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PREFACE

This issue of Acta Linguistica contains a selection of the papers presented at
the conference on Metapragmatic Terms held in Budapest, July 3 through
5,1990, and jointly organized by the Research Institute for Linguistic of the
Hungarian Academy of Sciences and the International Pragmatics Association
(IPrA), Antwerp. Metapragmatics is an empirical-conceptual approach to lin-
guistic action. It is an attempt to come to grips with the varying ways in which
linguistic behavior is conceptualized by those engaged in it, by way of scruti-
nizing empirically observable linguistic reflections of those conceptualizations
(such as linguistic action verbials, i.e. the verbs and verb-like expressions used,
in natural langnage, to talk about the conceptualized behavior in question).
This metapragmatic approach to verbal communication is motivated by the
assumption that the meaning of social practices can only be fully understood
by gaining insight into the worlds of ideas with which the participants associate
them, and in terms of which they interpret them. It ultimate goal, which can
only be achieved after further scrutinizing the complex interactions between
concepts and actual practices, is to shed light on cross-linguistic and cross-
cultural communication problems which may result, in part, from differences
in the mental communicative frames in terms of which interacting members
of different linguistic, cultural or subcultural background, operate.

A useful starting point for the study of differences in the lexicalization and
conceptualization of linguistic interaction, and of their behavioral correlates,
may be the description of metapragmatic terms, i.e. linguistic entities which
reflect directly the conceptualization of linguistic interaction. The present vol-
ume is devoted to this problem.

Fall 1992

Ferenc Kiefer Jef Verschueren






Acta Linguistica Hungarica, Vol. 38 (1-4), pp. 3-18 (1988)

METAPRAGMATICS IN LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT:
EVIDENCE FROM SPEECH AND GESTURE*

JUSTINE CASSEL

I. Introduction

In this paper, language acquisition data will be brought to bear on the ques-
tion of what constitutes a metapragmatic term, and what relationship exists
between metapragmatic terms and metanarrative discourse (a concept that
I'll explain further below). In using the study of development to answer ques-
tions asked by linguists working on adult language I am assuming that data
from acquisition is not just an earlier stage in or detour from studying adult
speakers. One might ask: “Why kids? Aren’t they just the ones who do it
wrong?” But as Ochs—Schieffelin (1979) point out “Nowhere is the importance
of an item more noticeable than in its absence. Child language is valuable to
a study of pragmatics in part because it demonstrates gaps in competence”.
The nature of metapragmatics can here be elucidated by an examination of
its absence.

First, however, a number of primary distinctions need to be drawn. Fol-
lowing Morris (1938) we distinguish between “relations which a given sign
sustains and the signs used in talking about such relations” (1938, 7). The
sign participates in three dyadic relations, broadly speaking, and these are
syntax, semantics, and pragmatics, and each of these relations is subject to
talk at a ‘higher level of semiosis’, that is to metalinguistic discourse. It is the
last relation, pragmatics, defined by Morris as the relationship between a sign
and its “interpreter” (here we may gloss that as ‘user’), and its corresponding
metalanguage that concerns us here.

Current discussions of pragmatics tend to fall into one of two camps: a)
descriptions of pragmatic meanings in terms of propositional-like rules with
structures that should parallel those of syntactic or semantic descriptions—
pragmatics as a part of ‘reference-and-predication’ (Silverstein, 1987); or

* Preparation of this manuscript was supported by a 1989 -90 dissertation research grant
from the National Science Foundation, by a 1989-90 dissertation grant from the Spencer
Foundation, and by a 1990 dissertation grant from NIMH.
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4 JUSTINE CASSEL

b) descriptions privileging the distinctions set forth by Peirce (1932) who took
into account not only the sign and the user, but also the context of use (the
respect or capacity in “something stands to somebody for something in some
respect or capacity”!). Into this latter camp falls, for example, Bates (1976)
who, following Silverstein, defines pragmatics as the study of linguistic in-
dices, which caunot be described without reference to the context of their use
(1976,3). This latter approach, often found under the rubric ‘ethnography
of speaking’, allows an examination of the function of particular pragmatic
forms—not only their socially understood purposive function, but also their
function as indices at a higher level of the context of speaking in which they
are uttered (Silverstein 1987).

It is the latter kind of pragmatics which allows, too, a metapragmatics,
where this might be defined as kinds of implicit contextualization cues, or signs
indexing the use of signs in context by users. Metalinguistic discourse, at least
in the psycholinguistic literature, has often been conceived of in terms of ex-
plicit comments that indicate that the speaker is reflecting on language in some
way. That is, metalinguistic awareness is commonly thought to be evidenced by
self-corrections or repairs, questions about proper usage, comments about the
speech of others, language play, judgements of linguistic structure and func-
tion, comments about languages and about language in general (Clark 1978).
Metapragmatics can be both a subbranch of metalinguistics (note that some of
the mentioned topics are actually metasemantic), and a special privileged do-
main in which to study it. If indexicals of various sorts comprise the object of
study of pragmatics, then pragmatic usage contains metapragmatic usage, in
some sense, since all indexicals, by definition, index their own use in context.?

Seen in this way, metapragmatics can be the study of terms that index the
speaker’s knowledge of and purposive functions for communicative situations,
as well as indexing an entire cultural construction of the kind of interaction
being engaged in (’metapragmatic function vs. metapragmatic discourse’ Sil-
verstein 1985, 1990).

v et Logic as semiotic: the teory of signs [from ms. c. 1897]. In: Buchler, J. (ed.) 1955.
Philosophical Writings of Peirce, 99.

2 put otherwise, every metapragmatics has a pragmatics at a higher functional order.

Acta Linguistica Hungarica 38, 1988




METAPRAGMATICS IN LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT 5

II. Metapragmatics in narrative
(1) Adults

A. Speech

One domain where the use of metapragmatic terms to denote both the com-
mumnicative functions of the speech situation, and the speaker’s construction
of the speech event, is particularly clear is narrative. When narrating a story
adults often make clear where this narration fits into the interactive text—
that is, into the larger speech event currently taking place (Polanyi 1989),3
who the narration is aimed towards (Goodwin 1986), and what the speaker’s
relationship may be to the segment of events just then being narrated. This
last feature can be captured by a set of distinctions grouped under the heading
of narrative, metanarrative, and paranarrative kinds of events.

The narrator of the stories that I study (stories told to a friend about
a cartoon or movie just seen) does not fill the role of narrator throughout
the storytelling process. The ‘narrator’ is at first a viewer, face-to-face with
a television screen on which is displayed a ‘visual text’—the representation
in images of a particular story about Tweetie Bird and Sylvester, (or a mur-
derer loose in London). After serving as the (somewhat) passive recipient of
a narration, the roles are reversed and the recipient then becomes provider of
a narration, telling the story to someone who has never seen the cartoon or
movie. Fach role entails a situational frame, or participation framework which
organizes spatial and temporal configurations of speakers and hearers, and
experienceable durations understandable in terms of events. The sequence of
events that comprises the story proper is only one of a number of sequences of
events that comprise the narrative. The sort of storytelling that concerns us
is composed of five ‘event-lines’, or ‘stretches of time’, that make up the three
narrative levels. The speaker’s reference to each of these event lines, then, is
metapragmatic in that it denotes an aspect of the construction of the current
speech event.

The five event lines that speakers have access to are (1) the event sequence
of the story (the emplotment of characters across situations of [inter]actions);
(2) the organization in the cartoon, or event of the visual text; (3) the duration
or events of the viewing; (4) the representation of events that the future

3 Actually, speakers more often make clear where the narration fits into the denotational
text—that is the record of what is to be talked about: the topic—and less often do they
explicitly fit the narration into the interactional text: into the network of social practices
evoked by the speech event (Silverstein 1990, personal communication)
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6 JUSTINE CASSEL

speaker has formed; and (5) the events of the interpersonal narrative, or event
of the telling.! These are listed in Figure (I).

Paranarrative Metanarrative Narrative

Interpersonal narrative

Representation

Viewing

Visual Text

Story

T S A A R e S s R SR S S s
Figure (I) EVENT LINES IN NARRATIVE

These distinct event lines are important because all of them may equally
well form the topic of the narrative that the listener hears. That is, not only
the events of Sylvester chasing Tweetie Bird and then not catching him can
be conveyed in a narrative, but also the event of watching the cartoon and
then describing it may be described to the interlocutor. A distinction is drawn
here between the happening of the events from their ordering in some narra-
tion. The event sequence of the story (1) comprises the narrative level of the
discourse. The visual text (2), viewing (3), and representation (4) form the
metanarrative level of the discourse: the part of the narrative that is about
narrating. The interpersonal narrative (5) is what we are referring to as the

4 1 owe this conception of the structure of events in narrative to Michael Silverstein
(personal communication).

Acta Linguistica Hungarica 38, 1988



METAPRAGMATICS IN LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT 7

paranarrative level of the discourse: the part of the story where the narra-
tor steps out and changes footing (Goffman 1981), and speaks in his/her own
voice to the listener. An example of each of these narrative levels is provided
in Figure (II)—the example is taken from the beginning of a story told by an
adult on the basis of a cartoon she had just seen.

B. Gesture

Adults make reference to all three levels, and all 5 event lines during a typ-
ical story. Their metanarrative speech functions metapragmatically to index
the structure of the speech being produced. Adults also demonstrate a typical
pattern of gesturing correlated with reference to these different kinds of events
(McNeill-Levy 1982). Iconic gestures, that depict some feature of the action
or event being described, occur most often with narrative speech. Metaphoric
gestures, where the concept being depicted has no physical form, and deictic
gestures accompany metanarrative speech. Paranarrative speech is character-
ized by few gestures other than occasional deictics indicating the listener. The
move between narrative levels is also characterized by a pattern of gesture
use. Specifically, clauses that effect a move from narrative to metanarrative, or
metanarrative to paranarrative, are accompanied by a fourth kind of gesture,
the beat. This association of gestures to narrative level is shown in Figure (IIT).
Beat gestures are small baton like movements that do not change in form
with the content of the accompanying speech. An example is given below:

[Right], [okay this one] [actually wasn’t] a B.B. cartoon
beat beat beat
(open right hand away from body sweeps out three times)

In this example the beats are indexing the co-construction of a shared
narrative event: they are signs of the interactional text in progress. The semi-
~ otic value of a beat lies in the fact that it indexes the word or phrase it
accompanies as being significant not purely for its semantic content but also
for its discourse—pragmatic content. The beat is particularly sensitive to the
momentary indexing of the larger discourse structure or narrative situation as
a whole. Thus gesture can serve a metapragmatic function in conjunction with
particular functions of the speech that accompanies it, and it can also serve
the function of revealing metapragmatic work in progress. In Figure (IV) is
the story beginning given earlier, but with the gestures noted as well. Figure
(IV) also gives the beginning of a story narration in French, to 1llustrate that
the phenomenon is not limited to English speakers.

Acta Linguistica Hungarica 38, 1988



8 JUSTINE CASSEL

1. um have you seen any of the uh Bugs

Bunny cartoons? [PARA]
{yeah like}

2. right, ok this one actually wasn’t a

Bugs Bunny cartoon [META]
3. it was one of the- the series [META]
{oh, ok}

4. and it had Tweetie Bird and Sylvester [META]
{alright (laugh)}

5. 50 so so you know [PARA]

{the cat right?}

6. right uh huh

{ok}

7. and uh the first scene you see is uh [META]
8. this this window with birdwatcher’s society underneath it

9. and there’s Sylvester peeking around
the window [NARR]

__ RS
Figure () NARRATIVE LEVELS

(2) Children

The issue that concerns us here is the development of metanarrative speech.
It has been noted that, in a number of respects, young children’s storytelling
often resembles a series of barely connected sentences. Children do not, until
as late as age 10, introduce reference and maintain reference to discourse enti-

Acta Linguistica Hungarica 38, 1988



METAPRAGMATICS IN LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT 9

Speech Gesture

Narrative Iconic
Metanarrative Metaphoric / Deictic
Paranarrative ~ (few gestures)

Metapragmatic Beat

Figure (III) TYPES OF GESTURES

ties in the denotational text (in the story proper) an adult-like, cohesive way
(Karmiloff-Smith 1985; Hickmann 1980). They use pronouns exophorically, as
if the listener shares a common knowledge of the protagonists of the story.
Likewise, there is evidence that in some contexts children do not use the
metapragmatic markers of reported speech in an adult-like way until age ten
or eleven (Hickmann 1985). Until that age they may not represent dialogue as
speech; that is, they do not set it off by way of quotation frames or equivalents,
consisting of verbs of saying. Finally, in thematic terms, young children may
juxtapose a series of utterances that do describe the events of a story, but lack
the organizational property of a single narrative unit (Karmiloff-Smith 1983)
(that is, they narrate solely at the story or narrative level). Many of these pro-
cesses show a U-shaped behavioral pattern. That is, young children produce
linguistic output which is closer to the adult model than is their output later
in development. Karmiloff-Smith (1985) argues that this temporary behavioral
regression is indicative of progression at the underlying representational level,
where children are re-evaluating the nature of the procedure being acquired,
and constraining local production for reasons of more global concerns.

It will be argued here that the development of metanarrative skills too
shows a U-shaped behavioral pattern which also indicates radical underlying
restructuring of the representation of the act of narration, and commenting
on narration.

In Figure (V) you see an excerpt from a child’s narration, with gestures.
The remainder of this paper will focus on the causes of the obvious differences
between this transcript and the previous ones.

Acta Linguistica Hungarica 38, 1988



10 JUSTINE CASSEL

A. ENGLISH

beat beat beat

3. [it was one of the- the series]
metaphoric

{oh, ok}

4. and it had [Tweetie Bird and Sylvester]
beat

7. and uh [the first scene you see is uh]
metaphoric

8. [this this window] {with birdwatcher’s society underneath it]
iconic iconic

2. [right], [ok this one] [actually wasn’t] a Bugs Bunny cartoon

[META]

[META]

[META]

[META]

B. FRENCH

1. Okay, [alors] il s’agit de [plusieurs] [episodes] d'une méme
beats

bande [dessinée] avec les [mémes] [personnages].
beats

2. Tu as le [chat] le chat
beats

3. ce qu'on appelle le chat noir et blanc,

et le petit oiseau jaune canary [trés] [trés] [mignon]
beats

4. et ils se font la guerre depuis depuis trés trés longtemps
beats

S. on les connait bien

[META]

[META]

[META]

[META]

Figure (IV) GESTURE & NARRATIVE LEVEL
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You know what? [PARA?]

The cat {tried to go up] [NARR]
iconic

[he climbed up] [the tube] [NARR]
iconic + descriptor

'n he went [NARR]
iconic

[’n then um] [got the bird] [NARR]
beat + iconic |

['n then] [Granny came] [NARR]
beat + prep for next gesture

[smacked him down] [NARR]
iconic

Figure (V) CHILD GESTURE & NARRATIVE LEVEL (AGE 5 YEARS)

A. Speech

Our initial question, then, was whether children differ from adults in any
obvious way in their production of metanarrative speech. Do they talk as
much about the act of narrating or the structure of the narrative? Does the
metapragmatic function of narrative speech have any place in their stories?

The data reported here come from an examination of the stories told by
two adults, and two children at each of three age groups. In order to have some
consistency in the stories a ‘natural-enough’ narrative paradigm was used.
Children and adults watched a Sylvester and Tweetie Bird cartoon and were
asked to tell the story to a same-age listener who had not seen the cartoon.
For children, the cartoon was split into three episodes so as not to overtax
their memory. The resulting stories were transcribed and divided into clauses
using the presence of a finite verb as a guide.

The first measure to be reported is a comparison in production of meta-
narrative statements over development. The measure of production was the

Acta Linguistica Hungarica 38, 1988



12 JUSTINE CASSEL

percentage of the total number of clauses produced in a story that were meta-
narrative in nature. The results are listed in Figure (VI).

Percentage of Total Clauses
40
L]
30 =
20 ¢
[ ]
10
0 1 i i |
5 8 11 25
Age n=3

Figure (VI) METANARRATIVE CLAUSES

The trend is for a steady increase with age in the number of metanarra-
tive clauses produced. At age 5 19% of a story is comprised of metanarrative
clauses. This increases to close to 30% for adults.

B. Gesture

These results show that for the younger children there is little metanarrative
speech produced. Why is this? It is hard to do further analyses on data that
are not there. In this case, however, we may use gesture as a clue to the
function of accompanying speech. Is the absence of metanarrative statements
indicative of an inability to structure narrative at any global level? Are children
simply stringing sentences together? In adults there is a clear link between
the function of a clause and the kind of gesture that it cooccurs with. We can
therefore ask about the pattern of gesture use in children, and use this pattern
as a clue to the function of their non- metanarrative speech.

Acta Linguistica Hungarica 38, 1988



METAPRAGMATICS IN LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT 13

Given that so few metanarrative clauses are produced, one would expect
little or no production of beats, those gestures that in adult narrative accom-
pany metanarrative commentary.

The second question addressed, then, was do young children produce
metanarrative gestures—that is, beats? The measure of production was the
percentage of total clauses in the story that contained one or more beat ges-
tures.

Percentage of Total Clauses
40
30
20
10
0
5 8 11 25
Age n=3

Figure (VII) BEAT GESTURES

Figure (VII) shows the percentage of total clauses accompanied by beats
for each of the four age groups.

The production of beats shows a U-shaped curve of development. That
is, 25% to 32% clauses of the total clauses produced by 5-year-olds and adults
are accompanied by beats. Only 11% of the total clauses produced by 8-year
olds and 11-year olds are accompanied by beats. It is striking that 5-year
olds produce so many beats since Figure (VI) demonstrates that they do not
produce the metanarrative speech that usually accompanies beat gestures.

The U-shaped pattern of production of beats leads us to question the
function that beats serve at each level. It is unlikely that the function of
beats undergo a radical shift from childhood to adulthood. This sort of radical

Acta Linguistica Hungarica 38, 1988



14 JUSTINE CASSEL

discontinuity between child and adult language is rarely found. More likely is
that the function is similar or identical, pointing us to look at whether indeed
something that might be metanarrative in nature is produced in the verbal
channel. We thus examine the co-occurence of beats with metanarrative, and
beats with other kinds of linguistic devices.

The third question asked, then, concerned the kind of speech accompany-
ing the beat gestures produced by five year old children. We might hypothesize,
on the basis of the development of other narrative subsystems, that children
would acquire local marking of discourse before global. A local strategy to
mark the structure of narrative might consist of temporal conjunctions to link
clauses, as opposed to metanarrative speech linking talk about events. That
is, perhaps children do not distinguish between event levels in the way that
adults do. If this is the case, they may use local conjunctions to join levels of
events. This then served as the third measure:

Percentage of Beats

80

I Time Words Metanarrative

Figure (VIII) WHERE BEATS OCCUR

Acta Linguistica Hungarica 38, 1988



METAPRAGMATICS IN LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT 15

Figure (VIII) shows the percentage of beats that accompany metanar-
rative statements versus the percentage of beats that accompany temporal
adverbial phrases and conjunctions for each of the four age groups.

At age 5 the majority of beats are produced in conjunction with time
words. This phenomenon tapers off and is replaced by the adult strategy of
producing beats in conjunction with metanarrative statements. The temporal
conjunctions “then” and “and then” accounted for the majority of tempo-
ral phrases in the narrations produced by 5-year old children. Older children
produced a wider variety of temporal terms.

I pointed out earlier that the beat is particularly sensitive to the mo-
mentary indexing of the larger discourse structure or narrative situation as a
whole, and can therefore serve to reveal the metapragmatic function of the
speech that accompanies it. If we consider the function of beats to remain
constant over development, insofar as they index a reference to the discourse
structure of the story, then we have evidence that temporal conjunctions have
metanarrative function for children.

Why should we assume that beats remain constant in function over devel-
opment? One might ask whether beats simply mark temporality in young chil-
dren and metanarrativity in adults? Evidence against this hypothesis comes
from the other kinds of speech with which beats cooccur. We said earlier that
beats accompany different kinds of metapragmatic devices. In adults beats
occur with metanarrative phrases, but also with word searches, verba dicendi
and repairs. While beats produced by young children clearly do not accom-
pany metanarrative phrases, it turns out that they do accompany repairs, and
that this function remains constant over development. At age 5 one quarter of
the total number of beats produced accompany repair clauses, and for adults
this figure is not significantly different (27% of the total number of beats ac-
company repairs). Thus, the more general function of beat gestures, that is to
signal some sort of metapragmatic device, does remain constant over develop-
ment. This fact supports the use of beat gestures as a clue to how speech is
functioning metanarratively.

We are claiming, then, that while adults speak of the act of narrating
by making overt reference to the structure of the story being told, or to the
structure of the narrating event, children speak of narrating in a less overt way.
For adults temporal conjunctions are used to conjoin descriptions of events
(“He went up the pipe and then Tweetie dropped a bowling ball down”). For
children the act of conjoining events is not self-evident. They are not able
to represent the events of level one in level five. They conjoin descriptions

Acta Linguistica Hungarica 38, 1988



16 JUSTINE CASSEL

of events with temporal conjunctions and then index this performance as a
example of reference to the structure of the story by their use of beats.

A number of conclusions can be drawn from these results. First of all,
5-year-old children do appear to produce metanarrative speech, although of a
different form than that produced by adults.

Secondly, although metanarrative speech does appear at age five, it is
at a lower level of narrative structure than adult metanarrative speech. That
is, rather than commenting on the structure of the story as a whole, or the
narrating event as a whole (“This is a Bugs Bunny cartoon” or “It has three
parts”) children simply comment on the relationships of sequenciality that ex-
ist between events (“As if they were saying” and “First one thing happens,
and then another does”). This earlier kind of metanarrative speech must un-
dergo a rather important transformation before it looks adult-like, where the
transformation concerns the size of the unit that is appropriate to comment on
at a metanarrative level. Thus we are led to argue, with Karmiloff-Smith, that
the temporary behavioral regression in the production of beats, is indicative
of progression at the underlying representational level, where children are re-
evaluating the nature of the procedure being acquired, and constraining local
production for reasons of more global concerns. That is, as children begin to
represent the story as a whole more important than the sum of its parts, they
must re-evaluate where beats are to occur; it is during this process, I argue,
that beat production diminishes.

