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It is an interesting and by no m
eans trivial task to incorporate attitude

specifiers into the form
al apparatus of possible w

orld sem
antics, both

w
ith respect to their sem

antic type and their denotation.
B

ierw
isch (1980)

1.
Speech acts: sem

antics or pragm
atics?

B
ackground: W

ell-developed sem
antics that allow

s for the com
positional derivation of truth

conditions of sentences w
ith respect to contexts of utterances, given the m

eanings of lexical
item

s and syntactic rules of com
bination of expressions (M

ontague 1972, K
aplan 1977). 

Problem
: The com

m
unicative acts that are perform

ed w
ith the help of such sentences?

Tw
o possible takes:

➢
(A

) Speech acts are to be treated w
ithin, or as an extension of, sem

antics. 
➢

(B
) Speech acts belong to an entirely different realm

, pragm
atics. 

B
ierw

isch (1980) opts for (B
), calling (A

) the “original sin of speech act theory”. “Speech act
theory is a part of the theory of com

m
unication (...) rather than a part of the theory of

language.” Speech act theory is as little an extension of the theory of language as “a putative
theory of forest econom

y w
ould be an extension of the biology of trees”.

I w
ill argue for a version of (A

), in particular:
➢

Speech acts (to be precise, literal speech acts) take part in the com
positional rules of

m
eaning assignm

ent involving sem
antic expressions, hence they have to be part of

sem
antics (contra B

ierw
isch 1980).

➢
Speech acts cannot be captured w

ithin denotational, truth-conditional sem
antics (contra

Lew
is 1970, Vanderveken 1990, but in unison w

ith B
ierw

isch 1980). 
➢

B
ut w

e can give a non-truthconditional sem
antics for speech acts in w

hich w
e can capture

the interaction of truth-conditional expressions w
ith speech acts, w

hich in som
e cases

follow
s the w

ay B
ierw

isch (1980) proposed for explicit perform
atives.

➢
W

hat speakers do w
ith (literal) speech acts indeed does not belong to sem

antics, but to
pragm

atics (in the spirit of B
ierw

isch 1980, but I happen to think that linguists should be
interested in that as w

ell).  

2.
T

he argum
ent of B

ierw
isch in a nutshell

The sam
e clause, w

ithout any am
biguity, can be used to express m

any different
“com

m
unicative senses”, depending on the “interactional setting”. This argues against

gram
m

aticalized speech acts. 
(1)

I’ll be there before you.  (Prom
ise, W

arning, Prediction,  ...)
H

ow
ever, explicit perform

atives seem
 to m

ake the speech act explicit. So – are speech act
dstinctions gram

m
aticalized after all?

(2)
a.

I prom
ise you that I’ll be there before you.

b.
I w

arn you that I’ll be there before you.
Suggestion: Explicit perfom

atives, w
henever uttered in the right circum

stances, are self-
verifying. So w

e can derive the expression of a speech act from
 its description. B

ut this is
not a gram

m
aticalization either. 

(3)
A

, to B
: I prom

ise you that I’ll be there before you.
=> A

 has prom
ised to B

 that he/she w
ill be there before B

.
prom

ise is a verb that can describe speech acts. The self-verifying nature of sentences like “I
(hereby) prom

ise you that p” allow
s us to use this utterance to express speech acts. 

H
ence there is no need to analyze (1), w

hen used as a prom
ise, as either 

➢
having an underlying syntactic structure like (2)(a) w

ith subsequent deletion (cf.
Perfom

ative H
ypothesis, K

atz &
 Postal 1964, R

oss 1970) 
(4)

I prom
ise you that I’ll be there before you.

➢
or involving an illocutionary operator that results in the sam

e m
eaning as (2)(a) 

(cf. Lew
is 1970, Vanderveken 1990).

(5)
PR

O
M

ISE(sp, ad) (I w
ill be there before you.)

(w
here ‘I w

ill be there before you’ denotes a proposition a sem
antic object)

A
rgum

ents against underlying perform
ative syntactic structure: K

now
n. 

A
rgum

ents against sem
antic illocutionary operators: 

➢
Self-verifying verbs do not form

 a closed class – e.g., verbs like give up can be used for
describing a speech act.

(6)
I give up.

