” his re-
e eh_ referer.lce to "‘conventiona.l procedures’ makes it pr;tty clear
e is doctm.ne. of infelicities is appropriate mainly for the ‘‘highly
= c:a)ped exphclt perfox:matives” associated with conventional, ritual
hag rem(?mal acts, VthCh we discuss in chapter 6. Austin’s d,octrine:
N S0 obvious e.xtenswn to communicative illocutionary acts
(1%: e;:gg;l motive for having felicity conditions comes from Searle
"eces,s ), vs{h-o apparently includes felicity conditions among his
ary conditions because he is inclined to think that ‘‘we shall not
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be able to get a set of knock-down necessary and sufficient conditions
that will exactly mirror the ordinary use of the word ‘promise’. I am
confining my discussion, therefore, to the center of the concept of
promising and ignoring the fringe, borderline, and partially defective
cases” (1965, 47). Still, it is not clear why adopting this strategy of first
analyzing paradigm cases (then seeing the rest as deviations from the
paradigm) should have the consequence that felicity conditions cannot
be distinguished from success conditions. One could just pick central
cases to give success conditions for. Of course this would involve some
modifications of Searle’s format for analyzing speech acts. Essential
conditions and propositional content conditions always seem to be suc-
cess conditions, and sincerity conditions always seem to be felicity
conditions. Preparatory conditions (or parts thereof) go different ways
for different acts. Thus, a preparatory condition for asserting (that it is

not obvious to both S and H that H knows that p) is clearly a felicity

condition, whereas part of the preparatory conditions on promising
(that S believes H would prefer $’s doing A to S’s not doing A) is

arguably necessary as a success condition to differentiate promising

from threatening.

A third motive for felicity conditions has come to the fore recently in

the discussion of indirect speech acts. There seem to be some generali-

zations over indirect speech acts that are best stated in terms of both
success and felicity conditions of speech acts. We will return to this |

matter in chapters 4, 9, and 10.
Finally, some authors have claimed (or suggested) that felicity

conditions might be related to various grammatical phenomena. For
instance, Heringer proposes that a variety of grammatical facts con-

cerning ‘‘qualifying if-clauses,” as he calls them, “can be explicated

only by reference to the illocutionary acts performed by the utterances
which contain them . . . the syntactic form of the if-clause is directly
related to the intrinsic condition which it calls into question” (1972, 1)-
As it turns out, though, only some of the conditions are used in this
way; in particular, they must be “‘conditions on the beliefs of
speaker performing the illocutionary act” (1972, 43). Any theory takin;
these beliefs into account can handle these facts if Heringer’s can, and
the discussion of qualifying if-clauses does not motivate a general the:
ory of felicity conditions, at least not of the sort envisaged by Austi 2
The ways an act may be defective, in an unqualified use of ““defective,
may be limited only by one’s imagination. Thus it is reasonable thal
only certain kinds of defect be singled out. But then some reason mu
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l;z I;Z;V:S:i i(z,re v&;hy t:ose particula.r kinds are theoretically significant.

e e ound no cox.npellmg reason for a general theory of
y conditions and (assuming indirect speech acts will i

such a reason) propose no such theory here. ot provide

3.6. INFELICITY AND OBVIOUS INSINCERITY

Ourt istingui
- ea)::tr;:)un(;y dtl;tmgu::es types of communicative illocutionary acts
es the speaker expresses in performi
- . rming them: the speak
f;:l;istses .a certain attitude toward the propositional content as \IaJvelJ ::
piks :::'ttlog th"; tll':e hearer have or form a corresponding proposi
1tude. We have defined expressi i -
ng an attitude as R-i i
the hearer to take one’s ut e
. terance as reason to beli
attitude. The speaker’s havi i e b e
. . ving the attitudes expressed i
singerity, but sincerity is not requi B e e
. s quired for communicative su
, erit ccess; n
;s ctl(;e hearc?r s‘beh'evmg Fhe speaker has the attitudes expressed Thu(;r
insmrélenrlumc(aimve 1lllc;cut10nal;y act can succeed even if the speaker i;
e and even if the hearer believ is insi
: ; | es he is insincere. After all, i
E:ap::sstmgt acl:(en:]lm attitudes the speaker is merely R-intending ,tliz
r to take his utterance as reason i i
: to believe him to h
attitudes. So the speaker i P
need not intend this re i
and the hearer need not take i i
. e it to be sufficient. G all it i
intended to be sufficient i el
and is taken to be: it i i
Even sl ; generally it is sufficient.
oes not have the attitudes he i i i
no reason, most of the time, to thi A i
' A ink he does not h
bl : ave them. And even
reasz;e :(s) r;la.sncl)(n }:0 t;unk he does not have them, there is likely to be no
i e does not R-intend one t i i
ey, e to think there is reason to
em. We may not trust him, but h i
Bt re rus| , but he may not realize that.
. e speaker’s insincerity is obvi i
e . y 1s obviously obvious; that
attitudz: ﬁ!e rrinsug(ally be.hewI: that § does not have one or another of the
! pressing. In the case of a stat i
sighilhe A, ement, for example, it
eved that § does not beli i e
L : ot believe what he is stating or
. y disbelieves what § is §tating. I
gt : ing. In the case of a request
y believed that S really d ’
i . y does not want H to perfo
Wantrsquested action or that H won’t perform it no matter Iivhatn.;'l
i Do.e . ltjl:h cases as these raise certain questions for our taxonomy:
he dege tehspv:a;(er really express the attitudes it is mutually believe(i
not have? (2) Is he really performing an illocutionary act of the