Finally, to return to the issue of metapragmatics. We said that metaprag-
matics (in the sense of the discipline of metapragmatics) was the study of
terms that index the speaker’s knowledge of and purposive functions for com-
municative situations, as well as indexing an entire cultural construction of the
kind of interaction being engaged in. For adults metanarrative and paranar-
rative statements have the metapragmatic function of indexing that language
has a storytelling function, and indexing how that function is conceived. For
children, we can now say, the semantic domain of temporal adverbial phrases
(and especially temporal conjunctions) has this function. Thus, for children,
temporal adverbials and conjunctions are metapragmatic markers.

This paper, then, has the dual function of determining, first, whether and
how children speak of the culturally constructed act of narrating, but also of
enlarging our vision of what might be metanarrative, and giving us a new view
of the function of temporal adverbials and conjunctions in narrative speech.

Acta Linguistica Hungarica 38, 1988
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TYPES OF ENGLISH DISCOURSE MARKERS

BRUCE FRASER

Introduction

Levinson (1983) was one of the first to suggest in print that discourse markers
might be considered as a group worth study:

“...there are many words and phrases in English, and no doubt most
languages, that indicate the relationship between an utterance and the prior
discourse. Examples are utterance-initial usages of but, therefore, in conclu-
sion, to the contrary, still, however, anyway, well, besides, actually, all in all,
so, after all, and so on. It is generally conceded that such words have at least
a component of meaning that resists truth-conditional treatment. .. what they
seem to do is indicate, often in very complex ways, just how the utterance
that contains them is a response to, or a continuation of, some portion of the
prior discourse” (87-8).

He did not pursue discourse markers beyond these brief comments. Since then,
several researchers have considered discourse markers in more detail. The first
of these research efforts is reported in Schourup (1985), who uses the term
“discourse particles” in focusing primarily on like, well, and y’know as they
function in various sorts of written text and conversational data. He concludes
that each particle signals previously undisclosed thinking on the part of the
speaker and indicates that this thinking is now occurring or has just now
occurred but that the particle does not completely specify its content.?

The second, and the most detailed effort, is reported in Schiffrin (1987).
Based upon her analysis of .and, because, but, I mean, now, oh, or, so, then,

1 An earlier version of this paper was given at the Symposium on Metapragmatic Terms,
Budapest, Hungary, July 1990.

2 1 will use the term signal in speaking of pragmatic markers (in contrast to mean
in speaking of content material) to mean that the very presence of the form (lexical or
sturctural) commits the speaker to a specific communicative intention. Just as the presence
of a lighted green traffic signal signals authorization for the motorist to proceed, and the
presence of the bailiff signals the immediate arrival of the judge, so the presence of please
before an imperative form signals the speaker commitment to making a request.

Akadémiar Kiadd, Budapest



20 BRUCE FRASER

well, and y’know as they occur in unstructured interview conversations, she
proposes that these markers typically serve three functions: i) they work as
contextual coordinates for utterances by locating them on one or more planes
of discourse; ii) they index adjacent utterances to the speaker, the hearer, or
both; iii) they index the utterance to prior and/or subsequent discourse. She
sees discourse markers as serving an integrative function in discourse, thus
contributing to discourse coherence: they serve as a kind of discourse glue.

The third is that found in Blakemore (1987), who discusses and, after
all, you see, but, moreover, furthermore and so under the label of “discourse
connectives.” Working from the relevance framework proposed by Sperber—
Wilson (1986), she proposes that these expressions are used to indicate how
the relevance of one discourse segment is dependent on another: they are ex-
pressions which “impose constraints on relevance in virtue of the inferential
connections they express” (141).

The fourth effort is that found in Fraser (1990), where I present an analysis
of discourse markers as members of a pragmatic category. In this analysis,
each marker has certain privileges of occurrence, similar to the elements in a
syntactic category and each has a core meaning, signaling generally how the
speaker intends the utterance of which it is a part is to relate to the prior
discourse. The relationships signalled by discourse markers include a speaker
commitment to topic change (incidently), parallelism (similarly), reorienting
(anyway), dissonance (well), and consequence (so0).

The purpose of the present paper is to examine the class of English dis-
course markers, looking specifically at what subclasses are motivated by the
nature of the discourse relationship they signal. In the first section, I charac-
terize the class of discourse markers, both indicating what they are, and how
they are to be distinguished from close contenders for membership. In the sec-
ond section, I propose a three-way class distinction and, within each of these,
several sub-classes. In the final section, I suggest some areas in which further
research might prove fruitful.

Characterizing discourse markers

Following Fraser (1987, 1990, 1991a) I assume that sentence meaning is ana-
lyzable into two distinct types of encoded information: content meaning and
pragmatic meaning.

Content meaning captures that state of affairs about which the speaker is
talking. Sometimes referred to as the “propositional content” of the sentence,
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it is conveyed by lexical meaning in conjunction with the syntactic structures
present, and serves as the basis for the message content when the sentence is
used in direct, literal communication.

In contrast, pragmatic meaning provides signals of what messages the
speaker intends to directly convey by way of the uttering of this particular
linguistic expression. Pragmatic meaning is conveyed through structural prag-
matic markers (e.g., the declarative structure, which signals speaker belief in
the sentence content); lexical pragmatic markers (e.g., please, which signals
a request that the hearer bring about the action described in the sentence
content); and phonological pragmatic markers (e.g., the so-called “sarcastic
intonation”).3

Pragmatic markers fall into three major types: basic, which signal the
speaker’s basic communicative intention—the force of the sentence when used
in direct literal communication; commentary, which signal an entire separate
message consisting of a speaker comment on the basic message; and parallel,
which signal a inessage separate from but concomitant with the basic mes-
sage. In a sentence such as “Frankly, Sir, we are lost,” the content consists of
“we are lost,” and there are several pragmatic markers: a basic marker, the
declarative syntactic structure, signalling speaker belief in this state of affairs;
a commentary marker, “frankly,” signalling a comment to the effect that the
speaker does not expect the hearer to welcome the sentence content; and a
parallel marker, “Sir,” signalling that the speaker intends to show deference
to the hearer.

The relationship between these aspects of sentence meaning is shown in
the following figure:

/ Content Meaning

Sentence Meaning Basic Pgm Markers

Pragmatic Meaning - Commentary Pgm Markers
\ Parallel Pgm Markers

Within this framework, discourse markers are one type of commentary
pragmatic marker. They are distinguished from other commentary markers
in virtue of the fact that they, alone, signal a comment specifying the type
of sequential discourse relationship that holds between the current utterance

3 1 leave unaddressed the issue of whether various phonological signals such as sarcas-
tic intonation, emphatic stress, and the like are aspects of sentence meaning or utterance
interpretation.
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—the utterance of which the discourse marker is a part—and the prior dis-
course.?

Consider, for example, the following interchange:

(1) Attorney: What happened then?

Witness:  Well, we got into an argument, I sort of lost my cool,
and called him a jerk. You know how sometimes you
just can’t keep your temper...haven’t you had that
happen to you? I'm sorry about that, but it just
happened.

Attorney: Anyway, so you called him a jerk. And then what did
you do?

There are four discourse markers (in bold italics) in the above interchange,
each of which signals a speaker comment on the current utterance.

The first marker, well, signals some degree of reluctance on the part of
the witness to recount the story.® The second, anyway, signals a reorientation
of the discourse focus (here, back to the witness’ story), while the so signals
that the following assertion is grounded on the foregoing (indeed, the witness
asserted it). The and beginning the final utterance signals that what follows
is to be heard as parallel to some part of the foregoing discourse (here, the
initial question.)®

Like other commentary markers, discourse markers are lexical adjuncts to
and are independent of an already well-formed sentence. Hence, the absence
of the discourse marker does not render a sentence ungrammatical and/or
unintelligible. It does, however, remove a powerful clue about what commit-
ment the speaker makes regarding the relationship between the current ut-

4 Other commentary pragmatic markers signal other types of speaker comments on the

current message, as illustrated in the following examples.

a) Frankly, we are lost [message has negative import]

b) Repeatedly, we are lost [basis for speaker belief]

c) Apparently, we are lost [degree of confidence in belief)

d) Regrettably, we are lost [attitude towards belief]

€) Mark my words, we are lost [attitude towards situation]
These issues are examined in detail in Fraser, 1991a.

5 For the sake of exposition, I am assigning an interpretation to the discourse markers
here and below. The points to be made should survive whether or not readers have slightly
different readings.

6 In some cases the discourse to which the marker signals a relationship may be in the
distant past. For example,a student initiated a conversation with me not long ago with “So,
when are you going to Italy?” The so in her utterance referenced our conversation of some
two weeks earlier. For a detailed examination of so see Fraser 1991b.
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terance and the prior discourse. This “privilege of absence” also distinguishes
discourse markers from other commentary pragmatic markers, which do in-
deed contribute to utterance meaning. For example, the presence of frankly
in “Frankly, you didn’t do very well in the exam” signals a speaker comment,
which cannot be inferred when frankly is not present.

At the general level the concept of discourse marker as a lexical marker
signaling the relationship between parts of the discourse is relatively straight-
forward. However, there is unacceptable vagueness when one looks deeper.

First, because the notion of discourse marker is one which arose from
examining how certain lexical formatives function on a discourse level, a com-
plete understanding of what is meant by a “sequential discourse relationship,”
is not an a priori notion, and must evolve as researchers look more closely at
the concept. For the moment, it must be left at a rather intuitive and unsatis-
factory level: how the speaker intends the current basic message to be related
to the discourse, either its structure or prior messages.

And second, although researchers generally agree (although not all ex-
plicitly state this), that there is some “core” meaning associated with each
marker, what constitutes this “core” remains elusive. Consider the following
examples.

(2) (a) Susan is married. So, she is no longer single. Damn!
(b) John was tired. So he left early.

(c) Attorney: And how long were you part of the crew?
Witness: Five years.
Attorney: So you were employed by G for roughly 5 years?
(d) Son: My clothes are still wet.
Mother: So put the drier on for 30 minutes more.

(e) Teenage son: The Celtics have an important game today.
Disinterested parent: So?

(f) [Grandmother to granddaughter] So tell me about this
wonderful young man you're seeing.

These examples show that so as a discourse marker permits a wide range
of interpretations, all of which arguably emerge from a core sense. Starting with
this core meaning, the specific interpretation of the consequential relationship
in a given instance is the result of enriching this general signal in light of the
details of the particular discourse context. How this process proceeds, however,
remains to be specified.”

7 I see this process to be analogous to what occurs when one interprets good in “a good
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Although not essential to their definition, there are several properties of
discourse markers that are worth noting. First, discourse markers are drawn
from a wide range of traditional grammatical categories: from verbs (look, lis-
ten); adverbs (now, then); literal phrases (to repeat, as a result); idioms (by
and large, still and all); interjections (well); coordinate conjunctions (and,
or); subordinate conjunctions (however, so); and OK, which falls into no tra-
ditional category.

In this regard, the core meaning of discourse markers, while always gen-
eral, vary in the extent to which they are related to the meaning of the ho-
mophonous form when it functions in a traditional syntactic role. For example,
the meaning of continuing, as a discourse marker (as in “Continuing, it would
be futile for him to try”), is closely connected to its use as a present partici-
ple. On the other hand, the meaning of well in “ Well, where were we?” is only
distantly related, at best, to its meaning as a water source or the adverbial
form of good.

Finally, although all discourse markers can occur in utterance-initial po-
sition, and are found there most often, only some are found in medial position,
and even fewer are found in utterance-final position. The examples in (3) il-
lustrate this, the “?” indicating an utterance of questionable acceptability.?

(3) (a) Iam forit. However, the Dean won’t agree
I am for it. The Dean, however, won’t agree
I am for it. The Dean won’t agree, however

(b) In other words, you are refusing to do it
You are, tn other words, refusing to do it
?You are refusing to do it, tn other words

(c) Anyway, [ want to get back to our initial topic
?I, anyway, want to get back to our initial topic
?] want to get back to our initial topic, anyway

meal” versus “a good movie” versus “a good boy,” or when one interprets just in “just now”
versus “just behind the barn” versus “just right.”

8 Aside from the obvious explanation that rests on the non-discourse marker grammatical
status of the form (e.g., that and is a coordinate conjunction which occurs primarily in
sentence-initial position), one potential explanation for the absence of discourse markers in
sentence-medial /final position is the difficulty in distinguishing their function from the same
formative functioning as a part of the sentence content. For example, whereas the potential
ambiguity of “Now where were we?” can be reduced, if not resolved, by the presence a
comma intonation, this is not possible for the alternative “Where were we now?”, although
the difference may be signalled by the utterance-final intonation. I am unaware of research
which provides an account of these restrictions.
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I now wish to turn to what discourse markers are not. First, in spite of
their independence from the sentence proper, discourse markers are not single
word sentences, even though some can be found standing alone to serve as a
complete utterance. Two examples will illustrate:

(4) (a) Mother: There is no way you’re going to watch TV.
Child: But. ..
Mother: Sorry, that’s the way it is.
(b) Faculty Member 1: I heard that there are to be more cutbacks
next year

Faculty Member 2: So?

In (4a), the non-falling intonation on the Child’s utterance made it clear that
she was not finished.® In (4b) the question intonation had the effect of imposing
an interrogative gloss on the core meaning of “What follows is...”, thereby
creating the interpretation “What follows?”

In contrast, consider (5), which contains interjections: lexical formatives
which stand alone and represent an entire message, usually reflecting the
speaker’s emotional state.

(5) (a) Son: The Celtics lost tonight
Father: Oh? Wow!

(b) Owuch!
(¢) Teenager 1: I just talked to Madonna
Teenager 2: Far out

In (5a) there are two interjections. The first, oh, has the basic interpretation
of “What I understand you to be saying is new information to me.” Of course
this interjection, like others, has imposed upon it a marked intonation which,
in itself, provides an additional parallel message. In this instance, it was a
utterance-final rising intonation which signals surprise. Wow, also, stands for
an entire message, “I am pleased at this information,” ouch conveys “That
hurts,” and far out conveys “I'm pleased.” Interjections differ significantly
from discourse markers: they do not signal a comment on the current utterance.
Indeed, they are not even pragmatic markers but are pragmatic idioms which
may always stand alone.

Vocatives, nominals used to refer to the addressee (e.g., Colonel, Waiter,
Doctor, Everyone, Ahem, Sweetie), must be distinguished from discourse
markers. Like interjections, they encode an entire message, to the effect: “I

% The reader is referred to (Barton 1990) on the issue of elliptical sentences.
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am addressing my remarks to ....” They seldom stand alone but are associ-
ated with an utterance and, as such, are one type of parallel pragmatic marker.

Because, also, must be excluded as a discourse marker. Consider the ex-
amples in (6).

(6) (a) Wife: Why do you want to go there?
Husband: Because I like the ice cream

(b) John must be at home, because his car is there

In (6a), because is functioning as a subordinate conjunction, albeit in an ut-
terance in which the main clause of the sentence has been elided (I want to
go because I like the ice cream). In (6b), because is functioning as a commen-
tary pragmatic marker, but not as a discourse marker—it does not relate two
messages, the one in the current utterance to some prior part of the discourse.
Rather, like inasmuch as; in view of the fact that, since, according to what I
hear, and based on my observations it signals the basis for which the speaker
is expressing belief in the basic sentence proposition.!?

Excluded also from the class of discourse markers is Y’know, a member
of a class of parallel markers. Consider (7):

(7) (a) Y’know,I really like eating raw pickles
(b) John is, y’know, more of a friend than a lover

In (7), Y’know, not to be confused with its putative source you know, does

not signal a comment on how the current utterance is related to the foregoing

context. Rather, it signals a message requesting that the hearer appreciate

and/or be in sympathy with the speaker’s point of view. The expression [

mean is also excluded from discourse marker membership for similar reasons.
Finally, excluded are pause markers, illustrated in (8).1!

(8) (a) Coach: How many can you take in your car?
Parent: Well. .. at least 6 if they squeeze

(b) There were..oh...maybe half a dozen left when I arrived

(c) Ah...John...uh...could you come over here for a moment?

10 There is also the utterance “Because!” in response to “Why aren’t you cleaning up
your room?” which appears to have become a fixed form, perhaps shortened from “beacuse
I don’t want to.” In any event, it is not a discourse marker.

11 Some of these pause markers appear to function as a kind of “start-up” form, signalling
that the speaker is taking time to think about the answer or at least not responding too
quickly, perhaps out of deference to the hearer.
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While in some cases these pause markers are homophonous with discourse
markers or other pragmatic markers, their interpretation in such examples
makes it clear that they are not signalling a sequential discourse relationship.
Rather, they signal a message that the speaker wishes to keep the “conversa-
tional floor,” perhaps because of the need to think before answering. As such,
these pause markers are member of yet another class of parallel pragmatic
markers.

To summarize, discourse markers are lexical expressions which are syn-
tacticly independent of the basic sentence structure, and which have a general
core meaning which signals the relationship of the current utterance to the
prior discourse. | now wish to examine the distinctions within this category.

Types of discourse markers

At the most general level, the class of discourse markers divides neatly into
three primary subclasses: markers which signal aspects of topic change; mark-
ers which signal the current discourse activity (e.g., explaining or clarifying),
and markers which signal how the current message relates to an earlier part of
the discourse (e.g., that it is parallel to, or contrasts with). I will treat them
in turn.1?

Group 1: Topic markers

The first subclass contains two groups of markers: those which signal some
sort of topic shift; and those which signal a refocusing on the current topic.

The notion of “topic” is, at best, problematic. Some researchers write of
sentence topic, others of utterance topic, while still others explore the notion
of discourse topic. (Some researchers wisely avoid the topic altogether.) For my
purposes, I will consider only discourse topic—what the discourse participants
are “talking about” at any given time, including various subtopics as they
arise.

Although one might expect to find a discourse marker whose function is
to signal an initial discourse topic, I have found none. When an initial topic
is conveyed explicitly—and this isn’t always the case—it appears to be as the
result of an explicit suggestion (e.g., “I would like to talk to you today about
your recent performance, Mr. Johnson”; “Let’s begin with a discussion about

12 Ona larger scale, we might expect to find markers to signal how the speaker intends to
frame the entire discourse segment, for example, “Did you hear the one about. . .” signalling
that a joke is to following.
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your recent performance”). There is, however, a sizeable group of markers
which signal that the speaker wishes to change the topic, (if only temporarily),
to continue with a present topic, or to return to a former topic. I have listed
some of the topic change markers in (9):!3

(9) back to my original point, before I forget, by the way, continuing, in any
case, in case you don’t recall, incidently, just to update you, moving right along,
on a different note, parenthetically, speaking of, that reminds me, to continue,
to return to my original point, turning now to, while I think of it, while I have
you, with regards to

There is, in addition, a second group which signals a refocusing on a part
of the topic at hand. These are listed in (10):

(10) again, alright, but, here, hey, indeed, in fact, listen, look (here), now,
OK, say, see, well, y’see

We find these in examples such as the following;:

(11) (a) Alright, let’s get this thing organized
(b) Indeed, he is a good-looking guy
(¢) Y’see, wereally don’t have enough money at this time

Group 2: Discourse activity markers

The second subclass consists of discourse markers which signal the current
discourse activity relative to some part of the foregoing discourse. These ac-
tivities refer to types of discourse work such as explaining or summarizing,
and not to the type of message (i.e., the type of illocutionary act) the speaker
conveys through the utterance. I have identified 7 such activity types—surely
not a complete list—and presented some representative examples in (12), with
each type labeled by a term suggesting the discourse work being done.

(12) (a) Clarifying: by way of clarification, to clarify
(b) Conceding: admittedly, after all, all in all, all the

same, anyhow, anyway, at any rate, besides, for all that,
in any case/event, of course, still and al

(c¢) Explaining: by way of explanation, if I may ezplain, to
ezplain

13 The lists of discourse markers in the following discussion are intended to be illustra-
tions, not exhaustions.
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(d) Interrupting: if I may interrupt, to interrupt, not to
interrupt

(e) Repeating: at the risk of repeating myself, once again,
to repeat

(f) Sequencing: finally, first, in the first place, lastly,
nezt, on the one/other hand, second, to begin, to conclude,
to continue, to start with

(g) Summarizing: in general, in summary, overall, so far,
summarizing, summing up, thus far, to sum up, at this point

Group 3: Message relationship markers

The third subclass of discourse markers are those which signal the relation-
ship of the basic message being conveyed by the current utterance to some
prior message. There are four groups: Parallel; Contrasting; Elaborative; and
Inferential.

Parallel markers are the most general of these and signal that the current
basic message is, in some way, paralle] to some aspect of the prior discourse.
I have list examples in (14).

(13) Parallel discourse markers: also, alternatively, analogously, and, by the
same token, correspondingly, equally, likewise, or, otherwise, similarly, too

To see how these function, consider the examples in (15):

(14) (a) Oil and water don’t mix

(b) Student 1: How was the party?
Student 2: Fantastic. Harold came. And who do you think
he brought?

(¢) A: John is sleeping in the den and I'm in the kitchen
B: And where am I sleeping?