➢
“Perform

ative” verbs can be m
odified. 

(7)
I gladly prom

ise to help you m
ove.

W
e w

ould end up w
ith an open class of illocutionary operators. 
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3.
Problem

s w
ith a purely pragm

atic view
 of speech acts

There are problem
s w

ith this radically pragm
atic view

 of speech acts, as there are
expressions  that appear to have sem

antic m
eaning that interact w

ith w
hat appear to be

operators that express speech acts (cf. also D
avison 1983). 

N
ot a real problem

: Lexical IFID
s 

There are lexical illocutionary force indicating devices that cannot be interpreted as part of
the propositional content. B

ut these are linguistic expressions that do not have a denotational
m

eaning, but just regulate the pragm
atic use of utterances. They m

ay have historically
derived from

 expressions having a sem
antic m

eaning. 
(9)

Please
 

 , be there before m
e. 

(10)
D

u bist bitte vor m
ir da.

‘You be there before m
e, please.’ 

A
ustininan conditionals

The if-clause is not interpreted w
ith respect to the propositional content:.

(11)
If you w

ant biscuits, there are som
e on the sideboard.   

Suggestion (D
um

m
ett 1973, B

ach &
 H

arnish 1979, ...): Q
uantification into speech acts. C

f.
valid reading (12) vs. odd reading (13).
(12)

∀
s[you w

ant a biscuit in s →
 A

SSERT(sp,ad,s)(there are som
e on the sideboard in s)]

(13)
A

SSERT(sp,ad,s) ∀
s′[you w

ant biscuit in s′ →
 there are som

e on the sideboard in s′]

D
iscourse connectives

The for-clause is not interpreted as related to the propositional content (that I don’t see her is
not a reason for Jane not being here, perhaps rather vice versa). R

ather, it specifies the
grounds for asserting (R

hetorical Structure Theory; A
sher &

 Lascarides 2003).
(14)

Jane isn’t here, for I don’t see her. (R
oss 1970)

Justification(A
SSERT(sp,ad,s)(Jane isn’t here), I don’t see her)

Sim
ilarly, for in-case clauses, w

hich give a condition under w
hich the speech act is relevant. 

(15)
In case you need m

e, I’ll be hom
e all day. (D

avison 1983)
Purpose(PR

O
M

ISE/A
SSERT(sp,ad,s)(I’ll be hom

e all day)(you need m
e))

Sim
ilarly, w

hile-clause m
ay be not interpreted tem

porally, but expresses a parallell
parallelism

 betw
een tw

o assertions.
(16)

W
hile John is a linguist, M

ary is a philosopher.
Parallel(A

SSERT(sp.ad,s*)(John is a linguist),
  

   A
SSERT(sp,ad,s*)(M

ary is a philosopher))

Speechact-related adverbials (D
avison 1973, Sadock 1974)

The adverbial  frankly is not interpreded as related to the propositional content, but relates to
politeness norm

s that govern the perform
ance of speech acts. It signals that a speech act

violated politeness rules in virtue of other conversational goals. 
(17)

Frankly, I don’t like your new
 boyfriend.

Frank(A
SSERT(sp,ad,s)(I don’t like your new

 boy friend.))
This is the sam

e interpretation w
e w

ould get w
ith explicit perform

atives:
(18)

I tell you quite frankly that I don’t like your new
 boyfriend.

There is also a speechact-related reading of gladly in com
m

issives. In one reading (19)
m

eans I gladly prom
ise to help you m

ove, not  I prom
ise that I gladly halp you m

ove.
(19)

I gladly help you m
ove. 

Q
uantificational particles: exclusives

A
m

biguity w
ith exclusive particles in directive speech acts, as in im

perative clauses (Sophie
R

epp, A
ndreas H

aida, pers. com
m

.).
(20)

Streich nur die REC
H

TE Seite!
‘Paint only the right side!’
a.

‘You are required to paint only the right side.’
b.

‘You are only required to paint the right side.’ 
a.

O
R

D
ER

(sp, ad) (ad paints only one side)
b.

only O
R

D
ER

(sp, ad) (ad paints only one side)
R

eading (b) is absent w
ith bare infinitives in directive readings:

(21)
N

ur die REC
H

TE Seite streichen!
‘You are required to paint only the right side.’