Sort (stating, re :
: » requesting) that he would be performing i ;
Obviously insincere? ¢ performing if he weren’t
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S says to H that he (S) has not

To take an example, suppose that
ally believe that S has alcohol

been drinking. However, S and H mutu
on his breath and that an empty Ripple bottle is lying at S’s feet.
Suppose that under these circumstances H cannot attribute to S the
belief that he () has not been drinking or the intention that H believe
that S has not been drinking.® It is obvious to H not only that § is lying
but that S believes H believes S is lying. Assuming that H is right, does
it follow (1) that S cannot be expressing the belief, and the intention
that H believe, that S has not been drinking, and (2) that S cannot be
stating that he has not been drinking? Notwithstanding the facts of the
case, S's utterance is R-intended by S to be taken by H as reason to
think that S believes, and intends H to believe, that he has not been
drinking. Under the circumstances § cannot rationally R-intend his
utterance to be sufficient reason for H to make these attributions, but
that is not what our conception of expressing an attitude requires. By
itself, S’s utterance is, and can be R-intended to be taken to be, a
reason, despite the fact that it can be overridden by mutual contextual
beliefs to the contrary. Even when defeated, a reason is a reason.
Accordingly, S can express a belief and an intention despite mutual
beliefs to the contrary. By definition, th
been drinking.

The case of obviously obvious insincerit
for our conception of expressing an attitude or for our taxonomy of
illocutionary acts in terms of types of attitudes expressed. Indeed, the
example couldn’t have been described in the way it was unless it was a
case of expressing a certain belief and a certain intention and of per-
forming the illocutionary act of stating. Otherwise, how could it be
described as a case of obviously obvious insincerity? After all, there
had to be something for the speaker to be insincere about, namely, the
attitudes he expressed. Equally, there had to be some illocutionary act

that he was performing insincerely.®

In considering the case of obvious insincerity and its implications f
our taxonomy of communicative illocutionary acts, one should keep i
mind that all these acts are performed pursuant to the communicative
presumption (CP) and that their identity is worked out by the he
in accordance with the SAS. That is, the hearer must explain
speaker’s utterance by identifying the intention with which it was i
sued, and this consists in identifying the expressed attitudes. Expres
ing an attitude is R-intending the hearer to take one’s utterance

reason, not necessarily sufficient reason, to think that one has

y does not present problems

en, he can state that he has not
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?r:?et:tcile in q;ljestion; therefore, in identifying the speaker’s illocution
- Sl(;nl,1 the ht_aarer must consider whether the speaker is likelyaz
- isc an attltudt?. Before thinking S to be expressing attitudes that
- rtrlllutually.ll))iheved reason to believe he does not have, H might
e possibility that the CP is inoperati ,
Hle tive, for exampl i
kidding.” In general, an i ot S
‘ . , any reason to think that S d
titude he appears to be e i i D
: xpressing, especially if th i
believed, is a reason to thi is bei 4 Sl
; ink § is being nonliteral o i
that the CP i
effect. However, there are ibiliti . e
' s other possibilities. For i i
admitting something or committi i S A
itting himself, S has good
press attitudes he does not hav ite i Se
e, despite its being obvio
, s N ve, us that h
:2221;1 ; llllave the{n. His 1n§1ncenty 1s transparent, and yet by his utte:
. 1as provided H with a basis for determining precisely what S is
vemghlir:rs:?cere abr(t::ut. The obviousness of S’s insincerity does not pre
rom performing the illocutiona i .
, t of expres i
he doesn’t have. Rather, i - s N
. , it prevents his utterance fi idi
bt Reatanaelie . : ce from providing (and
provide) sufficient reason for H i
those attitudes. Howev i S
- er, this does not mean his i
. : utterance provid
reason, for unless it provided s e
ome reason by being R-int i
wcglll)d .not l?e a case of obvious insincerity. ¢ Cakt
. t(\)/ul))us llzn'sntlce:tzi/ is not the only way in which $’s utterance can
e R-intended to provide sufficien
il : . t reason for the h
ascribe certain attitudes to th s e
. e speaker. Another route i i
perfluity, where it is alread i el N
, y mutually believed what §’ i
or where it is already mut i Se
ually believed that, f i
what § believes or will d R
o what § wants him to d
o o 0 do. Here the reasons
intentiosn ;:Le;agge “t/oulddnortl;nally provide for attributing beliefs or
not need to be provided. But th
g ) . But that does not mean that
provided anyway. Of course, th in i
. . , the hearer, in identifyi
expressed attitudes, would ; el
. : need to figu i
bothering to express them. e el UL
W
mighet l}llz\",e r;ot attempted to enumerate the sorts of reasons a speaker
e for expressing attitudes he obvi
b e obviously does not have. We
. f;lrtllt;dcout only. that he can successfully, however infelicitously
; ommunicative illocutiona i :
Sl ry acts of expressing such at-
. y a speaker should do that i i
em 11 | ' at is the hearer’s problem, a prob-
attitudat can arise only if the speaker is actually expressing c:rtain
es that he could not possibly have.