In (14a), and functions as a coordinate conjunction and conjoins two nominals.
In (14b), however, and, functioning as a discourse marker, signals that the
second message is parallel to but separate from the first. The speaker has
signalled that she is conveying two messages: the first, a claim that Harold
came; and the second, a (rhetorical) question involving Harold’s companion.
Similarly, in (14c), the discourse marker and, uttered by the second speaker,
signals a message parallel to the first two, in the sense here that this latter bit
of information is needed.
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Each of the other parallel discourse markers signals some qualification on
nature of the parallel relationship. I can tentatively identify two subgroups.
The first contains alternatively, or and otherwise, which signal an alternate
to an earlier message. The second subgroup contains also, analogously, by the
same token, correspondingly, equally, likewise, similarly, andtoo, which signal a
message similar along some unspecified dimension, with also and too signaling
an identity of a part of the current message to one preceding.

Contrastive markers, listed in (15), populate the second group.'

(15) Contrastive discourse markers: all the same, but, contrariwise, con-
versely, despite, however, I may be wrong but, in spite of, in comparison, in
contrast, instead, never/nonetheless, notwithstanding, on the one/other hand,
on the contrary, rather, regardless, still, that said, though, well, yet

Similar to the parallel markers, there seems to be a single, more basic
contrastive marker: but. Just as and signals that there is some sort of par-
allelism at hand, but signals a sense of “dissonance.” The examples in (14b)
reflect some of the contexts in which the discourse marker but is found.

(16) (a) Son (whining): Ican’t doit
Father: But 1 know that you CAN do it

(b) Job Interviewer: The position has been filled. But do come in
anyway and talk for a minute.

(c) Witness: I didn’t think I should talk about it
Attorney: But what did you actually say?

There are several subgroups which specify a more detailed sense of con-
trast. Markers such as contrariwise, conversely, in comparison, in contrast, on
the contrary and on the one/other hand signal explicitly that it is the content
of the two messages that is in sharp contrast. Another subgroup contains the
markers all the same, despite, however, in spite of, instead, irrespective, never-
theless, nonetheless, notwithstanding, rather, regardless, still, though, and yet
which signal a contrast sharp but one generally unexpected. A third subgroup
within this subclass of contrastive markers contains I may be wrong but and
that said, which signal a contrast between a previous claim or like message
(by either the speaker or another discourse participant) and the claim in the

14 The expression on the one hand is the one exception I ahve found of a discourse marker
which signals that the current message is related not to a prior one but one forthcoming.
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current message. Finally, well appears to be the sole member of a fourth sub-
group, signalling that the current message is contrary to that which the hearer
is presumed to expect.

Elaborative markers populate the third group. These markers signal that
the current utterance constitutes an elaboration of an earlier one. Included in
this group are the following:

(17) Elaborative discourse markers: above all, also, besides, better, for ez-
ample, for instance, further(more), in addition, in fact, in other words, in
particular, indeed, more accurately, more importantly, more precisely, more
specifically, more to the point, moreover, namely, on top of it all, to cap it all
off, what is more

Of these, the markers above all, indeed, in fact, on top of it all, and to top it
all off signal a more general sense of elaboration, (e.g., “He was fairly scared.
Indeed, he was scared silly”), while a second subgroup containing better, in
particular, more accurately, more importantly, more precisely, more specifi-
cally, more to the point has just the opposite effect, namely, to signal a more
refined characterization of the sense of the foregoing. A third subgroup con-
taining also, besides, further(more), in addition, moreover, what is more serves
to signal one additional aspect to the current topic (e.g., “I don’t think we
should go due to the danger. Besides, I don’t want to go.”) A final subgroup
signals the speaker’s intention to have the current message serve as an illus-
tration of an earlier point. Such markers include for example, for instance, in
other words, namely.

The fourth and final group is Inferential markers, which signal that the
current utterance eonveys a message which is, in some sense, consequential to
some aspect of the foregoing. Examples are presented in (18):

(18) Inferential discourse markers: accordingly, as a consequence, as a result,
consequently, hence, in this/that case, of course, so, then, therefore, thus

Contrary to the other three groups, there is no obvious subgrouping, although
there are subtle difference of use, for example:

(19) (a) John is remaining. So (?in that case) | am leaving.
(b) I don’t want to talk with you. But I will. Thus (?as a
result) sit down
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Final remarks

The foregoing is intended to be a preliminary examination into distinctions
within the class of English discourse marker. Based on my analysis, there
appear to be some definite types: topic markers; discourse activity markers;
and message relationship markers. Within these, there are various, more spe-
cific subdivisions, some clearly more problematic than others. Indeed, we may
ultimately conclude that such an attempt at typing is not a useful way to un-
derstand discourse. Until then, however, I think it is an area worth pursuing.

I have, in addition, touched upon several areas where immediate future
research is required. The notion of sequential discourse relationship requires
clarification as do the details of the core meaning for individual discourse mark-
ers. One might consider whether or not discourse markers should be viewed
as a pragmatic category, albeit a part of the grammar of a language, as I have
proposed, or as part of a larger group of interactive markers, markers such as
“Then there was the one about...” which introduces a joke, or “Let us pray,”
which introduces a moment of prayer.

Remaining, also, is an adequate account of the interrelationship between
performative sentences and the presence of discourse markers. For example, we
find “More to the point, I should have done it” conveying a speaker admission
while “More to the point, I admit that I should have done it” and “I admit
that more to the point, I should have done it” are highly questionable. Not
unrelated to this problem is that of the sequencing of discourse markers—which
can co-occur and in what order. For example, we find sentences such as “And
so you agree” but not “So and you agree.” And finally, there is the question
of the occurrence of various discourse markers with syntactic structures. We
do not find, for example, “By way of explanation, who are you?” I leave these
problems for another time.
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VERBA SENTIENDI AS METAPRAGMATIC TERMS*

THORSTEIN FRETHEIM

1. Introduction

The focus of my interest is a certain type of verb whose function is to con-
vey the subject referent’s attitude to the event or situation described in the
sentential complement of that verb. If, on a given occasion, I were to say (1),

(1) John is sure (or convinced) that your signature is needed,

then I would have expressed my opinion that John is committed to the belief
that the proposition of the that-clause is true.  have attributed a propositional
attitude to John. Since we do not have access to the workings of other people’s
minds, it is likely that it is John himself who has explicitly informed me of
his conviction, though I may also have formed my belief about John without
his having told me of his propositional attitude. And even if my evidence for
saying (1) does stem from something that John has said, I am not thereby
referring to any specific illocutionary act on the part of John.

On the other hand, if I were to use the past tense form was instead of
present tense is, as in (2),

(2) John was sure/convinced that your signature is needed,

then I will be understood to refer to—to report on—one particular speech act
performed by John. The predicate of propositional attitude is then seen to
substitute for a verb of saying in an event of indirect speech.

Any verb of saying appearing in a report is indirectly a verb of propo-
sitional attitude. This is true because, normally, for someone to state that
something is the case means she/he believes it to be the case.

An example like (2) shows that it is possible to refer to already performed
linguistic actions without the help of an English verb of saying. You can instead

* This paper was read at the Conference on Metapragmatic Terms in Budapest, 2-4
July 1990. I would like to thank the audience at the conference, and I am grateful to Jan
Terje Faarlund and Lars Sigfred Evensen for comments on an early draft, and to Randi Alice
Nilsen for discussions at various stages.
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use a main clause verb referring to what the reporting person assumes to
have been the reported speaker’s attitude to the proposition expressed in the
complement clause. There are special predicates that are available to that end,
namely the predicates of propositional attitude, or verba sentiend: (henceforth
abbreviated VS), which in English include, among others, believe, think, feel,
assume, wish, hope, prefer, find (as in Beth found that the frozen berries were
Just as good as the fresh ones), etc.

The reporting speaker’s use of a particular VS may reflect the fact that
that very verb was used in the speech act reported on. In such situations, the
audience will normally assume that the reporter purports to provide a faithful
rendition of what was said by the reported speaker (henceforth also referred
to as the original speaker). We understand that the same VS would have been
part of a direct- speech quotation of the original speech act.

In other situations, the reported speaker may have employed no VS at
all, and yet the reporting speaker has for some reason chosen to avail herself!
of a VS in her report. What happens in the latter type of situation is that
the speaker is giving some extra information over and above what would be
communicated if she had used direct speech and a verb of saying. By means of
a VS, a reporting speaker can impart to her addressee what she considers to be
certain accessible inferences based on her own interpretation of the reported
speech act.

It is possible to combine a verb of saying and a VS in such a way that
the latter appears in the complement of the former (He said that he thought
that...), but this type of construction implicates that the VS in question was
also employed by the original speaker.

Consider the following pairs of reported and reporting acts, where only
the former report could have been felicitously replaced by He said he believed
that hot chilis are good for me.

(3) Reported act: I believe that hot chilis are good for you.
Report: He believed/believes that hot chilis are good for me.

(4) Reported act: Hot chilis are good for you.
Report: He believed/believes that hot chilis are good for me.

Believe is a verb that can be placed on an epistemic scale ranging from total
ignorance to absolute certainty, and it may receive either a one-sided (unilat-
eral) or a two-sided (bilateral) scalar interpretation in a given communicative

! The reporting speaker (the reporter) will henceforth be referred to as “she”, the re-
ported speaker (the original speaker) as “he”.
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event (see Horn 1989). Under the one-sided understanding of believe in sen-
tences starting with I believe that.../He believed that..., the verb is not felt
to contrast with or be inconsistent with the epistemically stronger verb know.
If you know that something is the case, then obviously you believe it to be the
case. Conversely, you may well know that something is true without necessar-
ily stating explicitly that you hold the kind of strong belief associated with
the notion of knowing. For example, I may characterize the reported act of
(4), which contains no epistemic verb of propositional attitude, by saying that
the speaker knows. I would probably do so if my experience with the speaker
is such that I consider him to be someone who can be trusted and who usually
knows what he is talking about.

We do have a tendency, however, to give a two-sided scalar interpretation
to believe in statements such as the formally identical reports of (3) and (4)
above. By using the weaker epistemic verb, the reporting speaker conversa-
tionally implicates (Q-implicates in the sense of Horn, ibid., where the ‘Q’
relates to Grice’s Maxim of Quantity, as expounded in Grice 1975) that the
reporter assumes that the reported speaker just believes, and does not know
for sure. That implicature is based on a two-sided understanding of believe
as a scalar predicate. According to the reporter, the original speaker at most
believes that hot chilis are beneficial.

It seems to be relatively speaking harder to avoid reading this Q-
implicature into declarative sentences where the verb believe is in the past
tense, and it is definitely easier to suppress this ‘upper bound’ implicature
when the subject of the main clause is a 1st person pronoun and the VS is in
the present tense, as in the reported act of (3). The speaker of that utterance
may not have intended the recipient to infer that he holds a reduced degree of
belief about the good effects of hot chilis, in other words, that he is not fully
committed to the truth of the complement proposition. On the other hand,
when that verb later reappears in a report on the original utterance, the Q-
implicature is susceptible of being read into the report, and there is a distinct
possibility that the recipient will even read the second-order implicature of “I
believe otherwise” into the statement He belicved that hot chilis are good for
me. (Nonverbal cues can either strengthen or weaken that assumption.) As
there is (supposed to be) no linguistic difference between the report of (3) and
the report of (4), there is clearly also no difference between those two reports
with regard to the implicatures they induce.

It is quite possible that the particular VS selected by the reporter adds
information about the reporter’s own interpretation of the reported event and
its context, whether or not that interpretation is consistent with the original
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speaker’s intentions. When the main clause predicate is a verb that purport-
edly refers to the original speaker’s mental state at the time of utterance, the
reporter may succeed in building a richer, or more detailed context around the
communicative act reported on than would be the case if direct speech had
been used. Even a fanciful manner-of-speaking verb (like giggle, stutter, etc.)
in an act of direct quoting (see Lehrer, this volume) cannot possibly convey as
much in the way of extra assumptions (cf. Sperber-Wilson 1986) as a carefully
selected VS.

A number of things can go wrong in a report on a past speech act. There
is a risk that the reporter will present her audience with a highly inaccurate
report. For instance, the report may be inaccurate because it misrepresents the
illocutionary force (Austin 1962) that the original speaker intended the inter-
locutor to associate with his act, or because it adds one or more conversational
implicata for which the original speaker is clearly not responsible.

To give you an example of the former type of situation, consider the
following pair of reported and reporting acts.

(5) Reported speech act: The deadline was yesterday, wasn’t it?
Report: #He asked if the deadline was yesterday.

This is not an accurate report, as it fails to convey the fact that the verbal act
reported on was not an open question but an epistemically biased tag question
construction whose first, declarative part reveals the speaker’s own presump-
tion, and whose second, interrogative part is a request for confirmation. The
report in (5) captures the question dimension of the original speech act but
fails to convey that the original speaker has at least weakly committed himself
to the belief that the proposition of the declarative is true.
An example of a report that fails for a double reason is the one in (6).

(6) Reported speech act: The deadline was yesterday, wasn’t it?
Report: #He believed/thought that the deadline was yesterday.

What is wrong with this report is that it both ignores the original speaker’s
request for confirmation and adds an unwarranted implicatum of the type
discussed in connection with (3) and (4) above.

Occasionally you will fail to report adequately precisely because the words
and the syntactic structure of the reported act are being copied slavishly in
the reporting act. (7) provides a good English example of what I have in mind.
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(7) Reported speech act: I think we can all agree that the enterprise
has been a failure.
Report: #He thought they could all agree that the enterprise had
been a failure.

My English informants tell me that the syntactic string He thought they could
all agree that the enterprise had been a failure would scarcely make sense in
any conceivable context. A faithful indirect speech report on the statement
I think we can all agree that the enterprise has been a failure would have
to depart from the actual structure of that modally modified declarative. He
felt very strongly that the enterprise had been a failure would be a reasonable
candidate.

A linguistic action verb used in a report on some previously performed act
of speaking is one type of metapragmatic verb. The present paper is about the
analoguous metapragmatic function of a different category of verbs: the VS.
My principal language of investigation has been Norwegian. I will not attempt
to delimit exactly the class of VS in Norwegian that can be argued to assume
the role of a verb of saying in reports on previous speech acts. I am mainly
interested in the use of four central Norwegian verbs of propositional attitude
in reporting and reported acts, every one of which can be translated by the
single multi-functional, or polysemous English verb think.

2. The think category of Norwegian verba sentiendi

The four Norwegian verbs referred to at the end of the introductory section are:
1) tro, meaning ‘to think’ in the sense of ‘to believe’ (including the religious
faith context as well as a parenthetical hedging function); 2) synes, meaning
‘to think’, or ‘to feel’, with reference to strictly subjective evaluations based on
personal taste, etc.; 3) mene, meaning ‘to have an opinion (about something)’;
4) tenke, meaning ‘to assume’, or ‘to suppose’, in addition to its intransitive
use as a predicate denoting the activity of thinking, or pondering.

We will first make a comparison between tro and synes, a lexical pair
that is admirably suited to demonstrate the polysemous character of English
think. In English it is possible to use a sentence like (8) not only if you feel
you do not have sufficient knowledge to leave the statement of the complement
clause unmodified, but also if you intend to express your personal subjective
evaluation.

(8) I think she’s a good guitar player.
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The continuation of (9) implies the former reading, and that of (10) the latter.

(9) I think she’s a good guitar player, but I only know her as a
percussionist.

(10) I think she’s a good guitar player, but I admit that that’s simply
my own personal taste.

If we substitute believe for think in the sentence structures of (9) and (10), we
find that this other English VS, believe, is acceptable in (9’) but not in (10’).

(9’) I believe she’s a good guitar player, but I only know her as a
percusstonist.

(10%) I believe she’s a good guitar player, #but I admit that that’s
simply my own personal taste.

Norwegian tro (present tense tror) would be required in a translation of (9),
while synes (present tense syns or synes) would be the right gloss for think
in (10).

(11) Jeg tror/??syns hun er en god gitarist, men jeg kjenner henne
bare som perkusjonuist.

(12) Jeg syns/?%tror hun er en god gitarist, men jeg innrgmmer at det
rett og slett er min egen personlige smak.

We have found that the same generalized conversational implicatures at-
tach to the use of Norwegian tro and English think - believe. Synes, on the
other hand, does not really belong to the same kind of epistemic scale as tro
and its English counterparts, because it refers to a purely subjective judgement
on the part of the subject referent. As the propositions of the complements
of (13) are all such that you cannot form a purely subjective opinion about
their truth or falsity, the synes alternative makes those sentence structures
ungrammatical.

(13) (a) Mons tror/*syns at han vinner i morgen.
‘Mons thinks (believes) that we will win tomorrow’
(b) Jeg trodde/*syntes du kjente henne.
‘I thought (believed) you knew her’
(c) Jeg tror/*syns Andersen hadde mistet lommeboka s.
‘I think (believe) Andersen had lost his wallet’

The subjective character of synes makes the indirect speech report of
(14) an appropriate report on the statement of I) as well as on the unqualified
statement of II).
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(14) Reported speech act I):  Jeg syns hun er en god gitarist.
‘T think she is a good guitar player’
Reported speech act II):  Hun er en god gitarist.
‘She is a good guitar player’
Report:  Han syntes hun var en god gitarist.
‘He thought/felt she was a good guitar player’

The impartial character of this report stands in striking contrast to the biased
alternative of (15) used as a report on I) or II) in (14).

(15) Report: #Han trodde hun var en god gitarist.
‘He thought/believed she was a good guitar player’

Even Norwegian synes is a polysemous verb. I said that it refers to a
different type of mental state than tro, but it does not necessarily involve
reference to some personal evaluation, to a statement whose truth-value simply
cannot be tested on empirical grounds. Synes is also appropriate when the
speaker is trying to identify the nature of some sensory stimulus as she is
speaking.

(16) Jeg syns du har en flekk pd frakken din.
‘I think you have a stain on your coat’
‘It looks as if you have a stain on your coat’, or
“You seem to have a stain on your coat’

(17) Jeg syns det tordner.
‘I think it thunders’

This particular use of synes presupposes a 1st person subject. Curiously, it
is not think but believe that seems to have an analogous function in English,
a verb that does not correspond to Norwegian synes, apart from its use in
sentences like (18) and (19):

(18) I believe there’s a stain on your coat.

(19) I believe there’s thunder in the air.

The English speaker’s use of believe in (18)-(19) could conceivably represent
a case of understatement; on the other hand, you will typically use (16)/(17)
and (18)/(19) precisely because you have to see or hear more closely in order
to form a definite idea. '

The verb synes, which is otherwise quite acceptable in a metapragmatic
reference to a previous statement involving that VS, is less natural in reports
on statements of the type illustrated in (16)-(17):
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(20) ?Han syntes jeg hadde en flekk pd frakken min.
‘He thought I had a stain on my coat’

(21) ?Han syntes det tordnet.
‘He thought it thundered’

Synes can not modify statements that deal explicitly with the subject
referent’s preferences or (dis)likings. Hence (22) is well-formed, but (23) is
not; (24) is well-formed, and (25) is not.

(22) Jeg syns du er fantastisk.
‘I think you are marvellous’

(23) *Jeg syns jeg liker deg veldig godt.
‘T think I like you very much’

(24) Jeg syns beaujolais er bedre.
‘I think beaujolais is better’

(25) *Jeg syns jeg foretrekker beaujolais.
‘I think I prefer beaujolais’

The constraint on complement and main clause verb relations that blocks
Norwegian structures like (23) and (25) explains the absence of “reports” like
(26) and (27).

(26) *Han syntes han likte meg.
‘He thought he liked me’

(27) *Han syntes han foretrakk beaujolais.
‘He thought he preferred beaujolais’

Notice that (25) would actually be quite acceptable if tror were substi-
tuted for syns (cf. the grammaticality of the English sentence I think I prefer
beaujolais). It would simply weaken the speaker’s commitment to the propo-
sition of the complement clause.

Let us now turn to the Norwegian VS mene. This verb has two distinct
meanings. [ am not sure whether there are actually two homonyms, or one pol-
ysemous lexeme. Certain criteria seem to point in the direction of homonymy,
others do not (see the discussion in Fretheim 1990). One of the senses of mene
is ‘to have an opinion about something’, the other sense is a purely metalin-
guistic one concerning the potential discrepancy and even opposition between
what is being said and what is meant, or between how a speech act was in-
terpreted the first time around and how it was intended to be interpreted by
the sender. The sender may have to make another try with some sort of para-
phrase of the first utterance. A sentence like Jeg mener at jeg venter til det
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blir mgrkt (‘I mean that I'm waiting until it’s dark’) can only have the latter,
metalinguistic meaning, i.e. “What I really mean to say is that I'm waiting
until it’s dark.” In saying this I am definitely not expressing my opinion. As
it is only the opinion sense that is interesting for the topic of this paper, mene
is henceforth to be understood as the verb expressing the subject referent’s
opinion, and never as the formally identical verb used in self- or other-repair.

What are the lexical differences between tro and mene, and between synes
and mene? First of all, mene resembles synes, in that it never induces a
Q-implicature of the scalar epistemic sort. Consider the following two talk
exchanges between A and B, where B’s declaratives serve as metapragmadtic
acts of referring to something that the person named Astrid has said:

(28) A: Var Astrid forngyd med utstillingen?
‘Was Astrid satisfied with the exhibition?’
B: Ja. Hun mente at det var den beste hun noensinne hadde sett.
‘Yes. She thought (= was of the opinion) that it was the best
she had ever seen’

(29) A: Var Astrid forngyd med utstillingen?
‘Was Astrid satisfied with the exhibition?’
B:  Ja. (?)Hun trodde at det var den beste hun noensinne hadde
setl.
“Yes. She believed that it was the best she had ever seen’

In spite of past tense trodde and a 3rd person subject, B’s answer in
(29) does not generate a Q-implicature. In actual fact, some native speakers
report that they feel the sentence structure is no longer entirely well-formed
when you substitute trodde for the quite unproblematic VS mente of (28). The
complement clause of B’s answer contains a reported sub jective evaluation on
Astrid’s part. It would indeed be presumptuous for someone to implicate that
some other person’s subjective evaluation has been based on an erroneous
belief, so the Q-implicature generally does not go through in cases of this
sort. However, one would not expect the VS tro to be at all appropriate when
the reported speech act is a subjective evaluation, and in contradistinction
to B’s sentence in (29)—which is just very mildly deviant—the answer of
(30), though structurally well-formed in isolation, actually turns out to be
considerably worse, in the context of A’s question, than the answer of (29).