This form
-related distinction m

akes it plausible that there is a linguistic operator in im
pe

ratives that interacts w
ith scopal particles, w

hich is lacking in bare infinitives in directive
readings. This operator m

ay be realized in the finiteness of the verb (Truckenbrodt 2006), or
in speechact-related particles:
(22)

a.
N

ur m
al die REC

H
TE Seite streichen. (R

eading b).
b.

M
al nur die REC

H
TE Seite streichen. (R

eading a)
The difference is difficult to handle for a pragm

atic approach w
hich does not refer to the

particular syntactic properties of the expression. 
Q

uantificational particles: repetitives
The particle w

ieder ‘again’ is not interpreted w
ith respect to the propositional content.

(23)
W

ie heißen Sie w
ieder?

‘W
hat’s your nam

e again?’
A

nalysis in Sauerland (2004): ‘M
ake it the case that I know

 your nam
e again’. A

ssum
ing that

question operators are com
plex (here, requests for an assertion):
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(24)
W

ie heißen Sie?
Q

U
EST(sp, ad) (‘w

hat is your nam
e’) 

= R
EQ

U
EST(sp, ad) (ad acts such that (sp know

s w
hat is ad’s nam

e))
(25)

W
ie heißen Sie w

ieder?
 R

EQ
U

EST(sp, ad) (ad acts such that (again (sp know
s w

hat is ad’s nam
e)))

If w
ieder interacts scopally in syntax (c-com

m
and), w

e w
ould have to assum

e that the
illocutionary operator is com

plex (R
equest(A

ct(A
gain(K

now
n(Φ

))))

Q
uantification into questions

K
arttunen (1977) observes an am

biguity of questions containing a universal quantifier. 
(26)

W
hat grade does every student deserve?

a.
‘W

hat grade is such that every student deserves it?’
b.

‘For every student x, w
hat grade does x descrve?’

4.
Speech acts as propositions?

C
onsidering such and other intractions of expressions w

ith sem
antic m

eaning and
illocutionary acts, there is a tem

ptation to develop a truth-conditional sem
antic

reconstruction of speech acts (cf. e.g. Vanderveken (1990)).
Vanderveken assum

es illocutionary operators F that are determ
ined by param

eters like
illocutionary point (representatives, directives etc.), M

ode of achievem
ent, Strength etc., and

that are applied to propositions. 
G

lossing over details, and concentrating on just tw
o param

eters (illocutionary point, m
ode of

achievem
ent):

(27)
a.

Shut the w
indow

!
D

IR
EC

TIV
E[.](you shut the w

indow
.) 

 b.
Please shut the w

indow
!

D
IR

EC
TIV

E[please](you shut the w
indow

.)
Such representations are of type t of truth values, hence participate in the B

oolean algebra of
standard sem

antics. W
e can conjoin, disjoin, negate, and quantify over speech acts. Exam

ple:
(28)

If you don’t w
ant to get a cold, shut the w

indow.
If (you don’t w

ant to get a cold) (D
IR

EC
TIV

E(you shut the w
indow

))
B

ut the com
binatory potential of speech acts is lim

ited:
➢

C
onjunction, but no disjunction of speech acts. 

(29)
D

id John arrive, and did M
ary leave?

o.k. as conjoined question: 
Q

U
EST({John arrived, ¬John arrived) &

 Q
U

EST({M
ary arrived, ¬M

ary arrived})

(30)
D

id John arrive, or did M
ary leave?

o.k. only as alternative question: 
Q

U
EST({John arrived, M

ary arrived})
or as rhetorical question, w

ith the im
plied answ

er “no” for both questions.
➢

Q
uantification into questions only w

ith universal quantifiers (K
rifka 2001). 

(31)
W

hat grade does every student deserve?
a.  Q

U
EST(w

hat grade g: ∀
x[student(x)][x deserves g])

b. ∀
x[student(x)] [Q

U
EST(w

hat grade g: x deserves g)]
(32)

W
hat grade do m

ost students deserve?
only a: Q

U
EST(w

hat grade g: m
ost x[student(x)][x deserves g])

N
otice that universal quantifiers are generalized conjunctions, hence (31) has the reading (if

there are n students):
(33)

Q
U

EST(w
hat grade g: student1  deserves g) &

Q
U

EST(w
hat grade g: student2  deserves g) &

...Q
U

EST(w
hat grade g: studentn deserves g)

N
on-universal quantifiers can only be reduced to clauses w

ith other B
oolesan operators, e.g

(32) w
hen three students are present. 