(30) A: Var Astrid forngyd med utstillingen ?
‘Was Astrid satisfied with the exhibition?’
B:  Ja. #Hun trodde at den var fin.
‘Yes. #She believed that it was good’
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There is a significant difference between B’s reports in (29) and (30).
You will not need to qualify your statement with a main clause VS like tro
if you wish to express that some experience has had a positive effect on you.
Using the hyperbolic expression that something is the best thing that ever
happened to you, or the greatest piece of music you ever heard, is a very
different matter. Even if we allow for the fact that Astrid’s statement reported
by person B in (29) may represent a standard type of hyperbole familiar from
a large number of languages, it is understandable that a Norwegian speaker
might prefer to qualify her use of a superlative like the one in (29) by adding
the modal preamble of Jeg tror at... and placing the propositional content
of her utterance in the at-complement. It is very likely that Astrid’s original
statement was something like this:

(31) Astrid: Jeg tror at den utstillingen er den beste jeg noensinne
har sett.
‘I believe that that exhibition is the best I have ever seen’

The report of (29) is then seen to render Astrid’s own statement in a struc-
turally most accurate way.

As for the report of (30), Astrid is not likely to have made the judgement
of (32) about the exhibition unless she never saw it herself but had only been
informed about it by someone who liked it:

(32) Astrid: Jeg tror at den utstillingen er fin.
‘I believe that that exhibition is good’

While Jeg tror at... in (31) relates to the superlative den beste and noth-
ing else, the same qualification in (32) relates to the at-complement predi-
cation. Both the statement of (32) and the report of (30) conversationally
implicate that Astrid was personally unable to judge the quality of the ex-
hibition. (English is apparently not much different from Norwegian on this
point.)

Observe that even (33), which is identical to (30) except for the speaker’s
having selected mene instead of tro, would sound a little bit less natural than
the flawless alternative of (34), where it is synes that occupies the VS position.

(33) A:  Var Astrid forngdyd med utstillingen?
‘Was Astrid satisfied with the exhibition?’
B:  Ja. (#)Hun mente at den var fin.
“Yes. She regarded it as good’
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(34) A:  Var Astrid forngyd med utstillingen?
‘Was Astrid satisfied with the exhibition?’
B:  Ja. Hun syntes at den var fin.
“Yes. She thought that it was good’

The VS mene, as it is being used by B in (33), pictures a situation where the
experiencer has based her judgement on solid arguments more than on any
impressions or spontaneous reactions that the exhibition might have caused
in her. Synes, on the other hand, accomodates her spontaneous feelings about
it.

Synes and mene have more conspicuously different functions in the re-
ports of (35) and (36).

(35) Han syntes det var godt a vaere 1 Lorvika.
‘He thought/felt it was good to be in Lorvika’

(36) Han mente det var godt @ veere ¢ Lorvika.
‘He was of the opinion that it was good to be in Lorvika’

Although both reports refer to personal judgements, (35) presupposes that the
original speaker has been in Lorvika and really knows the place personally, and
(36) does not. You can eliminate this condition pertaining to Han syntes at. ..
of (35) by adding a subjunctive modal auxiliary in the complement clause, as
shown in (37) where syntes and mente turn out to be interchangeable because
the speaker of (37) does not relate her own experience.

(37) Han syntes/mente det matte veere godt a veere i Lorvika.
‘He thought it must be good to be in Lorvika’

We have seen that Jeg mener... and Jeg syns... can be prefixed to sub-
jective judgements. That, I have said, is not true of Jeg tror... ‘I believe...’.
Nor is it true of Jeg tenker... ‘I think/assume...’. Whereas an unmodified
statement like (38) expresses a personal evaluation, (39) is a hedged statement
of belief that can not be based on the speaker’s own impressions. The speaker
of (39) has not herself seen the necklace she is referring to, or she has at least
not seen it in its present state, at the time of utterance.

(38) Halsbandet ser elegant ut.
“The necklace looks elegant’

(39) Jeg tenker at halsbandet ser elegant ut.
‘I assume that the necklace looks elegant’
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Even if Norwegian tenke and English think are cognates, think would be a
misleading gloss in (39). We have to resort to some such English VS as ‘as-
sume’.

In fiction you may find a past tense statement like (40) referring to the
subject referent’s thoughts at the sight of the necklace. (40) conveys the same
as the direct speech (or rather “direct thought”) construction of (41), or the
mixed “free indirect speech” construction of (42). ‘Assume’ would not be the
right gloss in any of these.

(40) Han tenkte at halsbandet sa elegant ut.
‘He thought that the necklace looked elegant’

(41) Han tenkte: “Halsbandet ser elegant ut.”
‘He thought, “The necklace looks elegant™’

(42) Halsbandet sa elegant ut, tenkte han.
‘The necklace looked elegant, he thought’

The communicative equivalence of (40) on the one hand and (41)/(42) on the
other suggests that the VS tenke has a descriptive, and not a metapragmatic
function in (40). It describes a thought process, not some linguistic action
resulting from the kind of cerebral activity associated with the Norwegian
verb tenke.

However, utterances like (41) or (42) are not restricted to that type of
fiction where the narrator is omniscient and has the ability to “quote” other
people’s thoughts. (44) can be a report on (43), for example.

(43) Jeg tenkte: “Dette er slutten.”
‘I thought, “This is the end.”’

(44) Han tenkte: “Dette er slutten.”
‘He thought, “This is the end.”’

Though the utterance of (44) really looks as if it reports the thoughts of some
person who is not the speaker of (44), that utterance is really a report on a
communicative act, see (43), and not the result of a mind-reader’s probings.
The problem—if there is one—does not relate to (44), because (44) simply
renders (43) in the straightest possible way; it is rather (43)—the original act—
that presents us with a problem: are one’s thoughts really translatable into a
coherent linguistic form? [ am not going to pursue that philosophical question.
The point is that (43) is common usage. There is nothing bizarre about that
Norwegian utterance or its English translation. We all know that people are
constantly talking about their thought processes as if it were possible to quote
thoughts.
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Cresswell (1985, 41) notes that the direct speech report of (45) is true iff
Lyell has uttered a token of the sentence Robins are red.

(45) Lyell says ‘Robins are red’.

Hence a token of (45) cannot be used to report on a performed utterance of
the sentence of (46), for example.

(46) Lyell says that robins are red.

On the other hand, the indirect speech construction of (46) would be an ap-
propriate report, Cresswell reminds us, even if the original speaker had uttered
a token of the English sentence (47), or, say, a token of the German sentence

(48).
(47) The robin is a red bird.
(48) Rotkehlchen sind rot.

Indirect speech, as in (46), gives a speaker a certain latitude as to how the
complement of the verb of saying may be structured. And the use of a VS in
place of a verbum dicendi further increases this latitude. No one expects you
to replicate the original speaker’s wordings when you use a VS in a report.
Conversely, you will not normally use a verbum sentiend: with a direct quo-
tation. This, as we have seen, does not mean that indirect speech is the only
possibility with such verbs. There is the free indirect style of (42), and there
are constructions like (44). There are furthermore syntactic constructions with
propositional attitude verbs in the postposed parenthetical clause position.

The Norwegian “direct thought” construction of (44) is confined to the
use of one particular VS, namely tenke; in English it is confined to the verb
think. I must confess that I have no idea why the parenthetical of (49) is
perfect, while (50) is ungrammatical.

(49) “Na bedrer det seg,” trodde han.
‘“Now things are improving,” he thought/believed.’

(50) *Han trodde: “Na bedrer det seg.”
‘He thought/believed, “Now things are improving.”’

The Norwegian VS tenke assumes a somewhat different character when
it has the metapragmatic role of substitute for a verb of saying in a report
of a speech act dealing with some future event, more precisely, a report of a
statement about the subject referent’s intention to act in a specific manner
in the future. The talk exchange of (51) is perfectly acceptable. B is here
reporting on Ola’s verbal reaction to the fact that he had missed the train:
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(51) A: Hva sa Ola da han fikk hgre at toget hans hadde gatt?
‘What did Ola say when he got to know that his train had left?’
B:  Han tenkte han ville ta det neste toget isteden.
‘He thought he would take the next train instead’

Ola’s actual utterance reported by B may or may not have included the VS
tenke. That utterance could have been (52) for example, or (53).

(52) Da tar jeg det neste toget.
‘Then I'll take the next train’

(53) Da tenker jeg jeg tar det neste toget.
‘Then I think I’ll take the next train’

The transitive VS tenke means ‘to assume’ or ‘to suppose’ when its object
complement refers to an existing situation but it appears to have a different
meaning when the complement refers to some future event, as in (53) and
B’s report in (51). There is actually some evidence that the transitive predi-
cate tenke is ambiguous between an ‘assume/suppose’ reading and an ‘intend’
reading. A sentence like (54) can be interpreted in two different ways, either
as a hedged statement of belief, or as an expression of what the speaker has
planned tc do. The present tense form finner (‘find’) refers to the future under
either interpretation.

(54) Jeg tenker jeg finner et billig hotell her ¢ byen.
(lit.: I think I find a cheap hotel here in town)
a. ‘I suppose I'll find a cheap hotel in this town’
b. ‘I intend to find a cheap hotel in this town’

Now, if someone were to report on my having uttered (54), then the
‘assume’ reading and the ‘intend’ reading would have to be differentiated syn-
tactically. (55) and (56) are both possible reports on my original utterance, but
on closer inspection (55) can only mean that I assumed I could find a suitable
hotel, and in (56)—due to the added modal auxiliary skulle (lit.: should)—
the reporter must have understood my utterance to be an expression of my
intentions:

(55) Han tenkte han fant et billig hotell.
(lit.: He thought he found a cheap hotel)
‘He assumed he would find a cheap hotel’
(56) Han tenkte han skulle finne et billig hotell.
(lit. : He thought he should find a cheap hotel)
‘He intended to find a cheap hotel’
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Why is ambiguity permitted in (54) but not in the reports of (55)-(56)7
The following answer is the best I can do. When you report, you will ide-
ally recreate at least part of the context of the reported speech act in order
to reduce the addressee’s processing efforts. The reporter’s greater need to
contextualize by means of her choice of linguistic form may account for the
conventional use of distinct syntactic constructions for the ‘assume’ version of
(55) and the ‘intend’ version of (56). In the original speech act of (54), the pre-
vious discourse itself would presumably give the addressee sufficient evidence
to add the correct assumptions about what the speaker intended to convey.

The indirect speech/thought use of a modal auxiliary is not limited to the
expression of an intention requiring coindexed main and complement clause
subjects, but when intention is not involved, a different modal expression, like
the one appearing in (58), replaces skulle:

(57) Reported act: Jeg tenker du finner et billig hotell, Gerda.
‘I suppose you’ll find a cheap hotel, Gerda’

(58) Report:  Han tenkte hun kom til d finne et billig hotell.
‘He thought she would (lit.: came to) find a cheap hotel’

Some Norwegian speakers claim to find an ambiguity similar to the one
displayed in (54) even when they substitute tror for tenker; others do not
perceive it so clearly with the VS tro. Personally I judge (59) to be subject
to the same conditions of usage as (54), and I would like to add that you can
eliminate the epistemically weakened alternative of ‘I suppose I’ll find a cheap
hotel in this town’ by keeping tror and using the reflexive verb finne seg (‘to
find oneself (something)’) plus a right-dislocated copy of the subject pronoun.
(60) is a disambiguated alternative to (59).2

(59) Jeg tror jeg finner et billig hotell her i byen.
‘lit. : I believe I find a cheap hotel here in town’
a. ‘I suppose I'll find a cheap hotel in this town’
b. ‘lintend to find a cheap hotel in this town’

(60) Jeg tror jeg finner meg et billig hotell her i byen, jeg.
(lit.: I believe I find myself a cheap hotel here in town, I)
‘I intend to find myself a cheap hotel in this town’

In reports, there is a clear difference between tenke and tro. While the
choice between (55) and (56) as legitimate reports on (54) depends on the

2 This observation is due to Randi Alice Nilsen.
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reporter’s conception of the meaning of (54), the report of (61)—unlike (56)—
does not accomodate the intention reading that may be attributed to (59) in
the right context:

(61) Han trodde han skulle finne et billig hotell.
(lit. : He believed he should find a cheap hotel)
‘He thought he would find a cheap hotel’

In other words, (61) can not mean that the subject referent had made up his
mind to find an inexpensive hotel. In addition we observe that the VS tro of
(61) induces a scalar Q-implicature, as we would expect, while the VS tenke
of (56) does not.

It now remains to contrast tenke and mene. A good example of differ-
ences in the contextualizing effects—or the relevance, if you like—of those two
Norwegian verbs is provided by the following minimally different reports:

(62) Da hun ikke kunne finne ngklene sine, tenkte hun at hun hadde
glemt dem hjemme.
‘When she couldn’t find her keys, she thought (= inferred,
guessed, assumed) that she had left them at home’

(63) Da hun ikke kunne finne ngklene sine, mente hun at hun hadde
glemt dem hjemme.
‘When she couldn’t find her keys, she expressed the opinion that
she had left them at home’

These two reports do not give the recipient the same ideas of what the
subject referent had said. (62) sounds like a report on a hedged statement. The
reported speech act could have been something like Jeg har sannsynligvis glemt
ngklene hjemme (‘I have presumably left my keys at home’). The speaker’s
degree of commitment to the expressed proposition is probably fairly low here.
It was no disaster that she did not have those keys, and therefore not terribly
important for her, at the time, to be absolutely sure that she had left them at
home.

In contradistinction to (62), the other report, (63), suggests that the sub-
ject referent had maintained, with a high degree of commitment, that the
keys had been left at home. She may have performed a modally unqualified
statement like Jeg har glemt dem hjemme (‘I've left them at home’).
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3. Matching reported and reporting acts

The observations of the preceding section, on four central Norwegian verba
sentiendi whose lexical content may be said to correspond to various aspects
of the meaning of English think, were mainly based on native speaker intro-
spection. I have in addition carried out a test in which Norwegian informants
were asked to match a written set of reported acts and a written set of report-
ing acts containing one of those four VS.

Embedded under the VS in the reporting acts were certain modal modifi-
cations in the form of modal auxiliaries that the informants were asked to pay
attention to. Those auxiliaries were assumed by the investigator to restrict the
set of VS available in the main clause.

The reported acts were chosen so as to present the informants with nine
syntactically and lexically distinct ways of expressing various modal qualifica-
tions of the same propositional content. The combination of modality markers
(auxiliaries and modal particles) and embedded infinitival clause or that-clause
found in most of the versions reveals that the original speaker is referring to
something unfulfilled, some event or state to be completed, or terminated in
the future. (64) presents the full set of reported acts used in the test. (The
suggested English translations reflect my own views of what would be the con-
textually least marked meanings of my nine sentences. There are conceivably
contexts requiring a different translation than the ones offered here. In a single
case, no. 6, I found it necessary to be explicit about an ambiguity.)

(64) 1.  Det er nok best at jeg venter til det blir mgrkt.
‘It’s probably best for me to wait until it’s dark’
2. Jeg venter til det blir mgrkt.
‘I’ll wait until it’s dark’
3. Jeg skal vente til det blir mgrkt.
‘'m going to wait until it’s dark’
4.  Jeg skal visst vente til det blir mgrkt.
‘I'm supposed to wait until it’s dark, apparently’
5. Jeg tror jeg venter til det blir mgrkt.
‘T think T’'ll wait until it’s dark’
6. Jeg tror jeg skal vente til det blir mgrkt.
‘T think I'm supposed to wait until it’s dark’, or
‘I think I'll wait until it’s dark’ (cf. no. 5)
7. Jeg vil vente til det er mgrkt.
‘I'm waiting until it’s dark’
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8.  Jeg har bestemt meg for a vente til det blir mgrkt.
‘I’'ve decided to wait until it’s dark’

9.  Det er meningen at jeg skal vente til det blir mgrkt.
‘The idea is for me to wait until it’s dark’

The declaratives that were designed to serve as possible candidates for
acceptable reports on the above set of acts 1-9 were divided into three sub-
groups, I, II, and III, that were structured differently in their main-clause
direct object complements. There is a systematic difference in the choice of
modal markers in the complement of the VS appearing in the main clause of
the reporting utterances. Group I has a complement with the past-tense modal
auxiliary skulle ‘should’ plus an infinitive, which shows that the subject ref-
erent is reported to have said that he would act in accordance with a certain
plan or intention (possibly someone else’s); group II contains the volitional
modal auxiliary ville ‘would’ instead of skulle; group III contains the modal
auxiliary fikk (lit.: got) plus an infinitive, and this is an auxiliary with a mildly
deontic character, conveying the idea that the subject referent considered it
appropriate to behave in the way reported by the speaker (in the present case,
to wait until it gets dark).

These three modal auxiliaries seem to me to be very frequent in reports
of speech acts whose performer is referring to some future nonverbal event.
Ville and fikk definitely have a more subjective flavour than skulle. They can
be relatively easily associated with the intentions, plans, or preferences of the
subject referent of the VS, i.e. the speaker of the reported act. Unlike wville
with its primary volition sense, both skulle and fikk suggest an element of
obligation, but with skulle it is often an obligation that is outwardly imposed
on the subject referent and with fikk it is an “inner” obligation, a feeling of
having a duty to act in a specific manner, which does not arise from pressure
from without but rather from a personally felt need to behave in the way
described. Thus the sentence Jeg skal vente her (lit.: I shall wait here) means
either ‘I’ve made up my mind to wait here’, or ‘I’m supposed to wait here’,
whereas Jeg far vente her (lit.: I get wait here) means ‘I'd better wait here’,
and never ‘I'm supposed to (or ‘expected to’) wait here’.

(65) lists the set of reporting acts that my informants were requested to
confront each one of the nine original acts of (64) with. (The glosses are strictly
literal this time. Notice the e)-versions added for control. They do not contain
a VS but instead the most neutral Norwegian verb of saying, si ‘to say’):
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Han tenkte han skulle vente til det ble mgrkt.

‘He thought he should wait till it became dark’
Han syntes han skulle vente til det ble mgrkt.

‘He thought/felt he should wait till it became dark’
Han trodde han skulle vente til det ble mgrkt.

‘He believed he should wait till it became dark’
Han mente han skulle vente til det ble mgrkt.

‘He meant he should wait till it became dark’

Han sa han skulle vente til det ble mgrkt.

‘He said he should wait till it became dark’

Han tenkte han ville vente til det ble mgrkt.

‘He thought he would wait till it became dark’
Han syntes han ville vente til det ble mgrkt.

‘He thought/felt he would wait till it became dark’
Han trodde han ville vente til det ble mgrkt.

‘He believed he would wait till it became dark’
Han mente han ville vente til det ble mgrkt.

‘He meant he would wait till it became dark’

Han sa han ville vente til det ble mgrkt.

‘He said he would wait till it became dark’

Han tenkte han fikk vente til det ble mgrkt.

‘He thought he got [=had better] wait till it became dark’
Han syntes han fikk vente til det ble mgrkt.

‘He thought/felt he got wait till it became dark’
Han trodde han fikk vente til det ble mgrkt.

‘He believed he got wait till it became dark’

Han mente han fikk vente til det ble mgrkt.

‘He meant he got wait till it became dark’

Han sa han fikk vente til det ble mgrkt.

‘He said he got wait till it became dark’

The informants’ task was to start with the reported speech act of (64/1)
and run through the whole set of (65) I, 11, III, checking on a form designed
for the purpose which of those fifteen declaratives were acceptable reports
on (64/1), and which ones were not. Then they would start all over again
with (64/2), and so on, until the list was exhausted and a total of 15 x 9
pairs of reporting and reported acts had been evaluated. They were also asked
whether they felt that main clause han and complement clause han referred to
the same person. The number of Norwegian informants participating in this
test was ten, which is quite modest. It was truly hard to recruit willing people,
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though, as their job was extremely time-consuming and exacting, and quite
tiresome after a while.

Both the three modal auxiliaries and the four nonauxiliary verbs of propo-
sitional attitude can be placed on a subjectivity—objectivity scale, with tro,
the verb of all the c)-versions of the reporting acts, being definitely the most
objective, and synes, the verb of the b)-versions, being definitely the most
subjective VS in the set. Among the original speech acts of 1-9 there are four
that have a typically subjective ring to them, namely nos. 2, 5, 7, and 8.

It may surprise some readers to learn that no. 5—Jeg tror jeg venter til det
blir mgrkt—belongs in that group, because tro, as I said, is the least subjective
of the four VS. However, present tense tror after a 1st person subject can have
a lexically bleached meaning; it can function like a hedge, or softener. ‘I guess’
would probably be the most suitable English gloss under such circumstances:
‘I guess I'll wait until it gets dark’ (cf. the data of (59)—(60) in the preceding
section). The hedging function disappears once you replace the present tense
and/or the 1st person subject with something else. Past tense trodde retains
the full lexical meaning as a verb of propositional attitude. It is always a
genuine VS when it is used as a metapragmatic substitute for a verb of saying
in an act of referring to some speech act. And in a sentence like Han trodde han
ventet til det ble mgrkt you cannot help interpreting han in the main clause
and han in the complement as non-coreferential terms, due to the objective
character of the non-hedge use of the past tense form trodde.

Sentence no. 6—Jeg tror jeg skal vente til det blir mgrkt—is ambiguous
between a hedging and a non-hedging reading of the main clause verb. Why is
the full lexical verb reading of tro so much more acceptable in sentence no. 6
than in sentence no. 57 The answer is presumably that Norwegian jeg skal (‘I
shall’) opens for a situation where someone else—a person or an institution
with authority—has decided that the speaker is to wait until it is dark. The
ambiguity of no. 6 is a function of the lexical ambiguities of the verb forms
tror and skal.

It turned out that the test subjects’ opinions about what would be a good
report on no. 5 and no. 6, respectively, were as a whole not very different, but
there are at least a couple of striking differences between the data I got on 5
and on 6 that I find interesting. I have said that skulle is probably the least
subjective of the three modal auxiliaries and that tro is the least subjective
VS. The combination of those two items is what we find in the reporting act
I (¢): Han trodde han skulle vente til det ble mgrkt. All ten informants found
that this was an acceptable report on speech act no. 6, and that result was
contrary to my expectations. Either they did not recognize the Q-implicature
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and ‘false belief’ implicature that I have attributed to report structures start-
ing with Han trodde... (‘He believed...’), or they simply did not feel that
those implicata interfered with their ideas of an acceptable report. In their
unanimous acceptance of the pair of 6/I(c), the informants also disregarded
the possible interpretation of 6 as a statement about the speaker’s decision to
wait, a pragmatic meaning that presupposes that you assign a hedge function
rather than a VS function to jeg tror....

It also turned out that all ten informants considered II (b)—Han syntes
han ville vente til det ble mgrkt—to be a good report on no. 6, and the se-
mantic differences between I(c) and II(b) are actually such that those two
sentences simply cannot be used to report on the same statement. In version
I'(c) the reporter is talking about expectations and obligations, but in II (b)
she is talking about a decision to act in the manner described. The former
report implies that tror in no. 6 is being understood to be the VS meaning ‘to
believe’, and the latter report implies an understanding of tror as a hedge, or
parenthetical verb.

The fact that both pairs, 6/I (¢) and 6/II (b), were assessed in the same
way shows that the test subjects must have recognized the ambuigity of 6,
but in their respective evaluations of 6/I(c) on the one hand and 6/II (b) on
the other, they have evidently perceived one content at a time. All informants
assigned the interpretation of ‘I believe I’'m supposed to wait until it’s dark’
to sentence no. 6 in the situation where it is matched with I (c), while they
all assigned the interpretation of ‘I guess I'll wait until it’s dark’ to the same
sentence matched with the report of II (b).

The noted highly positive score for the pair of 6/1(c) was the same as
for 4/I(c). Reported sentence no. 4—Jeg skal visst vente til det blir mgrkt—
contains a modal particle visst, which is hard to translate properly, but which
is the least subjective of the most common Norwegian downtoner particles
(Fretheim 1991); it often implies that the speaker is offering second-hand
knowledge. No. 4 is a statement about the speaker’s feeling of uncertainty
about how he is expected to behave.

There were just two people out of ten who felt that I (c) could be used
as a report on sentence no.5 (Jeg tror jeg venter...). This means that the
majority judged no. 5 to be a statement about the speaker’s own decision to
wait.

Most of the reporting versions with the modal auxiliary fikk in the comple-
ment (group III) showed high positive scores for no. 5 and no. 6 alike, though
III (c)—Han trodde han fikk vente til det ble mgrkt—was not considered a
good report on sentence no.5 by more than six people, against nine people
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out of ten for the pair of 6/III (c). That discrepancy must be attributed to two
factors, namely the non-subjective character of the verb tro when it cooccurs
with the unequivocally deontic modal auxiliary fa, and the fact that no. 5 can
only be interpreted as a statement about the speaker’s decision, while no. 6
can also function as as statement of belief.

None of the (a)-reports were ever associated with an obligation due to a
decision made by someone other than the original speaker. All three combi-
nations tenkte. .. skulle, tenkte...ville, and tenkte... fikk evoke a picture of a
subject referent who has made up his mind to wait until it gets dark, though
in my opinion the tenkte. .. skulle combination of I (a) does permit an inter-
pretation of skulle as a deontic modal as well, just like III (a).

There is a striking difference between the informants’ reactions to I(a)
and their reactions to I (c), and a no less convincing difference between their re-
actions to II (a) and II (c). The responses suggest that everyone has considered
han... han to be coreferential both in I (a) and in III (a), and that eight out
of ten considered han...han to be coreferential in II (a). In contrast to those
data, nobody considered the two occurrences of han in II (c)—involving the
collocation of trodde. . . ville—to refer to the same individual. Jeg tror jeg vil...
is an acceptable sequence due to the fact that the cooccurrence of a 1st person
subject and the present tense of tro admits a parenthetical, or hedge interpre-
tation, but the past tense form trodde of Han trodde han ville... in II (c) is
not a hedge, it is a weak epistemic VS. Due to the noted scalar implicature
attached to past tense trodde, the appearance of that form in II (¢) means it
is only with great difficulty that you construe the VS of I (c) as a verb mod-
ifying a statement containing the modal auxiliary ville of the volition type.
Therefore the main clause han and the complement clause han of II (¢) tend
to be processed as non-coindexed pronouns.

Among the d)-reports starting with Han mente. .., the mente. .. ville ver-
sion of II(d) is apparently fraught with much the same ‘problem’ as II (c).
When you have decided that you wish to act in a certain way, you will hardly
describe your state of mind by saying that you ‘have an opinion about’ what
you want to do, but that is exactly what a Norwegian speaker would do if
she/he were to use (66) as a report.

(66) ?2Jeg mener jeg vil vente til det blir mgrkt.
‘P am of the opinion that I wish to wait till it is dark’

The deviance of (66) is consistent with the preponderance of assignments of
non-coreference to han... han in I1(d).
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To the extent that (66) can be assigned a meaning, its meaning is signif-
icantly different from that of Jeg tror jeg vil vente til det blir mgrkt. In such
syntactic environments as these, the prefix Jeg tror... will automatically be
understood to serve as a hedge, but the VS mene is never a hedge.

One might have believed that the (e)-versions, which contained no propo-
sitional attitude verb but instead the most neutral of all Norwegian verbs of
saying would be acceptable throughout, but that was not the case. For ex-
ample, III (e)—Han sa han fikk vente til det ble mgrkt—got the best possible
score as a report on sentence no.1 and an almost equally good score with
respect to nos. 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9, but it got the very lousy score of two YES,
eight NO as a report on sentence no. 4. The culprit here is the modal auxiliary
fikk, not the verb form sa ‘said’). Fikk suggests, as I said previously, some
kind of personally felt obligation, whereas sentence no. 4 containing the modal
particle visst may be said to minimize the importance of the speaker’s own
will or intention, and to describe the speaker as someone who is in this case
simply acting upon some other person’s presumably rather diffusely expressed
request.

All in all, sentence no. 4 with its sequence skal visst proved to be the odd
man out in the set of nine speech acts in (64). The report of I (¢)— Han trodde
han skulle vente...—got ten positive votes out of ten as a report on no. 4, but
many of the other reporting acts shows very low scores with regard to sentence
no. 4, including the other two sentences featuring tro, i.e. Il (c)—Han trodde
han ville vente... —and Il (c¢)—Han trodde han fikk vente....

Judging from the informant responses, what generally happens in sub-
group III of the reporting sentences is that the lexical differences between the
four VS verbs of tenke, synes, tro and mene are somewhat blurred when the
auxiliary fikk appears in the complement clause. As a rule the informant’s
reactions to the respective (a), (b), (c¢), and (d) versions of subgroups I and
II differed systematically, but most informants discriminated to a much lesser
extent between (a), (b), (c) and (d) in subgroup III. That is not surprising,
since the modal auxiliary fi suggests that the decision to act is the speaker’s
own. One consequence of that is that the presence of fikk in III (¢) counteracts
the Q-implicature normally adhering to past tense trodde with a 3rd person
subject pronoun. Fikk favours a coreference understanding of han. .. han. With
the exception of noncoreference judgements of han. .. han in Il d) ( Han mente
han fikk...) from two informants, and from one informant in the case of IIl e)
(Han sa han fikk...), the two pronominal subjects were uniformly considered
to be coindexed in subgroup III of (65).
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4. Conclusion

Assertives is the name that Searle (1979) gave to one of his five main categories
of illocutionary acts. The assertives form quite a heterogeneous class, though
Searle offers no explicit subcategorization. One thing common to all assertives,
as Searle defines them, is the ‘psychological state’ that the performer of an
assertive must be in, or its ‘sincerity condition’, to use his earlier terminology
(Searle 1969).

The psychological state belonging to assertives is ‘belief’; that is, a speaker
who states, explains, claims, presumes or intimates that p is true is committed
(in varying degrees) to the belief that p is true.

Bach-Harnish postulate four main categories of communicative illocu-
tionary acts, which they label Constatives, Directives, Commissives, and Ac-
knowledgements, respectively (Bach~Harnish 1979, 39f.). They propose very
fine-grained subclassifications. Their Constatives, for example, are divided into
fifteen classes, one of which is called Assertives. They claim that a feature
common to all Constatives is “the expression of a belief, together with the
expression of an intention that hearer form (or continue to hold) a like belief”
(op.cit., 42).

With the proviso that the mentioned state of belief is given a definition
wide enough to include judgements made on the basis of the speaker’s personal
taste (cf. Norwegian synes), ‘belief’ can indeed be postulated as the psycho-
logical state pertaining to the felicitous performance of Norwegian assertives.
However, I very much doubt that those Norwegian declaratives that begin with
Jeg syns (at)..., or the ones you can report on by saying NN syntes (at)...,
would generally fit Bach and Harnish’ description of Constatives as expressing
the speaker’s intention that the hearer form, or continue to hold, the speaker’s
belief. For synes it seems sufficient that the speaker informs the hearer about
his own belief. If the speaker wishes to impose his belief on the hearer, he
might have more success with a different VS than synes.

I have not undertaken a cross-linguistic examination that might tell us
something about how wide-spread the metapragmatic use of VS is, and I do
believe we should eschew any a priori assumptions as to the universality of this
manner of reporting on past illocutionary acts. The conventionalized reference
to the psychological state of belief observed in reports on assertives in the
present paper might be culture-independent, but I am inclined to believe that
it is culture-specific.

English is one language that makes extensive use of VS in reports on
assertive, or constative communicative acts, and closely-related Norwegian is
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another. One of my goals has been to contrast four central Norwegian VS in
the lexical ‘think’-‘believe’ area with their English counterparts.

Nothing has been said about non-assertive illocutionary acts, but our use
of VS as metapragmatic devices is clearly not restricted to reports on declar-
ative sentences used as assertives. Lyons (1977) contended that the state of
mind of anyone asking or posing a question is lack of knowledge, puzzlement,
or wonder about something, and that the most general function of questions
is simply to give expression to one’s state of wonder or uncertainty. He de-
scribed interrogatives as sentences in which the state of doubt is “grammati-
calized” (op.cit., 754). Be that as it may, it seems fairly accurate to say that
the state of mind that one would normally attribute to a person performing an
information-seeking question is a state of wondering (whether p is true). Both
English and Norwegian have lexical verbs referring to this state of mind appro-
priate for anyone asking an information-seeking question. You can substitute
English NN wondered... for NN asked..., and the equivalent Norwegian VS
lure pa ‘wonder’ of NN lurte pa... for the verb spdrre ‘ask’ of NN spurte. ..
‘NN asked...’. Even this type of propositional attitude verb may have prag-
matic implications beyond what would the case if a regular verb of asking were
used instead. I have a particular type of situation in mind. Suppose the ad-
dressee of some reported question can be expected to know the correct answer
to the original speaker’s question. I imagine that in this sort of situation, the
report of (67) can have a richer set of contextual implications than the report

of (68).

(67) Linda wondered whether you’re related to Gregory Berry.
(68) Linda asked (me) whether you’re related to Gregory Berry.

If it is mutually known by speaker and addressee that the addressee of
(67)/(68) does not know the answer, then the addressee would presumably
interpret (67) as an indirectly conveyed question, more readily than (68). Us-
ing an explicit verb of asking is apparently one way of emphasizing that in
uttering (68), the speaker is doing no more than reporting on Linda’s original
question. If you choose to be less explicit, in the manner of (67), you thereby
also give a hint that you would not mind being enlightened yourself.

In my mind there is something to be gained from further exploratory
studies of the sort presented in this paper. Cross-linguistic typological investi-
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gations of the use of verba sentiendi as metapragmatic terms might be a useful
complement to Verschueren’s ongoing large-scale work on (Basic) Linguistic
Action Verbs (Verschueren 1989, and this volume).
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MUp, MOUTH(E), MOUTH
DENOTING LINGUISTIC ACTION:
ASPECTS OF THE DEVELOPMENT
OF A RADIAL CATEGORY

LOUIS GOOSSENS

1. Introduction

A number of years ago, on the occasion of a BBC interview, John Searle was
asked what he regarded as the essence of language. “Well, Searle replied af-
ter a moment’s reflection, you open your mouth, and all that racket comes
out”. What Searle did, of course, besides leaving the sophisticated reporter
speechless for a few seconds, was build on the knowledge that our mouths are
crucially involved in the production of speech sounds and hence of linguistic
action. That this is quite general knowledge about human language, is (also)
reflected in the use of the lexical item mouth in Present-day English as it is
recorded in a general usage dictionary like the Longman Dictionary of Con-
temporary English. Indeed, in a data base collecting the figurative expressions
for linguistic action from the LDCE (on which see Vanparys (in press)), it
appears that with respect to the body parts which can be used to denote lin-
guistic action (henceforth L.A.), mouth is the one that scores highest: 16 items
in all, with tongue as a close second (14 items) and lip in third position with
seven.

For me, this observation about the fequency of the items mouth, tongue
and lip in the denotation of L.A. in Present-day English usage triggered the
question whether for the corresponding items in Old English a comparable
situation obtained as well. My findings are reported in a paper presented at
the Ninth International Historical Linguistics Conference (New Brunswick, NJ,
August 1989) (Goossens (forthcoming)) and are briefly summarized in section
2 of this contribution.

As a kind of follow-up I will try here to give a glimpse of the (diachronic)
development in English of this use of the item mouth to denote L.A., working
with three successive samplings, one for Old English, one for Middle English,
and one for Early Modern English. As it happens, an analysis of these samples
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reveals a development with some interesting patterns, which I would like to
report on here. The reason why in the title of this paper I speak of ‘aspects
of the development of a radial category’, is that I want to think about it in a
Cognitive Grammar vein (in line, for example, with Lakoff (1987)). The idea
is that the meanings of the lexical item mouth and its ancestors are organized
around a prototypical centre (‘the opening on the face through which an animal
or human being may take food into the body, and by which sounds are made’,
LDCE mouth, n. 1), which radiates out to other senses by metonymic and
metaphorical mapping. Following Cognitive Grammar, I define metonymy as
involving a mapping from one element onto another within the same domain,
metaphor as involving a mapping between two different domains. Obviously, in
this context we are concerned with just a part of the development of the radial
category, viz. the metonymic and metaphorical mappings of mup, mouth(e),
mouth onto L.A.

As pointed out above, section 2 is concerned with the way in which the
counterparts of Present-day English mouth, tongue and lip in Old English were
used to denote L.A.; more particularly, with the way in which this meaning
extension appears to have arisen. Section 3 briefly presents the data bases on
which the main body of this paper is based. Sections 4, 5 and 6 present my
analyses of the Old English, the Middle English and the Early Modern English
samples successively. A brief confrontation with the LDCE data follows in
Section 7, after which we round off with our final conclusions.

2. The rise of a new conceptualization pattern in Old English

In Goossens (forthcoming) I provide an account of the distribution of mup,
tunge and weler/lippe denoting L.A. in Old English texts (note that weler is
the current item for lip in OE and that lippe is still somewhat marginal).

In outline, I found that for all these items the uses that denote L.A. occur
with few exceptions in religious texts, and that within the religious corpus
those L.A. uses predominantly come from the Psalms. In other words, there
is ample evidence that the use of mup, tunge and weler/lippe to denote L.A.
is of biblical origin.

Among those items the most numerous one is again mup, and, more im-
portantly, it appears that for mup (but not for the other items) we see the
beginnings of an independent (i.e. independent of biblical sources) use in the
denotation of L.A. In other words, the conceptualization of linguistic action in
terms of the lexical item mup is established in (late) Old English to the point
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that it no longer requires direct biblical models. Obviously, from that point of
view as well, mouth presents itself as the most promising item for the kind of
diachronic investigation that I want to present here.

3. A data base for MUp/MOUTH(E)/MOUTH

Although a lot can be learned from dictionaries, a study of the entries for
mup, mouth(e) and mouth in the Old English, Middle English and Oxford
English Dictionaries will not do for our purposes, for a number of reasons.
First, because for the Toronto Dictionary of Old English the entry mup is not
yet available. Secondly, because the material on which both the MED and
the OED are based is extremely heterogeneous, and because neither of them
gives an idea of the proportion in which a particular use comes. Moreover, the
contextualizations in those dictionaries are (for obvious reasons) too restricted
in a number of cases for independent interpretation.

Therefore, I decided to work with three comparatively homogeneous sam-
ples which present us with successive synchronic cuts. One for Late Old English
around the millennium, for which I collected all the occurrences with mup
Elfric’s writings from the Toronto Concordance (Di Paolo Healey—Venezky
(1980)), one for Middle English (second half of the fourteenth century) with all
the uses of mouth(e) from Chaucer (where I made use of the Chaucer Concor-
dance by Tatlock-Kennedy (1927) and Robinson’s Chaucer edition (Robinson
(1957)), and one for Early Modern English around the turn of the sixteenth
to the seventeenth century with the uses of mouth in Shakespeare (based
on Bartlett’s Shakespeare Concordance (1962) and the Signet Classic edition
(Barnet (1972)). In actual fact, there were about 170 instances in Alfric, 160 in
Shakespeare and only 70 items in Chaucer; so I decided to work with 100 ran-
dom instances for Elfirc and Shakespeare, whereas I took the complete sample
for Chaucer. Under (1) I summarize this point about our data base, together
with the distribution, in percentages, of the L.A. uses (both literal and non-
literal ones) versus the contexts where no L.A. is denoted. Note that for the
Chaucer sample 39% corresponds to 27 instances; for Zlfric and Shakespeare
the percentage, of course, corresponds to the actual number of instantiations.

(1) Elfric (N: 100) Chaucer (N: 70) Shakespeare (N: 100)
L.A. 59% 39% 61%
Non-L.A. 41% 61% 39%

In what follows we concentrate on the L.A. uses only.
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4. Patterns in the Elfric data

In the analysis of the three samples the three main L.A. uses to be distin-
guished are the literal, the metonymic and the metaphorical ones.

The Alfric data contain four L.A. instances where mup can be interpreted
in its prototypical or literal sense, as exemplified by (2) (the reference is that
of the Toronto Concordance).

(2) (EGram 4.9)
Se mup drifd6 ut pa clipunge and seo lyft byd geslagen
the mouth drives out the sound and the air is struck

mid paere clypunge and gewyrd to stemne
with that sound and becomes to voice

All the other instances are figurative. There are none, however, which
are purely metaphorical, i.e. where mup fits into a pattern that as a whole
evokes a domain other than linguistic action and which in the context has to
be mapped onto L.A. This means that as many as 55 (out of 59) have mup in
a metonymic sense. In other words, there is as a rule a mapping of the body
part mouth onto some aspect of L.A., but this mapping occurs within the same
domain, for which we can assume the presence of what Lakoff would call an
Idealized Cognitive Model in which the mouth is conceived as instrumental in
L.A. As it happens, we even have proof that AElfric had an explicit awareness
of the human mouth’s instrumentality in linguistic action, given the (literal)
instance from his ‘Grammar’ quoted under (2). Under (3) we give an example
where mupe stands for what is said (words, speech).

(3) (ECHom II, 39 1 294, 231)
and cwaep to 0am leasan mid gelernedum mube
and said to the wicked one with learned mouth

Our next step is to differentiate this category of metonymic uses. In (4)
we give a survey of the subcategories adopted ((i)-(v)) together with the
number of occurrences for each in our sample. We complete this survey with
the figures for the literal and the metaphorical uses (which we have already
given above). In addition, we have added under the metonymic cases an extra
specification metonymic in a metaphorical context. What this indicates is that
among the metonymic uses, there are some that fit into a metaphorical context,
as metonymies. These are spread across subcategories (i)—(v); they therefore
do not add up to the total.
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(4) (Late Old English; ZElfric - 59 L.A. items)

A. Literal 4
B. Metonymic 55
(i) mup = what is said/words/speech 11
(ii) X’s mup = X’s words = X as a speaker 24
(iii) mup = speaker 3
(iv) mup = speech faculty 6
(v) metonymic expressions with mup 11
(metonymic in a metaphorical context) (16)
C. Metaphorical 0

Let us next further illustrate and, if necessary, clarify, the distinctions made
under the category metonymic.

(i) In (5) and (6) we give two more instances where mup = what is
said/words/speech. In (5) we can paraphrase mid anum mupe as with the
same words, in (6) of his mupe means something like with what he said.

(5) (E£CHom II, 2 17, 207)
ne magon we mid anum mupe bletsian and wyrian
not can  we with one mouth bless and curse

(6) (ECHom II, 2 11, 93 42)
and he him of  his mupe heofenlice lare forgeaf
and he him from his mouth in a heavenly way lore gave

heora sawle to bigleofan
their soul to nourishment

Note also that (6) is an instance of metonymy within metaphor. There is an
overall context in which the domain of feeding is mapped onto that of L.A.,
but the metonymic interpretation of his mupe is still relevant. (For a fuller dis-
cussion of this intertwining of metaphor and metonymy see Goossens(1990)).
(ii) As indicated by the paraphrase in (4), our second subcategory is very much
like the first, in that mup permits the same paraphrase as in (i). But there is
the additional possibility that we can equate the combination of the genitive
and its headword mup with the person(s) referred to by the genitive conceived
as speaker(s). We have included this as a separate subcategory because of its
frequency. Indeed, it is more frequent than any of the other metonymies that
we distinguish here. (7)—(10) provide examples.
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(7) (ECHom I, 10 152.3)

godspelle be we nu gehierdon of baes diacones mube

gospel  which we now heard from the deacon’s mouth
(8) (ALS (Vincent) 80)

seo ylce naddre spac nu burh bises arleasan mubp

the same adder spoke now through this wicked one’s mouth

(9) (AELS (Ash W.) 241.)
fordan pe se leasa mup ofslihd bas mannes sawle
because the wicked mouth destroys the man’s soul

(10) (E£CHom [,4 74.32)
du settest on minum mupe pinre sodfestnysse word
you put on my mouth of-your-truthfulness words

(9) and (10) are again instances of metonymies within metaphor.