(34)
Q

U
EST(w

hat grade g: s
1  deserves g) &

 Q
U

EST(w
hat grade g: s

2  deserves g)] ∨
 

Q
U

EST(w
hat grade g: s

1  deserves g) &
 Q

U
EST(w

hat grade g: s
3  deserves g)] ∨

Q
U

EST(w
hat grade g: s

2  deserves g) &
 Q

U
EST(w

hat grade g: s
3  deserves g)]

A
s speech acts can be conjoined, but not disjoined, w

e explain w
hy there is no quantifying

into speech acts w
ith non-universal quantifiers. 

B
ut then speech acts do not form

 a B
oolean algrebra. 

5.
Speech acts do not describe, but change the w

orld!

Szabolcsi (1982), “M
odel-theoretic sem

antics of perform
atives”:

➢
Propositions are evaluated w

ith respect to a m
odel and a particular w

orld-tim
e index.

They describe the w
ord, and do not change it. 

➢
Perform

atives do not describe the w
orld, but change it. Form

ally, they are functions that
change w

orld-tim
e indices. 

(35)
I congratulate you 
is evaluated at an input index and yields an output index that is identical to it 
w

ith the possible difference that at the output index, 
the proposition I congratulated you is true. 

This is rem
iniscent of dynam

ic sem
antics (e.g., H

eim
 1983) in w

hich propositions are
interpreted as devices to change the com

m
on ground of speaker and hearer. B

ut now
, it is not

the com
m

on ground that is changed, but the w
orld itself. 
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(36)
C

 + John arrived = C
 ∩

 {i| John arrived in i}
It is also rem

iniscent of Poesio &
 Traum

 (1997), w
ho integrate speech act events in discourse

representation theory. D
RT representations stand for the com

m
on ground, but are interpreted

w
ith respect to a m

odel. H
ence speech acts m

ight be seen as changing the w
orlds of a m

odel.
In any case, the change of the w

orld induced by sucessful speech acts m
ust be part of a the

com
m

on ground, as the participants of a conversation m
ust be aw

are of this change. 

Sketch of an im
plem

entation

Speech acts are a particular type of events. Typically, they record a change of public
com

m
itm

ents of participants in a conversation of w
hich the participants m

ust be aw
are.  

G
iven a sem

antic m
odel w

ith w
orld/tim

e indices (i, i′ etc.) and events (e, e′ etc.). A
ssum

e
descriptive predicates that characterize events as belonging to certain speech acts:
(37)

assert(e, sp, ad, i)(Φ
)  (w

here Φ
) is a proposition)

‘e is an event in i of asserting by sp to ad in the w
orld i that Φ

’, 
‘e is an event in i inw

hich sp causes/obliges ad to believe Φ
 is true in i’ 

‘e is an event in i in w
hich sp is taking on the com

m
itm

ent to give evidence for Φ
’ 

(38)
direct(e, sp, ad, i)(Φ

)  (w
here Φ

 is a proposition)
‘e is an event in w

hich sp obliges ad to m
ake Φ

 true in i’
(39)

quest(e, sp, ad, i)(Φ
)   (w

here Φ
 is a set of propositions)

‘e is an event in w
hich sp obliges ad to assert to sp the true propositions in Φ

’
From

 these descriptive speech act predicates w
e can derive perform

atives as functions from
indices to indices. 
(40)

W
e w

rite i[e]i′ for: i′ is identical to i except that in i′ the event e exists, w
hich does not

exist in i. W
e understand e to be a punctual event w

ithout tem
poral extension. 