(iii) There are also a few cases where there is a direct mapping of mup onto
speaker. In (11), for example, we get no genitive qualifying mup and we cannot
paraphrase it as what is said/words/speech.

(11) (ACHom 1,10 160.8)

gewite seo sawul ut: ne maeig se mup clypian
come the soul out not can the mouth cry out

(iv) As illustrated in (12) mup can also be used to denote the speech faculty.
(12) (ECHom II 42 310.14)

ic sodlice sylle eow mup and wisdom
I truly (will)give you mouth and wisdom

That the boundary lines are not always fully clear also for this category
appears, for example, from (13), where mup can be taken to refer to both the
speaker and to his speech faculty.

(13) (ACHom I, 33 494.15)

he sprecd donne he mid godes herungum his mup gebysgad
he speaks when he with God’s praises his mouth occupies

(v) Finally, there are several instances where mup is part of a larger expression
which includes a verb and which is metonymic in its entirety. We illustrate this
with (14)-(16).
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(14) (£CHom I, 36 548.13)
he undyde his mup and hi l&rde bus cwedende
he opened his mouth and them taught thus saying

(15) (ELS (Sebastian) 94)
geopenige Jonne se @lmihtiga haelend &ises wifes mup
(may)open then the almighty saviour this woman’s mouth

paet heo maege sprecan
that she may speak

(16) (A£CHom II, 25 352.4)
da mid OGam gewrite weard his mup geopenod: and his
then with that writing became his mouth opened and his

tunge unbunden to rihtre sprace
tongue loosened to correct speech

With respect to (14), opening one’s mouth is a necessary part of speaking and
is therefore like a part-whole metonymy. Mutatis mutandis the same holds for
(15) and (16).

Summing up this analysis, we find that in the ZElfric sample, there are only
a few instances where L.A. is denoted literally, but a great many where there
is metonymic mapping. The mapping is from mup onto what is said, the speech
faculty or the speaker, or from a complex NP (where mup is the head and where
there is a prehead genitive whose referent is the speaker) onto the speaker.
There are also cases where the mapping is from a verbal combination (where
mup is an argument) onto L.A. as a whole. Purely metaphorical expressions
in which mup figures were absent, but among the metonymies quite a few
were part of a broader metaphorical context, where, however, the metonymy
remains interpretable as such.

5. Analysis of the Chaucer sample

The (sub)categories set up in analysing the Late Old English data are also
relevant to the Chaucer sample, be it with some differences in the distribution
(some of the categories, for example, are represented only sparingly). Mutatis
mutandis, however, this presentation will be little more than a variation on
the same theme. We first give a survey.
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(17) (Middle English; Chaucer — 27 L.A. items)

A. Literal 1?7
B. Metonymic 26
(i) mouth = words, speech 14
(ii) mouth of X = X’s words = X as a speaker 8
(i1i) mouth = speaker 2
(iv) mouth = language faculty 1?7
(v) metonymic expressions with mouth 17
(metonymic in a metaphorical context) (6)
C. Metaphorical 0

As can be observed, the predominance of the metonymic uses is even more
overwhelming than in the Alfric sample: again there are no purely metaphor-
ical items (except perhaps for the instance which is now listed under sub-
category (v)), and the single literal item (quoted here as (18)) is somewhat
doubtful as regards its denotation of L.A.—The references are to Robinson’s
edition.

(18) (Canterbury Tales, Wife of Bath’s T., 973)
She leyde hir mouth unto the water doun
she laid her mouth onto the water below

“...” quod she “...”
“...” said she “...”

The context in (18) is clearly one of L.A., but the first line in this quotation

can also be interpreted without taking that context into account.

We now proceed to exemplification and clarification of the metonymic

uses, in the same way as we did for the Late Old English sample.

(i) This is by far the best represented category, The emphasis here is on spoken
words/speech, as appears from instances (19)—(21).
(19) (C.T., Parson, 1020 ff.)

Thou most eek shewe thy synne by thyn owene propre mouth
you must also reveal your sin by your own mouth

but thow be woxe downb and not by lettre
but you (should)be become dumb and not (too)detailed
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(20) (C.T., Parson, 480 ft.)
Also the humilitee of mouth is in foure thynges: in
also the humility of mouth is in four things in

attempree speeche, and in humblenesse of speeche, ...
moderate speech  and in humility of speech

(21) (C.T., Parson, 950 ff.)
Now for as muche as the seconde partie of Penitence stant
now in so far as the second part of penance consists

in Confession of mouth
in confession by mouth

In (19) by thyn owene propre mouth can be paraphrased as in oral confession,
in (21) Confession of mouth means oral confession; humilitee of mouth in (20)
can be equated with humility in speaking. Generally, there is a focus on either
oral or public speech production.

(ii) The second type of metonymy, where we get mouth as the head noun of
a complex noun phrase qualified by a genitive or an of-phrase which refers to
the speaker, and in which mouth remains paraphrasable as words, whereas the
complex NP as a whole refers to X (the person referred to in the of-phrase or
genitive) as speaker, decreases in frequency as compared with the Old English
sample, but is still well represented (eight instances in all). Illustrations are
offered in (22)-(25).

(22) (C.T., Parson, 235-240)
Seith God by the mouth of Ezechiel
says God by the mouth of Ezechiel

(23) (House of Fame II, 758)
Loo, this sentence ys knowen kouth
look this saying is known

Of  every philosophes mouth
from every philosopher’s mouth

As Aristotle and daun Plato
such as Aristotle and Sir Plato

(24) (C.T., Prol., 1744)
This is a short conclusion
this 1is a brief decision
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Your owene mouth, by youre confessioun
your own mouth by your confession

Hath dampned yow
has damned you

(25) (C.T., Melibee, 2690-2695)

Jhesu Crist ... for he dide nevere synne, ne nevere cam
Jesus Christ for he did never sin nor never came
ther a vileyns word out of his mouth

there a villainous word out of his mouth

Note that in (25) the metonymy fits into the context of the Conduit metaphor
(cf. Reddy (1979)).

(iii) The two instances where mouth stands for speaker are quoted as (26)
and (27).

(26) (C.T., Parson, 625-630)

but after the abundance of the herte speketh the mouth
but according to the abundance of the heart speaks the mouth
ful  ofte

quite often

(27) (House of Fame III, 2076-2078)
Thus north and south
thus north and south

wente every tydyng fro mouth to mouth
went every news from mouth to mouth

and that encresing ever mo
and that encreasing ever more

(iv) The single instance where mouth can be taken to stand for the language
faculty, (28), is somewhat doubtful again, to the extent that here mouth could
also be mapped onto Homer’s literary work, as Chaucer’s own paraphrase
suggests. In the second interpretation a further complexity arises, because
Homer’s work can be thought of as writings (even if we know that it was
composed in an oral tradition); this would involve a double metonymy: from
mouth onto words/speech (subcategory (i)), and then onto the written form.
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(28) (Boece V, metrum 2,1)
Homer with the hony mouth(that is to seyn, Homer with the
Homer with the honey mouth that is to say Homer with the

swete ditees)
sweet compositions

(v) The expression with mouth, reproduced here as (29), is open to several
interpretations. To begin with, we might take it to be a full metaphor in
which mouth is reinterpreted as an animal (for example a horse) which has to
be controlled. But the metonymic reading, whereby the speaker stops speaking
while literally holding his mouth, should certainly not be ruled out either.
Alternatively, we could say that we have a metaphor here from the earlier
metonymy, in other words, what I have called a metaphor from metonymy in
Goossens (1990).

(29) Now holde your mouth, par charitee
now hold your mouth for charity’s sake

Summarizing here, we can say that overall pattern does not differ strik-
ingly from the Old English one, except perhaps for the fact that the emphasis
is more often on oral or public speech production in category (i). Note also
that we have at least one instance, (29), which we might also have listed as a
‘pure’ metaphor.

6. The Shakespeare sample

Turning to the data from Shakespeare, we find that there is a striking shift
in the general distribution. Not because we do not find any representatives
of the category literal any more, for instantiations there were also rare in the
Old English and in the Middle English sample, but because all of a sudden
the pure metaphors have become frequent. The details are registered in (30).

(30) (Early Modern English; Shakespeare — 61 L.A. items)

A. Literal 0
B. Metonymic 37
(i) mouth = words, speech 14
(i) X’s mouth = X’s words = X as a speaker 8
(iii) mouth = speaker 5
(iv) mouth = language faculty 3
(v) metonymic expressions with mouth 7
(metonymic in a metaphorical context) (207)
C. Pure metaphors (occ. with demetonymization) 24
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In our exemplification for the metonymic cases the great majority of our

instances will have a metaphorical context. This reflects the fact most of the
metonymies in Shakespeare are indeed of the metonymy-within-metaphor
type. As the question mark in the table reveals, however, there are a num-
ber of instances where the difference between (frozen) metaphor and literal is
not easy to make. The references are to the Signet Classic Shakespeare.
(i) The first subcategory, where mouth can be mapped onto words or what
is said is again the most frequent type of metonymy. (31) illustrates a literal
instance, (32) one which I think can be regarded as having a metaphorical
context.

(31) (K. John iii 1 306)
O husband hear me! Ay alack how new is husband in my mouth

(32) (Richard II v 6 37)
From your own mouth, my lord, did I this deed

In (32) what you said can contextually be equated with your order. The reason
for characterizing it as metaphorical hangs together with the fact that we
are forced to conceive the speaker’s (past) doing of the deed concerned as
proceeding from this order; from, in other words, suggests movement from one
location to another, which here is mapped onto a state of affairs in which a
particular action (this deed) occurred as a result of somebody else’s linguistic
action. On the other hand, the metonymic mapping is still relevant; and the
salience of the metaphor is, of course, restricted, since its only expression is
the preposition from.

(ii) The second subcategory is exemplified in (33) and (34). Again it occurs
with considerable frequency.

(33) (K. John i1 21)
Then take my king’s defiance from my mouth
The farthest limit of my embassy

(34) (Measure f. M. v 1 304)
The duke’s unjust
Thus to retort your manifest appeal
And put your trial in the villain’s mouth
Which here you come to accuse

From my mouth in (33) can be paraphrased both as from what I'm saying and
as from me (as speaker); put your trial in the villain’s mouth in (34) amounts to
enirust your trial to what the villain is going to say or entrust your trial to the
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villain (as speaker). These metonymies occur both in a metaphorical context:
defiance and trial have to be conceived as objects that can be manipulated in
space (to be taken or put somewhere).

(iii) As can be inferred from the analysis of (33) and (34), the distinction
between the first three subcategories in a metaphorical context is not always
easy to make. (35) and (36), however, are best interpreted as requiring a direct
mapping of mouth(s) onto speaker(s).

(35) (Henry V iv 7 41)
It is not well done, mark you now, to take the tales out of my mouth, ere
it is made and finished

(36) (Henry VIIIi 2 61)
This makes bold mouths.
Tongues spit their duties out, and ...

(35) illustrates another point about the blurring of distinctions in metaphorical
contexts. It might also be assigned to the fully metaphorical group, if we take
the context to suggest a scene of a bakery, where the loaves are taken out of
the oven before they are fully baked. Under that interpretation mouth is the
mouth of the oven, which has to be mapped onto the speaker’s mouth.

(iv) In (36) we get the metonymic mapping of Gargantua’s mouth onto his
language faculty. The pattern is (again) comparatively rare.

(36) (As you Like it iii 2 226)
You must borrow me Gargantua’s mouth first; ’tis a word too great for
any mouth of this age’s size.

(v) Finally, we give a couple of instances where the expression as a whole has
to be processed metonymically. A current pattern in the Shakespeare data is
one in which kissing is viewed as a means to stop a person’s speaking; (37) is
an example in point.

(37) (Much Ado ii 1 299)
Speak, cousin; or (if you cannot) stop his mouth with a kiss and let him
not speak either.

In (38) we can take it that, at the point where we get the dash in the text,
there is some gesture on part of the character addressed such that it literally
stops the speaker’s mouth. In the context a kiss is not very likely; perhaps
the addressee puts his finger on the other’s mouth, which would give us the
metonymic interpretation.
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(38) (Two Gentleman of Verona ii 3 41)

P. Tut, man, I mean thou’lt lose the flood, and, in losing the flood, lose
thy voyage, and, in losing thy voyage, lose thy master, and in losing thy
master, lose thy service, and, in losing the service—Why dost thou stop
my mouth?

L. For fear thou shouldst lose thy tongue.

As we have already pointed out, the most current pattern in Shakespeare
is that of the full metaphors, i.e. instances where there is a mapping from a
distinct domain onto that of linguistic action and where a metonymic mapping
for mouth is no longer relevant. We illustrate this in (39) and (40).

(39) (Richard II v 3 29)
For ever may my knees grow to the earth
(Kneels)
My tongue cleave to my roof within my mouth
Unless a pardon ere I rise or speak

(40) (Richard II'i 3 166)
Within my mouth you have enjailed my tongue,
Doubly portcullised with my teeth and lips,
And dull unfeeling barren ignorance
Is made my jailer to attend me.

In (39) the addition of roof can be taken to reinterpret the mouth as a building
within which its inhabitant (the tongue) is immobilised. In (40) the metaphor
is more explicit: here the tongue is viewed as emprisoned in a jail which is like
a fortified castle (here the mouth).

Note that we can generalize over (39) and (40) as conceptualizing the
mouth in terms of some sort of building. Another, even more frequent pattern
has eating and drinking as a donor. We exemplify it in (41) and (42).

(41) (K. John iv 2 195)
I saw a smith stand with his hammer, thus,
The whilst his iron did on the anvil cool

With open mouth swallowing a tailor’s news,
Who ...
Told of a many thousand warlike French,

(42) (As you Like it iii 2 203)
I prithee take the cork out of thy mouth, that [ may drink thy tidings.
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In (41) the mouth is instrumentally involved in eating, more particularly in
swallowing food, which is mapped on listening to and processing somebody’s
linguistic actions. In (42) the donor scene is more specific; removing a cork is
a preliminary to pouring out whatever is contained in the drinking vessel; the
whole is mapped onto beginning to speak/communicate in a situation where
the addressee is keen on hearing what the other one has to say (as is expressed
in the added clause that I may drink thy tidings).

Among these metaphorical instances we also get a few which involve what
can be referred to as demetonymization inside a metaphor (see Goossens 1990,
335). We illustrate this by (43) and (44).

(43) (Measure for M. ii 4 4)
When [ would pray and think, I think and pray
To several subjects; heaven hath my empty words,
Whilst my invention, hearing not my tongue,
Anchors on Isabel; heaven in my mouth,
As if I did but only chew his name,
And in my heart the strong and swelling evil
Of my conception.

(44) (Tempest v 1 131)
For you, most wicked sir, whom to call brother
Would even infect my mouth, I do forgive
Thy rankest fault—all of them; ...

In (43) heaven in my mouth at first sight seems to contain a metonymy: we
can map my mouth onto what I’'m saying. The continuation (as if I did but
only chew his name) forces us to reinterpret it in terms of the donor scene of
chewing food in which the mouth has its own instrumentality. The whole is
to be mapped, of course, onto ‘empty’ speaking in which the speaker does not
mean what he says. In (44) the potential metonym mouth/speaker has to be
reinterpreted in terms of a scene where bad food infects the mouth, which then
as a whole has to be mapped onto L.A. that has a negative (or even sickening)
effect on the speaker.

As we have already observed at the beginning of this section, the most
striking point about the Shakespeare data is the high degree of metaphoriza-
tion, which results in a considerable number of pure metaphors, including in-
stances where potential metonyms are ‘demetonymized’, as well as in a larger
proportion of metonymies within a metaphorical context. It is unavoidable
that this should occasionally blur the distinction between the (sub)categories
adopted.
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7. The LDCE data in the light of the diachronic development

Before moving on to our general conclusions, I would first like to consider
the Present-day English sample of figurative expressions with mouth from the
LDCE (referred to in section 1) in the light of the foregoing analyses. In spite of
its restricted size (16 uses in all) this sample can be taken to be representative
of everyday contemporary usage, especially in British English.

Making use of the classification adopted above, we find (a) that there
are no literal uses among them (for obvious reasons, because the sample only
contains figurative expressions), (b) that there are only five metonymies among
them, and (c) that, therefore, the pure metaphors predominate (as many as
11 out of 16). To facilitate the discussion, we list this material under the
(sub)categories adopted earlier; the paraphrases and the labels (derog(atory),
sl(ang), etc.) are from the LDCE.

Metonymic uses
(i) (45) by word of mouth ‘by speaking and not by writing’

(iii) (46) blabbermouth derog sl ‘a person who tells secrets by
talking too much’

(47) loudmouth ‘a person who talks too much and in an
offensive manner’

(v) (48) keep one’s mouth shut infml ‘to avoid saying or speaking
about something, esp. something secret; keep silent’

(49) shut one’s mouth infml. a. usu. imper. ‘to stop talking; be
silent’ b. Well, shut my mouth! Southern AmE (an expression
of surprise)

Although this is not a complete inventory of metonymic expressions with
mouth denoting L.A., the sample, as pointed out before, can be regarded as
sufficiently representative to conclude that mouth has become decidedly less
popular in the metonymic uses where it was most frequent in older stages of
the language. The single instance where mouth is mapped onto speech, (45),
has the emphasis on speaking aloud, a usage type that was quite frequent in
the Chaucer sample; but otherwise a mapping of mouth onto what is said ap-
pears to have gone out of use. The use of mouth for speaker, on the other
hand, is still current, especially when mouth receives an additional, pejorative
qualification as in both (46) and (47). Subcategory (v) is probably preserved
best, because one can think of other expressions, whose meaning is perhaps too
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obvious to be listed in dictionaries (for example, open one’s mouth for begin
to speak), in addition to the ones included in the LDCE. Note also that the
expression keep one’s mouth shut (48) can be used in contexts where it is not
metonymic: in the paraphrase ‘avoid saying or speaking about something, esp.
something secret’ there is no idea that the speaker actually keeps his mouth
shut, but rather that while talking, he does not give away a specific bit of in-
formation. In other words, we have in that use a metaphor from metonymy (cf.
the discussion of instance (29) in the Chaucer sample). Similarly, the southern
AmE use Well, shut my mouth! (49b), which is to be interpreted as involving
an implicature, is best explained as building this implicature on a metaphor
from metonymy.

Metaphorical uses

(50) put the mouth on someone BrE & AustrE sl ‘to (seem to) make someone’s
actions or attempts unsuccessful by saying that he is doing very well’

(51) stop somebody’s mouth fml ‘to make someone keep silent’

(52) Don’t look a gift horse in mouth ‘don’t complain about a gift’

(53) put words into somebody’s mouth a. ‘to tell someone what to say’ b. derog
‘to suggest or claim, falsely, that someone has said a particular thing’

(54) to take the words out of someone’s mouth ‘to say something that someone
else was going to say, before he has had time or a chance to speak’

(55) shoot one’s mouth off infml ‘to talk foolishly about what one does not
know about or should not talk about’

(56) straight from the horse’s mouth infml ‘(of something) told to one directly,
from the person concerned’

(57) mouthful infml, usu. humor ‘a big long word that one finds difficulty in
saying or pronouncing’; infml, often humor or derog ‘a statement that is
important, or that is long and tries to sound important’

(58) mouthpiece often derog ‘a person, newspaper, etc. that expresses the
opinion of others’

(59) foul-mouthed derog ‘containing or having the habit of using foul language’

(60) mealy-mouthed ‘of a type of person who tends to express things not
freely or directly, using words which are not plain in meaning, esp. when
something unpleasant must be said’

A first observation here is that some of these metaphorical expressions are
derivable from metonymic ones. (50) reminds us of instances like (37) in the
Shakespeare data; putting one’s mouth on somebody else’s is one way to stop
him or her talking. Probably the expression is no longer transparent to most
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speakers of Contemporary English, but this does not invalidate its metonymic
origin. A similar point can be made for (51), which is comparable to (38);
but, of course, in its Present-day English use there is no necessity any more to
postulate an explicit gesture which has the effect of silencing another speaker.
(52) can also be taken to have originated in a context where somebody made
critical remarks about a horse that he received as a present. Moreove, we had
already noted the possible shift from metonymy to metaphor in instances like
(48) and (49b). In other words, metonymic expressions are not infrequent as
a source for (these) everyday metaphors for aspects of L.A.

A second point is about donor domains. There is a variety of them, as
is to be expected. But there is one that appears to be more important than
the others, viz. that of eating and drinking, which can account for (53), (54),
(57) and (59). A similar observation, it will be remembered, was made for the
Shakespeare corpus. Obviously this hangs together with our general conception
of linguistic communication in terms of the Conduit metaphor: the mouth is
conceived as a container for (reified) words, which in the metaphors under
discussion here can be taken to be fed into other people (as in (53)), or in
some sense stolen from others (in (54)), or to be too voluminous to contain
(57), or to have a soiling effect on it (in (59)).

8. Some conclusions

Having analysed three successive samples where mouth or its ancestor is used
to denote linguistic action, and having confronted these analyses with the uses
recorded in a contemporary corpus-based general usage dictionary, we would
now like to highlight some patterns that emerge. Obviously, our sampling was
too restricted to present this as the complete story of the development; on the
other hand, we think that our findings have a reasonable degree of represen-
tativeness, and would at least be worth the confrontation with other, similar
investigations into the way in which metonymic and metaphorical mappings
can develop.

In our specific instance the mapping of mup onto L.A. is of biblical (and
hence non-native) origin, but it appears to have been firmly established already
in the writings of Alfric. Disregarding the (few) instances where it is used
literally, we find that initially the mapping is only metonymic, but as such
multi-faceted, as it was in the biblical tradition from which it was borrowed.
The functionality of the mouth in the speech event allows it to be mapped onto
what is said, and as such the combination X’s mup can denote what X says and
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hence X as speaker. Less frequently onto the speaker directly, or onto the (more
abstract) speech faculty. Besides, there are a number of verbials with mup
which are as such used metonymically. Some of these metonymies are fitted
into metaphorical contexts, but such that the metonym is maintained, in other
words we get metonymies within metaphor. This general pattern for metonymy
is maintained with Chaucer, with as a special feature the added emphasis on
oral or public production in most of the cases where mouth denotes what it
said. This special point is not relevant for the Shakespeare sample, which, as
far as metonymization is concerned, largely parallels the Alfric one, except
for the decrease in the type mouth of X or X’s mouth and an increase of the
metaphorical contexts in which the metonyms occur.

There is a striking difference between Shakespeare and the earlier samples,
however, in that there are a considerable number of pure metaphors containing
the item mouth, including some where we get demetonymization, i.e. instances
in which a potential metonymic use of mouth loses its metonymic force because
a literal interpretation is required with respect to the donor domain, which is
mapped as a whole onto L.A. This sudden rise in metaphor is, of course, in line
with the baroque, flowery character of Shakespeare’s (and most Elizabethan)
language.

As regards our restricted general usage sample from LDCE, we found
that the metonymic applicability of mouth has diminished considerably; the
metonymies that appear to survive best are those where mouth, with some
further, pejorative, specification, is mapped onto the speaker, together with
the metonymic expressions in which mouth is an argument in a verbal expres-
sion. On the other hand, the marked increase in pure metaphors we found in
Shakespeare is also found here, though obviously there is no room for excessive
flowery language in a general usage data base like the one used by the LDCE.
As regards these metaphors, two categories stand out (even if the absolute
numbers in our restricted sample are low): the metaphors from metonymy
(i.e. those where the metaphor builds on an earlier usage which could be in-
terpreted metonymically); and the metaphors where the donor domain is that
of eating and drinking (which was already the major donor domain in the
Shakespeare data).

Generalizing somewhat further, it would seem that the following dimen-
sions in this development are worth emphasizing.

(i) In the metonymic mapping the complexity of L.A. makes for a multifaceted
range of possibilities. Mouth and its forerunners are not just mapped on what
is said, but also onto the speaker, the speech faculty, and in the case of more
complex verbal expressions, on different aspects or stages of the linguistic
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event. With respect to our oldest sample, however, we must stress again in
this context that we owe this metonymic network to biblical sources.
(ii) Metonymic mappings can change over time in the sense that what used to
be the major metonymy (here mouth onto what is said or speech) can become
largely inoperative.
(iii) Extensive metonymic mapping can, as it were, pave the way for extensive
metaphorical mapping. In our case, metonymies were found in metaphori-
cal contexts from the start, but such that the metonymies remained inter-
pretable as such. It was not until the Early Modern English sample that ‘pure
metaphors’ with mouth were fully established. It would seem that this relates
to the general promotion of baroque and figurative language with Shakespeare
and in the Elizabethan period in general, but this will have to be confirmed
by additional research of the type conducted here.
(iv) One clear instance where metonymy paves the way for metaphor is offered
by the metaphors from metonymy, which were found in (proportionally) large
frequency in our restricted Present-day English sample from the LDCE, but
not earlier (though there is perhaps an isolated instance in the Chaucer data).
(v) With respect to specific donor domains for L.A. within which mouth fig-
ures (from the Shakespeare sample onwards, since we are concerned here with
pure metaphors), the one that stands out is that of eating and drinking. It is
worth pointing out that also here there is a conceptual foundation, in that our
mouths are as it were equally instrumental, in speaking on the one hand, and
in eating and drinking on the other, be it that the directionality of food and
drink is the opposite of that of (egressive) speech production. Obviously, the
connection through (partially) shared function is not of a diachronic nature,
but experientially given.
(vi) Adding up the observations in (iii)~(v), the evidence here points to the
priority of metonymy over metaphor in figurative mappings.

As T have already pointed out, these conclusions based on a single and
somewhat restricted case study will have to be confronted with other investi-
gations along similar lines.
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PERFORMATIVES ARE DEFAULT REFLEXIVE
STANDARDIZED INDIRECT ACTS*

ROBERT M. HARNISH

Introduction

The problem of performatives

There are sentences which have the form of declaratives, but have been claimed
not to have the usual constative force of declaratives—the so-called ‘explicit

performative sentences’ or ‘performatives’!:

(1) (a) I (hereby) order you to leave.
(b) I (hereby) promise to pay you five dollars.
(¢) I (hereby) declare this meeting adjourned.

Performatives are still of interest to philosophers of language and lin-
guists, because we have no consensual theory that explains two putative facts
about performatives: the fact that performative sentences seem to be compo-
sitional (the meaning of the whole sentence is a function of the meaning of its
constituents and their grammatical relations), and the fact that they seem to
be used to perform the act named by the peformative verb (or noun etc.) that
they contain.

The basic reason for the first putative fact is theoretical simplicity. A
grammar or truth definition that can treat the contribution of e.g. ‘order’ in
(1a) the same as ‘order’ in (1d)

(d) I ordered you to leave.

will have a leg up one one which has to provide a seperate clause for each use
of each such verb in the language. Besides being theoretically untidy, such a
treatment makes the prediction that each of these words and the sentences
they occur in is ambiguous. And the theory must explain how the word or

* Presented at the Conference on Metapragmatic Terms, Budapest, July 2-4, 1990.

11 will use ‘performative’ as short for both ‘performative sentence’ and ‘performative
utterance’ (of a performative sentence).

Akadémiai Kiadd, Budapest
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sentence looses the (normal) compositional meaning it has in (1d) when it
occurs in (1a).?

The basic reason for the second putative fact is introspection—there is
a brute intuition that (la—c) are used literally and directly to order, promise
and adjourn respectively.3

These two properties of performative sentences can, of course, clash. The
compositional meaning of a performative sentence is always one which gener-
ates a constative illocutionary act potential, but performative sentences may
be used to perform non—constative acts, such as questioning, ordering, or com-
manding. So it seems to be the case both that the illocutionary act potential
of a performative sentence is restricted by semantics to constatives, and that
we intuit them as used to perform non—constative acts.

Conditions of adequacy

Any adequate account of how performatives work should meet at least four
conditions: Performatives (i) are normal declaratives from the point of view of
compositional semantics, (ii) they have an interpretation as a non—constative
doing,* and (iii) they introspectively feel as if they mean just that non-
constative doing. In addition, a theory of performatives must (iv) explain how
they work communicatively—how speakers perform the acts they do, and how
this is communicated to hearers. An adequate account of performatives must
satisfy these conditions (or explain them away).®

How should we resolve this tension between semantics and pragmatics
as well as conform to these conditions of adequacy? This is the problem of
performatives. There is a spectrum of analyses of the communicative uses of
performative sentences:

% See Heal (1974, 108 -9), Récanati (1987, Part I).

3 Gale (1970) argued that performatives do not have a truth value, and Schiffer (1972,
108-9) argued that performatives are not used to costate. See Sampson (1971) for a reply
to Gale. We will return to Schiffer’s proposal at the end of this section.

4 Except when the utterance is also performatively a constative, as with ‘I (hereby) state
that p’.

5 Searle (1989, section 3) offers eight conditions of adequacy, many of which are not
neutral between theories. These are discussed in Bach-Harnish (in press).
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Spectrum of analyses of performatives

1. Performatives are just used to do (illocutionary) things, (Austin 1961;
Searle 1969).

2. Performatives are used to say (locutionary) one thing and to do (illocu-
tionary) other things (Austin 1961).

3. Performatives are used to declare (illocutionary) things and to do (illocu-
tionary) other things (Récanati 1987; Searle 1988).

4. Performatives are used to constate (illocutionary) one thing and do, by
standardized indirection, something else (illocutionary) (Bach—Harnish 1979).
5. Performatives are used to constate one thing (illocutionary), and indirectly
by implicature to do (illocutionary) another.

6. Performatives are ambiguous as between a performative and a non-
performative reading.

7. Performatives are true or false, but are not used to constate anything
(Schiffer 1972).

8. Performatives are true or false, and are used to constate one thing and to
do that thing directly (Davidson 1979).

In this paper we will first look at Austin’s introduction of the notion of a
performative utterance and relate that to a notion of a performative sentence.
We then elaborate the view in (4), and end with some comments on (2), and

(6)-(8).°

A. Austin: What are performative utterances?

The thirty or so articles and books published on Austin’s discussion of perfor-
matives gives testimony to the fact that his notion is not crystal clear. In part
I of his paper “Performative Utterances” Austin introduces and motivates the
notion of a performative utterance; in part II he tries to find criteria for dis-
tinguishing performatives from assertions statements and other ‘constatives’.
He fails and charts the demise of the distinction.

Austin (1961, 220) introduced “peformative” as a “new and ugly word”
with the following explications:

“Now it is one such sort of use of language [non-reportive, non-descriptive]
that I want to examine here. I want to discuss a kind of utterance which

6 For a discussion of position 1 see Harnish (1991b). For comments on position 3 see
Harnish (1991a, b), and Bach-Harnish (in press).
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looks like a statement and grammatically, I suppose, would be classed as a
statement, which is not nonsensical, and yet is not true or false ... They
will be perfectly straightforward utterances, with ordinary verbs in the first
person singular present indicative active, and yet we shall see at once that they
couldn’t possibly be true or false. Furthermore, if a person makes an utterance
of this sort we would say that he is doing something rather than merely saying
something ... When I say ‘I do’ (sc. take this woman to be my lawful wedded
wife), I am not reporting on a marriage, I am indulging in it. Now these kinds
of utterance are the ones that we call performative utterances” (1961, 222).

“These performative utterances are not true or false, then. But they do
suffer from certain disabilities of their own. They can fail to come off in special
ways, and that is what I want to consider next. The various ways in which a
performative utterance may be unsatisfactory we call, for the sake of a name,
the infelicities...” (ibid, 224).

“Furthermore, with these verbs [performative] that I have used there is a
typical asymmetry between the use of this person and tense of the verb and
the use of the same verb in other persons and other tenses, and this asymmetry
is rather an important clue” (ibid, 228-9).

“...here is at least one other standard form...where the verb is in the
passive voice and the second or third person, not the first: ‘Passengers are
warned to cross the line by the bridge only’.” (ibid, 229), “You are hereby
authorized to do so-and—so” (ibid, 229).

“Very typical of this kind of performative—especially liable to occur in
written documents of course—is that the little word ‘hereby’ either actually
occurs or might naturally be inserted” (ibid, 229-30).

“...any utterance which is performative could be reduced or expanded or
analyzed into one of these two standard beginning ‘I ...’ so and so or begining
“You (or he) hereby ...’ so and so” (ibid, 30).

From these quotations we can extract the following properties of prototypical
performatives:

1. They are statements, grammatically;’

2. they are in the first person singular present indicative active;
3. they are not reports or descriptions;

4. they cannot be true or false;

7 Austin probably meant that they are declaratives or indicatives, since statements are
not kinds of sentences, but rather speech acts.
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5. they are doings, not merely sayings;

6. they are subject to infelicities;3

7. they are asymmetrical between first person, present tense and other per-
sons and tenses;

8. they naturally take ‘hereby’;

9. they take passive voice, and second and third person.

Non-prototypical performatives can take other forms, but are equivalent to
prototypical performatives:

10. those in 9 can be reduced or expanded into the standard format of 2.

Defining performatives

Can we turn these into a more precise characterization of prototypical perfor-
matives? If we allow ourselves the notion of an illocutionary act, then we can
say, as a first approximation:

(P-Perf) e is a prototypical performative iff
1. e is of the form: I (hereby) VP, or NP2/3rd are (hereby)
VP-ed (VP is present tense or progressive aspect);

2. VP denotes an illocutionary act;?
3.  If S utters e in the appropriate circumstances, then S VP-s.
(Perf) e is a performative iff e is equivalent (on a reading)

to a prototypical performative.l®

Lets try these out on some examples. First, (Perf) admits such non-
prototypical examples as:

(2) (a) I will be there, and that is a promise
(b) I am promising to be there

But it rules out ‘hedged performatives’ such as,

(3) (a) I must order you to leave
(b) I would like to suggest a Merlot

This is because sentences such as (3a, b) are not equivalent to P-performatives,
as can be seen by,

8 Austin (1961, 226fF) notes that the list of infelicities is neither complete nor exhaustive.

9 Austin (1961) of course propounded the notion of a performative before and inde-
pendently of the notion of an illocutionary act, but he never succeeded in characterizing
performatives to this satisfaction.

10 By ‘equivalent’ we mean that they have the same illocutionary act potential.
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(¢) I must order you to leave, but you won’t
(d) *I order you to leave, but you won’t

Second, (P-Perf) rules out such examples as:

(4) (a) Come in [clause 1]
(b) I (hereby) move molecules [clause 2]
(¢) I (hereby) utter an English sentence [clause 2]
(d) I promise to be there on Wednesdays (habitual) [clause 3]

Such performatives were contrasted with constatives, which are, prototypically,
true or false, need not be first person singular present indicative active, don’t
naturally take ‘hereby’ etc. Notice that if we distinguish clearly performatives
as sentences from performatives as utterances (actions), then some criteria go
more naturally with the linguistic aspect, others go more naturally with the
action. Qua sentence type, 1, 2, 7-10 are natural predicates of performatives,
but qua action type 3-5 are more natural.!! Both come together in the pro-
duction of the sentence token (utterance) under certain circumstances and
hence the title: Peformative Utterances. The production of the sentence token
(utterance token) can be categorized according to properties of the sentence
type tokened, or properties of the act of tokening it.?

In part II of the paper Austin argues that the distinction between con-
statives and performatives begins to break down at two important points:

1. Statements too can be felicitious or infeliciteous (1961, 235).
2. Performatives can be assessed along dimensions of “correspondence with

fact” (1961, 237).
Austin concludes that,

“We need to go very much farther back, to consider all the ways and
senses in which saying anything at all is doing this or that—because of course
it is always doing a good many different things. And one thing that emerges
when we do this is that, besides the question that has been very much studied
in the past as to what a certain utterance means, there is a further question
distinct from this as to what was the force, as we may call it, of the utterance
... What we need besides the old doctrine about meanings is a new doctrine

11 Austin seems to have countenanced statements as actions which can be true or false;
see Austin (1950), especially 86 -8.

12 Notice, by the way, that so far Austin has not mentioned what many regard as the
most salient property of explicit performatives—they contain as main verb a description of
the act being performed in their utterance.
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about all the possible forces of utterances, towards the discovery of which

our proposed list of explicit performative verbs would be a very great help”
(1961, 238).

Thus, the old performative/constative distinction must give way to a doctrine
of the forces of utterances, and in Austin’s posthumously published lectures
(1962) this new doctrine is worked out in some detail.

Récanati: saving Austin from Austin

Was Austin correct in rejecting the performative/constative distinction? Ac-
cording to Récanati (1987, 70ff), Austin was right to highlight the pragmatic
dimensions of constatives, but he may have lost sight of the original idea behind
the introduction of performatives. Although constatives, such as statements,
may be infelicitous, they are still expected to conform to an independent reality
the speaker aims to describe. A performative utterance, however, “represents
itself as intended to bring about the state of affairs it represents” (ibid, 71-2).
They have a world-to—-act direction of fit (ibid, 155). For example, a serious
utterance of “The earth is flat” constitutes a statement that the earth is flat,
but what the sentence represents is the state of affairs of the earth being flat.
An utterance of “The meeting is adjourned” on the other hand, presents itself
as adjourning the meeting and is intended to bring about the state of affairs
it represents. Does the distinction between direction of fit coincide with the
performative/constative distinction? Not on two counts. First, performatives
such as,

(5) I (hereby) state that Arizona is hot and dry

would, on Récanati’s theory, have only a word to world direction of fit.
Second, Récanati also considers utterances of non-declaratives such as
“Come here”? as performative because “My utterance represents your coming
here, and it presents itself as, in a certain manner, ‘causing’ or intended to
cause, this state of affairs to come to pass” (ibid, 71).13 There is an important
difference between these two examples that Récanati’s reconstruction of Austin
does not account for: an utterance of “The meeting is adjourned” successfully
adjourns the meeting and makes true the content of the utterance, but an
utterance of “Come here!” successfully directs the hearer to come here, and

13 1¢is important to note that it is utterances, not sentences, that are supposed to have
this property. The sentence itself, of course, can be used with the same meaning not only
to order, but to request or beseech.
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does not make true the content of the utterance—only compliance by the
hearer would do that.

Adequacy

How does Austin’s account fare with respect to our conditions of adequacy?
Keeping in mind that we do not really have a theory here it is unclear whether
performative utterances as characterized by Austin satisfy our first, second
and fourth criteria of adequacy (see the section on Conditions of adequacy).
As for (iv), Austin never proposed a theory of linguistic communication. As
for (i) and (ii) the trick is dealing with property 5. If ‘saying’ here means
just ‘uttered’ or ‘produced something linguistic’, then it would not satisfy
the demands of compositionality. If, on the other hand, it means something
stronger, such as the locutionary acts of his later lectures (Austin 1962), then
they might. The picture would then be that what is said in a performative
utterance is determined compositionally, but what is done is not. The mystery
here is saying how what is done gets done in saying what is said (under the
circaumstances). If, on the other hand, ‘say’ is construed only as an utterance,
then special conventions of use could attach to it such that their sincere and
literal utterance counts as the performance of the indicated act.!* In this case
he would satisfy condition (ii), but not condition (i). Austin never worked out
these ideas.

B. Bach and Harnish: performatives as
default reflexive standardized indirect acts

Performatives as constatives

Bach and Harnish (1979, Chapter 10.1) agree with Austin’s characterization of
performatives except, notably, for his controversial theoretical doctrine about
their truth valuability. As Bach and Harnish note, Austin does not really give
any argument that performatives are not truth valuable. He intuits it and
thinks it is obvious:

“None of the utterances cited is either true or false: I assert this as obvious
and do not argue for it” (1962, 6).

Austin apparantly thought it enough to point out that we wouldn’t normally
say that a performative utterance was true or false. But as we point out, there

14 See Récanati (1987, part I) for an excellent detailed critical examination of this idea.
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can be semantically irrelevant reasons for why we ‘wouldn’t say’ something. For
instance, we ‘wouldn’t say’ some things because they are obscene or otherwise
offensive. The only reason that is relevant in this discussion is that we wouldn’t
say it because it isn’t true. But Austin did not show that it is false that we are
not saying something or asserting something in uttering performatives. There
is also some evidence that performative are true or false. For instance, we can
say,

(1) S: I promise to be there.
H: Is that true? Do you?!?
S:  Yes, it is true; I promise that I'll be there.

(2) Tt is true that if I promise I will be there, then it will be true that I
promised to be there.

(3) S: Igladly promise to be there.
H: That’s false; you’re not glad.

This last interchange is evidence because of the following (inductively arrived
at) principle: if a sentence with “gladly” (or any other such adverb) modifying
the main verb is true/false, then the sentence without “gladly” (or any other
such adverb) is true/false.!®

There are other arguments as well. Stampe (1975, section 36 ff) compares
performatives to other oratio obliqua constructions; see also Davidson (1979).
Harnish (1976, section B) argues that performatives, if not true or false, would
fail general principles of substitutivity of identity, and hence compositionality.
Harnish (1979), Davidson (1979), and Ginet (1979, 246) extend this to tense.
Szabolcsi (1982, section 2) develops the idea that performatives are semanti-
cally declaratives (and so true or false) within a model theoretic semantics.
Heal (1974, section IIT) presents an argument based on modification. She does
not set the argument out explicitly, and she formulates it in terms of ‘neustics’
and ‘phrastics’—a terminology I would like to avoid. Here is a reconstruction:

1. Consider sentences such as:

(4) (a) I promise with all my heart that ...
(b) 1, being of sound mind and body, do bequeath ...

15 4 might be objected that H’s contribution questions the content of the promise—being
there—not the promise, but this does not seem to be so; to question that one should say
“Is that true? Will you (be there)?”

16 This elaborates an example from Heal (1974, 114). We still need an explanation, how-
ever, for why it is awkward to say of the unmodified sentence that it is true or false.

Acta Linguistica Hungarica 38, 1988



92 ROBERT M. HARNISH

2. both (4a, b) are performatives;

3. ‘promise’ is modified by the adverbial in (4a), so it is a constituent used
normally to predicate promising of the subject;

4. ‘I’ is modified by the adjectival in (4b), so it is a constituent used normally
to refer to the speaker;

5. so ‘I’ and ‘promise’ are playing their normal roles in these performative
sentences;

6. so performatives are true or false just as normal declaratives are.

Although steps 3, 4, and 5 need independent argument, it seems that the
burden of proof is on the other side to give reason to suppose these sentences
are not true or false in this case. However, our primary purpose here is not to
argue that performatives are true or false, but assuming they are, to say how
they work.

Illocutionary taxonomy

Bach and Harnish (1979, chapters 3, 6) proposed that what Austin (1962)
called illocutionary acts covers two subclasses of acts: communicative and
institutional (we called them ‘conventional’ acts). Communicative acts are
successfully performed just in case their reflexive communicative intention is
expressed and then recognized. For instance,

(REQ) S requests that H do A if S, in uttering e, expresses:
(a) the intention/desire that H do A,
(b) the intention that H intend to do A (at least
partly) because of S’s intention/desire.

We analyse expressing attitudes in terms of reflexively intending that H
take the utterance as reason to think S has those attitudes.!” For us, com-
municative intentions are reflexive intentions—they refer to themselves in the
way that Searle (1983) and Harman (1986) have argued all intentions refer to
themselves. But unlike most intentions, communicative intentions are fulfilled
when they are recognized. For example, intending to convince you may, as
these authors have argued, involve intending that this very intention be effi-
cacious in convinving you, but your recognizing my intention to convince you

17 The general form of communicative intentions is given by (EXP):
(EXP) S reflexively intends that H take the utterance of e as reason to think:
(a) S A-s that p,
(b) S intends H to A’ that p.
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does not constitute my convincing you. Telling you that p, on the other hand,
succeeds when you recognize my intention to tell you.!®

Most so called ‘communicative acts’ can of course be performed even
though the intention to perform them is not (intended to be) recognized. So the
terminology may be a bit misleading. However, such occasions are peripheral
to the theory of speech acts and language use, and it may even be that they
are in some sense parasitic on the communicative occasions.

Institutional acts, on the other hand, depend on nonlinguistic institutions
(systems of mutual expectation) for their existence and are performed when
the utterance satisfies the conditions of the institution.!® ‘Locution-specific’
institutional acts require that certain forms of words be uttered inorder for
the performance of the act.?® There are two broad classes of institutional acts:
Effectives, which cause changes in the institutional status of persons or things
(for instance, a baby is baptized, a ship is christened, a meeting is adjourned),
and Verdictives, which are judgments which by convention have official binding
import in the context. For instance, a jury might find a defendent guilty or
an umpire might call a runner out. Of course one can perform an institutional
act without intending to communicate this fact. However, implementing the
change in institutional status usually requires communicating this result to
interested or affected parties.

The communicative role of the performative verb (or noun) in both types
of act is to indicate what one is doing in uttering it by constating what one is
doing. Thus we have options such as:

(5) Judge:
(a) The defendent will spend ...
(b) I (hereby) sentence the defendent to spend ...

(6) Chairman:
(a) This meeting is adjourned.
(b) I (hereby) declare this meeting adjourned.

18 Recently the idea that communicative intentions are reflexive has come under criticism
by Sperber and Wilson (1986) and Récanati (1987). Récanati rightly challenges Sperber and
Wilson, then proposes his own modified criticism. That argument is challenged in Harnish
(1991a, b).

19 These are conventions, on one use of the term; see Lewis (1969), Schiffer (1972), Bach-
Harnish (1979).

20 See Bach-Harnish (1979, 110). One candidate example: saying the words “Harei at
mekvdeshet li lefi dat moshe veisrael” while putting a ring on the bridge’s finger in the
presence of two appropriate witnesses constitutes marrying in some Israeli cultures.
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Indirection

In some cases we communicate ‘indirectly’ in that one communicative inten-
tion (the one associated with the indirect act) is recognized (and expected
to be recognized) by means of another communicative intention (the one as-
socatiated with the direct act). The two acts are performed simultaneously,
though the hearer typically will reason (and will be expected to reason) from
the constative (direct) act to the other (usually nonconstative) indirect act.
Thus, if I say

(7) “My car has a flat tire”

at a gas station I can expect to be taken as requesting a repair, whereas if said
in an intersection to a policeman it will more likely be taken as an excuse. In
both cases I am using the sentence to literally and directly assert that my car
has a flat tire. Likewise, we can be communicating indirectly in performing
an institutional act. As a constituent of communicative acts, (non locution—
specific) institutional acts are also indirect in that the speaker is performing
two illocutionary acts, and expects that the indirect act will be recognized by
means of the direct act.

How performatives work

Applied to performatives, “I (hereby) order you to leave” is directly constative
and indirectly an (standardized) order. According to Bach-Harnish (1979, 208)
a hearer might reason (and be expected to reason) as follows:

1. Sis saying “I (hereby) order you to leave.”

2. Sis stating that S is ordering me to leave. [mood and context]

3. If S’s statement is true, then S must be ordering me to leave.

4. If S is ordering me to leave, it must be S’s utterance that constitutes the
order (what else could it be?).

5. Presumably, he is speaking the truth. [conversational presumption]

6. Therefore, in stating that S is ordering me to leave S is ordering me to
leave.

On this account there is nothing semantically special about performatives.?!

In particular, it is not a part of the semantics of performatives that they refer
to their own utterance. The speaker may be e.g. ordering by performing some

21 Other than that the performative verb denotes an act performable, in the circum-
stances, by uttering that very sentence. But why call this a ‘semantic’ property of the verb?
See Ginet (1979) for further discussion.
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collateral act such as signing a paper (see step 4). In this sense performative
utterances cotld be described as default reflexive in that they ’refer’ to them-
selves (and are therefore reflexive) by default, when no collateral act could
plausibly be being referred to as the vehicle of the performance of the order.??
‘Hereby’ makes explicit the fact that the utterance has the (indirect) force it
has in virtue of what the speaker is now doing. It means something like,

Hereby = by this very act

where the act at issue could be, but need not be, the utterance itself. Notice
that the vehicle of the performance of the indirect act is not a part of the com-
municative intention. Consider the following case.?® I have authority to order
you to face immanent death only in writing (to minimize misunderstandings).
You do not know this, so when I say (while signing) “I order you to go” I
intend the signing to be the vehicle of the order, but you understand the ut-
terance to be the vehicle. There has been an infelicity, but communication has
still been successful because for communication to occur, the hearer need only
recognize my communicative intention to order—the hearer need not identify
the intended vehicle, but only believe there is one. Hence step 4. would be
typical, but not necessary. The generalized pattern of inference is:

1. S is saying that S F-s that P (“I (hereby) order you to leave.”).

2. S is stating that S is F-ing that P (ordering me to leave).

3. If S’s statement is true, then S must be F-ing that P (ordering me to leave).
4. Presumably, S is speaking the truth. [conversational presumption]

5. Therefore, S is F-ing that P (ordering me to leave).?*

Furthermore, some forms of words, such as (8a) vs. (8b), become standardized
for their indirecy force in that H need not figure out what the indirect force of
the utterance is, given that H knows the utterance has an indirect force.?’

22 Not to be confused with Récanati’s notion with the same name (1987, 201). Scare
quotes arround ‘refer’ and ‘reflexive’ indicate that there is nothing in the sentence that
denotes, designates or refers to that utterance itself. The speaker intends it to be (taken to
be) the vehicle.

23 gee also Sampson’s (1971) Ruritania example.

24 gSee Ginet (1979) for a discussion of the extension of performative verbs that helps
legitimate steps 2 and 4.

25 Bach-Harnish (1979, 195) characterize this notion as follows:

Illocutionary Standardization (IS): expression T is standardly used to F in group
G if and only if:
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(8) (a) Can/could/would you VP?
(b) Do you have the ability to VP?

The above inferences are a reconstruction of reasoning before standardization.
After standardization the performative practice short—circuits the steps of this
inference pattern, both as carried through by the hearer and as expected by
the speaker:

1. S has uttered “I (hereby) order you to leave”,

2. “I (hereby) order you ...” is standardly used to order,

3. It would be contextually inappropriate for S just to be contating that S is
ordering,

4. So, S is ordering me to leave.

Compare this with ambiguity:

1. S has uttered “I will meet you at the bank”,

2. “bank” means both ‘river or lakeside’ and ‘finance house’,

3. It would be contextually inappropriate for us to meet at some river or
lakeside,

4. so S is saying that he will meet me at a certain finance house.

The interpretation of the utterance is thus introspectively indistinguishable
from disambiguation, and so feels to the communicants like a ‘reading’ of the
sentence.

Adequacy

It is easy to see that this theory satisfies the four conditions on performatives:
(i) performative sentences are semantically ordinary declaratives, (ii) they have
an interpretation that is non-Constative (the indirect act), and (iii) performa-
tive sentences feel as if they mean just the ‘other’ doing because this use
has become standardized, and so introspectively approximates being a second
‘reading’ of the sentences. Finally (iv) our account of performatives is embed-
ded in a general theory of speech acts and linguistic communication and thus
we have an account of how a speaker can peform the act described in uttering
that sentence, and how this can be communicated to a hearer.

(i) It is mutually believed in G that generally when a member of G utters T, his
illocutionary intent is to F, and

(ii) Generally when a member of G utters T in a context in which it would violate
the conversational presumptions to utter T with (merely) its literally determined force, his
illocutionary intent is to F.
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Open questions

The theory, as it stands, still faces prima facie difficulties and open questions.
1. One is the status of the general inference before standardization; did peo-
ple really figure out performatives as they figure out paradigmatic cases of
indirection?

2. And how did standardization come about—by precedent, by convention?
Perhaps there was a natural evolution from collateral acts to utterance acts
as the vehicle of the performance due both to the fact that natural languages
contain the resources to talk about themselves, and that the utterance act is
always available as the vehicle of the performance—freeing the speaker from
having to perform the collateral act.?®

3. Also notice that some forms have become standardized for indirect requests,
but some have not. Performatives, on the other hand, all seem standardized—
why?

(9) (a) I promiseto VP
(b) I am promising to VP??
(c) I VP, and that’s a promise
(d) I VP, I promise?®

28

4. Fourth, there is the lack of introspective evidence that we really are con-
stating in communicating with explicit performatives. Perhaps one reason we

26 See J. Burgess “Notes on Performatives”, Monash University xerox, 1990.

27 Why do performatives resist the present progressive if they are used to say what we
are now doing? Notice that some forms are more natural than others, but most are no good
with “hereby”:

a) I am begging you ... *I am hereby begging you ...

b) I am asking you ... ?? I am hereby asking you ...

c) 771 am baptising ... *I am hereby baptizing you ...
Perhaps this has to do with the time structure of these various verbs and the fact that we
are reporting on an act which aspect marks as ‘in progress’, but is actually performed at a
point in time.

28 Notice that “and that’s a promise” cannot always be appended to an utterance used
to make a promise:
S1: Do you promise to come?
S2: Yes, I will (come), and that’s a promise
S3: *Is the Pope Catholic, and that’s a promise
S4: *I promise, and that’s a promise

29 Direct quotation works differently, compare:
a) “I’ll be there” he promised
b) *He promised “I'll be there”
c) “I'll be there” he said
d) He said “I'll be there”
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do not normally introspect a constative force is not that it is not there, but
because it usually is. I.e. since performatives are usually true, their truth is not
their usual point and we don’t notice what we take for granted. This explana-
tion makes the prediction that when a performative is false, then its constative
force should be (more) evident. However this does not seem to be so; if I say
“You are fired”, I clearly haven’t done so, as conditions are not appropriate.
Do we intuit this utterance as (more) clearly constative? It would seem not.
5. A corollary of this problem is why, if performatives are constatives, is it
often so unnatural to say that they are true or false?

6. A sixth worry regards the function of performatives. Notice that some acts
require performatives and some prohibit them.

Performative Required
(10) Priest:
(a) I (hereby) pronounce you man and wife.
(b) *You are man and wife.>
(c) I (hereby) baptize you Samuel, in the name of ...
(d) *You are (named) Samuel, in the name of ...

Performative Prohibited
(11) Umpire:
(a) You're out!
(b) *I (hereby) call you out.
(12) Boss:
(a) You're fired.
(b) *I (hereby) fire you.
(13) (a) Tl get you for that! (threat)3!
(b) *I (hereby) threaten that I will get you for that!®2

If the point of performatives is to make explicit an illocutionary intent, why
don’t we always have this option?

7. Why is (14a) a suggestion, but (14b) is not an adjournment?

30 Notice that the following seems ok: “You are now man and wife”.

31 We also have forms such as: “I don’t want to threaten you, but . .. ”, and “I don’t
want this to sound like a threat, but . . . ”.

32 Included in this list are also “insinuate”, “imply”, “suggest” etc. and perhaps “brag”,
“boast” etc. See Strawson (1964), Vendler (1972) and Ginet (1979) for further discussion.
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(14) (a) May I suggest a Merlot?
(b) May I adjourn this meeting?33

8. Finally, are performatives ambiguous? Suppose sentence S1 can be construed
as C1, C2, and sentence S2 as C1 and C2. Then we will say that two construals
of a conjunction ‘S1 and S2’ are uncrossed if the only possible construals are:

(UC)S1(C1) and S2(C1)
S1(C2) and S2(C2)

And we will call construals crossed if they include any others. Implicit in our
earlier discussion was appeal to a principle such as:

(P) Since ‘do so’ proverbalizes under a meaning, if the first conjunct is con-
strued as being used with a given meaning, then the second conjunct must be
construed as having that same meaning.

In other words:

(CR1) The possibility of crossed construals (in conjunction reduction) is
evidence for the indeterminacy of the unreduced clause.

(CR2) The impossibility of crossed construals (in conjunction reduction) is
evidence for the ambiguity of the unreduced clause.

Consider the example:3*

(15) (a) Isaw her duck and so did he.
(b) I saw her fowl and so did he (fowl, *bow).
(c) Isaw her bow down, and so did he (bow down, *fowl).
(d) 1Isaw her (qua blond) duck and so did he (qua redhead).
(e) Isaw her (qua redhead) duck and so hid he (qua blond).

The test correctly predicts that (15a) is ambiguous with respect to ‘duck’, but
only indeterminate as between blonds and redheads.

Consider now the sentences:

(16) (a) I promise to come on Wednesdays and so does John.
(b) John promises to come on Wednesdays and so do L.
(c) T hereby promise to come on Wednesdays and so does John.
(d) John promises to come on Wednesdays and hereby so do I.

33 See Fraser (1975), and Bach-Harnish (1979, chapter 10.2) for further discussion.
34 See Zwicky -Sadock (1975}, who also note problems with such tests.
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These have the construals:

(17) (a) performative, report
report, report
*performative, performative
(b) report, report
report, performative
*performative, performative

(¢) performative, report
*performative, performative
*reportive, reportive

(d) report, performative

report, report
*performative, performative

What does this say about (CR1) and (CR2) and ambiguity? Since they all al-
low crossed readings, (CR1) predicts the unreduced clause to be unambiguous.
Notice that we are forced to cross readings, not just allowed to, as with normal
applications of the test. But recall (P), the rationale for these principles. Why
then can’t we get reduction on the performative sense? The reason seems to be
connected with the fact that most people do not get third person performative
promises (“John promises to be there”), but those who do also get the above
performative uncrossed readings. What does this show about the test? Is this
an extraneous consideration—a filter on an independent test—or should it be
constituitive of the test itself?
Consider an analogous case involving nonliterality:*®

(18) Nerdsky is a (real) genius and so is Chomsky.

Here it seems we must take the reduced conjunt as ironic or not, depending on
the construal of the first conjunct. By (CR2), this is evidence for the ambiguity
of “Nerdsky is a genius” as between a literal and an ironic reading. Surely
something has gone wrong if we apply the test in this way.>

Analogous points can be made for other forms of nonliterality, such as
metaphors and proverbs:

(19) (a) The gambler is hot right now, and so is the weather,
(b) 7He who hesitates is lost, and so were Lewis and Clark,

35 See Zwicky-Sadock (1975, 26ft.).
36 Zwicky -Sadock (ibid) suggest a psychological set might be involved here.
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(c) ?The early bird catches the worm, and so does the early
fisherman,
(d) ?No man is an island, and neither is a peninsula.

As with irony, both clauses must be taken metaphorically or literally, no cross-
ing is possible and again, ambiguity is predicted. With proverbs the situation
is slightly different. Because the whole sentence constitutes the proverb there
is no coherent way to proverbalize just part of it, and so it has no coherent
interpretation as a whole.

Thus it would appear that there can be external filters on the output of
these tests. In particular, we must be careful that the ‘impossibility’ mentioned
in (CR2) is not due to some extraneous constraint on the interpretation of the
sentence. But how do we tell when such a constraint is operative? This needs
additional work.

Other ambiguity test yield similar results:

Contradiction

(20) (a) That kid (child) is not a kid (young goat). (ambiguous)
(b) *I promise to be there on Wednesdays and I don’t.
(univocal)

Substitution

(21) (a) He cooked (*baked) her goose. (ambiguous)
(b) I promise (am promising) to be there. (univocal)

Stylistie variation

(22) (a) They saw her duck (rot= Her duck was seen by them).
(ambiguous)
(b) I promise to be there on Wednesdays (= On Wednesdays I
promise to be there) (univocal)

The overall upshot of these tests is that performatives are not ambiguous,
though there are issues of interpretation regarding these test to be settled.

Alternatives

1. Maybe the answer to at least some of these worries is to take the second
Austinian alternative mentioned earlier (section A) more seriously and propose
that a speaker in uttering an explicit performative is saying that S is F-ing,
but is not constating it. The problem with this solution, recall, is that we have
no explanation of the connection between what is said and the illocutionary
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force potential, and so do not satisfy condition 2. Until this connection can
be spelled out in a way compatible with the other conditions of adequacy we
cannot count this option as an advance on our theory.

2. Another, more radical, solution would be to deny the common assumption
underlying most of these problems:

(T-C) If a sentence has a truth value, then it (i) has a constative illocution-
ary force potential (CIFP), and (ii) is uttered with that potential.

Perhaps performatives are sentences with a truth value, and so a compositional
semantics, but they are not used constatively.

The problem with this solution is saying why performatives are not used
constatively. We need to break the connection between having a truth value,
having a CIFP, and being used constatively. Schiffer (1972, 108-9) argued inge-
niously for one version of this solution. His view seems to be that performatives
have the ‘conventional force’ of constatives (and so have a truth value), but
they are not uttered with this full conventional force. Thus, he breaks the con-
nection at T-C(ii). His argument is that to make the conventional force of e.g.
“I order you to leave” explicit one would have to utter “I state that I order you
to leave”, and to make that force explicit one would have to utter “I state that
I state that I order you to leave” ad infinitum. Many writers have found prob-
lems with this argument. Heal (1974, 117-8) denies the regress is vicious. Bach
(1975, 232) denies that performatives make explicit the conventional force of
an utternace. Heal challanges this also. Harnish (1976, section B) denies that
the regress gets started.

How about trying to break the connection at (i)? This would be more
natural in that this is a break between (on some accounts) a semantic prop-
erty and a pragmatic one. Could a declarative sentence have a truth value
without having CIFP? If having CIFP just means being able to constate with
it, and constating is just uttering something as true or false, then it might
prove difficult to drive a wedge between truth value and CIFP. If, however, we
have a richer conception of CIFP involving the idea of expressing a belief or
committment to truth, then it is possible for the performative to have a truth
value, but not be used to express belief or truth committment.

Suppose we adopt the richer conception of CIPF for the sake of argument.
Still we need an explanation of why they do not have such potential. And
although this alternative would handle some of the above problems, it would
still need to face others—such as why it is sometimes so unnatural to say that
performatives are true or false. And what is the connection between uttering
a truth valuable sentence (but not constating anything) and e.g. ordering?
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How would we satisfy condition of adequacy (ii)? Until such questions can be
answered we cannot count this option as an advance on our account.

3. Probably the most radical solution to the problem of performatives is David-
son (1979). He argues that performatives are indicatives, and so are true or
false on occasions of utterance, and should fall under the purview of a truth
definition. His proposal is that performatives (and other oblique constructions
such as ‘say that’) are analyzed as follows:

(23) (a) I order that you go.
(b) I order that. You go.

Where the force of (23b) is given by:

(c) I am issuing an order whose content is given by my next
utterance. You go.

By analysing performatives as paratactic constatives Davidson inherits all the
problems of such theories.3” There are two distinctive problems with this pro-
posal. First, Davidson analyzes imperatives and interrogatives paratactically,
and claims as a virtue of the analysis that it correctly predicts they are without
truth value:

“Each of the two utterances has a truth value, but the combined utterance
is not the utterance of a conjunction, and so does not have a truth value”
(1979, 20).

The question then arises; why do performatives have a truth value, but
nonindicative analyzed the same way do not? Furthermore, often a pair of
sentences is equivalent to a conjunction, logically,®® and each declarative sen-
tence in the analyzing pair support a variety of inferences which the analyzed
imperative and interrogative do not. Another distinctive problem with this
proposal is the connection between performative sentences such as (23a) and
their analysans (23b-c). How does the truth definition (semantics) treat these
three sentences; are all three covered by its clauses, or only (23b)? What re-
lates (23a) to (23b)? Davidson says the first sentence of (23b) “represents a
transformation”, but it is not clear in what sense; no transformational gram-
mar would derive (23a) from (23b).3° Furthermore, how would this proposal
extend to such sentences as the following?

37 See, for instance, Haack (1971), McFetridge (1975/6), Arnaud (1976), and Segal-Speas
(1986).

3% Think of &-Introduction, & - Elimination rules.
39 See Bach- Harnish (1983, 389-492) for further critical discussion.
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(24) (a) I order you to leave.
(b) ?I order you. To leave.

(25) (a) There is a phone call I promise to make.
(b) ?I promise to make that. There is a phone call.

None of this shows that Davidson’s proposal is wrong, just that it needs more
elaboration than Davidson has so far given to make it plausible.

Conclusion

In this paper we presented the problem of performatives as the problem of
explaining how performative sentences can both have a (constative) composi-
tional semantics and be used to perform a non-constative illocutionary act, and
how a speaker can use performatives to communicate to a hearer. Further, we
insisted that a theory of this be consistent with four conditions of adequacy. We
saw that there is a spectrum of analyses of performatives in the literature, and
before exploring our own theory we looked briefly at Austin’s original charac-
terization of performatives, his abandonement of the performative—constative
distinction, and Récanati’s resuscitation. We then turned to our own proposal
that performative utterances are default reflexive standardized indirect speech
acts, and we argued that this theory meets our four conditions of adequacy—
though it faces a number of open questions. However, the alternatives seemed
to face worse problems and we concluded that our theory is the best available
theory of performatives.40
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