(41)
John shut the w

indow. (uttered by sp to ad)
λi ιi′∃e[ i[e]i′ ∧

 assert(e, sp, ad, i′)(John shut the w
indow

)]
This changes an input index i to the output index i′ so that i′ is like i except that in i′ there is
an event e, an event in w

hich sp asserts to ad that John shut the w
indow

.
(42)

Shut the w
indow

! (uttered by sp to ad) 
λi ιi′∃e[ i[e]i′ ∧

 direct(e, sp, ad, i′)(sp shut the w
indow

)]
(43)

D
id John shut the w

indow
? (uttered by sp to ad)

λi ιi′∃e[ i[e]i′ ∧
 quest(e, sp, ad, i′)({John shut the w

indow
, ¬John shut the w

indow
)}]

N
otice that: 

➢
perform

atives are not propositions (functions from
 indices to truth values), but functions

from
 indices to indices.

➢
perform

atives are not particular speech acts or speech act “tokens”, like a particular event
e that satisfies assert(e,sp,ad,i)(Φ

) – rather, they are speech act types, som
ething close to

the “potential” speech acts of Siegel (2006).

➢
w

hen applied to an index i* (and a speaker and addressee), w
e get an index that differs

from
 i* insofar as a speech act of the specified type has happened. 

(44)
John shut the w

indow. (uttered by sp to ad, at index i*):
ιi′∃e[ i*[e]i′ ∧

 assert(e, sp, ad, i′)(John shut the w
indow

)]
➢

Illocutionary operators can be analyzed as operators that take a sentence radical Φ
, a

speaker, and a hearer, and create a speech act:
(45)

A
SSERT = λp λx λy λi ιi′ ∃e[ i[e]i′ ∧

 assert(e, x, y)(p)]

Q
uantification into questions

C
f. also K

rifka (2001), w
here speech acts w

here analyzed as changes of com
m

itm
ent states.

There is a natural notion of conjunction of speech acts types – functional com
position: 

(46)
A

 &
 A
′ = λi [A

′(A
(i))], w

here A
, A
′ are speech act types. 

For exam
ple: 

(47)
W

hich grade did John get, and w
hich grade did M

ary get?
λi ιi′∃e[ i[e]i′ ∧

 quest(e,sp,ad,i′)({John got g | grade(g)})] &
λi ιi′∃e[ i[e]i′ ∧

 quest(e,sp,ad,i′)({M
ary got g | grade(g)})]

= λi ιi′∃e[ ιi′∃e[ i[e]i′ ∧
 quest(e,sp,ad)({John got g | grade(g)})] [e] i′

∧
 quest(e,sp,ad)({M

ary got g | grade(g)})]
➢

A
rguably, the order of this conjunction does not m

atter.
if i[e]i′ and i′[e′]i″, and i[e′]i′′′ and i′′′[e]i′′′′, then i″ = i′′′′.

➢
Introducing sum

 form
ation for events, w

e can claim
:

if i[e]i′ and i′[e′]i″, then i[e⊔
e′]i″, w

here e⊔
e′ is the sum

 of e and e′.
Sim

plified representation:
(48)

λi ιi′∃e∃e′[ i[e⊔
e′]i′ ∧

 quest(e,sp,ad,i′)({John deserves g | grade(g)}) 
 

∧
 quest(e′,sp,ad,i′)({M

ary deserves g | grade(g)})]
U

niversal quantification as generalized dynam
ic conjunction: 

(49)
W

hat grade does every student deserve?

   &
 λi ιi′∃e[ i[e]i′ ∧

 quest(e,sp,ad,i′)({x deserves g | grade(g)})]

x∈
student

W
e can define the operation of conjunction on speech act types, but w

e cannot define an
operation of disjunction. H

ence w
e predict that quantification into questions is not possible

w
ith non-universal quantifiers, as in W

hat grade do m
ost students deserve?
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6.
A

pplication to other cases

D
escriptive and perform

ative uses of speech-act predicates

W
e have seen how

 speech act descriptions, like assert(e, sp, ad, i), can be turned into
perform

atives. This can be generally done w
ith verbs denoting speech acts. This captures the

idea of  “From
 description to expression”:

(50)
I prom

ise that the m
oney w

ill be there.
λi ιi′∃e[ i[e]i′ ∧

 prom
ise(e, sp, ad, i′)(the m

oney w
ill be there)], 

w
here prom

ise(e, sp, ad, i′)(Φ
) iff e is an event in i′ in w

hich sp com
m

its him
self to ad

to m
ake Φ

 true. 
W

e can define an operator PER
FO

R
M

 that applies to descriptive speech act predicates α,
changing them

 into perform
atives:

(51)
PER

FO
R

M
(α)(sp, ad)(Φ

) = λi ιi′∃e[ i[e]i′ ∧
 α(e, sp, ad, i′)(Φ

)]
N

otice that α applies to events that are located in tim
e, but PER

FO
R

M
(α) itself does not

apply to events – it rather changes indices by introducing events. This captures the fact that,
speech act verbs, in their perform

ative use, are not tensed (they have default present tense),
and do not have progressive aspect.
This operation can apply to verbs that do not even denote speech acts, turning them

 into
speech acts.
(52)

I give up.  (uttered by sp):
PER

FO
R

M
(give-up)(sp,ad) = λi ιi′ ∃e[ i[e]i′ ∧

 give-up(e, sp, ad, i′)]

M
odifications of speech act verbs and speech acts

The perform
ative use of m

odified speech act verbs can be handled as follow
s. N

otice that the
m

odifier applies to the descriptive use and has its regular sem
antic interpretation. 

(53)
I gladly prom

ise to help you m
ove.

PER
FO

R
M

(gladly(prom
ise))(sp, ad)(I help you m

ove]))
= λi ιi′∃e[ i[e]i′ ∧

 gladly(prom
ise)(e, sp, ad)(sp helps ad m

ove)]
W

e also can explain how
 illocutionary operators can be m

odified, by assum
ing that

m
odifiers, like frankly, apply to the underlying descriptive predicate:

(54)
Frankly, I don’t like your new

 boyfriend.
λi ιi′ ∃e[ i[e]i′ ∧

 frankly(assert)(e, sp, ad, if′)(sp doesn’t like ad’s new
 boyfriend)]

If this speech act type is applied to an index i, the resulting event can be described by I
frankly asserted that I didn’t like your new

 boyfriend. 
W

e can also analyze such m
odifiers as m

odifiers of speech act types, as the input index and
the output index differ only in the existence of one particular com

m
unicative event e, and the

m
odifier can be thought of as applying to that event: 

(55)
frankly = λSλi ιi′[i′=S(i) ∧

 frank(ιe [i[e]i′)]

(56)
frankly(λi ιi′ ∃e[ i[e]i′ ∧

 assert(e,sp,ad,i′)(sp doesn’t like ad’s new
 boyfriend)]

= λi ιi′ ∃e[ i[e]i′ ∧
 assert(e,sp,ad,i′)(sp doesn’t like ad’s new

 boyfriend) ∧
 frank(e)]

H
ere, frank(e), w

here e is a conversational event, m
eans that the speaker of e perform

s e in a
frank m

anner w
ith respect to the addressee.

Em
bedding of speech acts

(57)
John w

eiß [w
er (denn) gekom

m
en ist].

‘John know
s w

ho cam
e’

(58)
John w

ill w
issen, [w

er (denn) gekom
m

en ist]
‘John w

onders w
ho cam

e.’
K

rifka (2001): w
issen/know

 em
bed sentence radical of question (a set opf propositions),

w
issen w

ollen / w
onder em

beds a question speech act; can be captured in the theory proposed
here, as speech acts are sem

antic objects (functions from
 indices to indices). 

7.
Speech A

cts and H
istories

C
onditional speech acts

O
ne w

ay of dealing w
ith conditionalized speech acts:

(59)
In case you’re hungry, there are cookies.
λi ιi′ [if you are hungry in i, then [i[e]i′ ∧

 assert(e,sp,ad,i′)(there are cookies)], 
         else i=i′]

The input index i is changed only if the condition holds. 
This is problem

atic for cases like the follow
ing:

(60)
If I get lost, w

ho should I call?
Possible solution: Interpretation w

ith respect to “histories” in a m
odel w

ith branching tim
e.

(61)
i < i′ iff i and i′ are tim

e points in the sam
e history, and i is before i′.

Interpretation is w
ith respect to a set of histories H

 that start w
ith a com

m
on root r(H

) and
outlines the possible courses of events. Som

e m
oves represent developm

ents in the physical
w

orld, som
e represent possible speech acts (creation of com

m
unicative events) (below

, left).
(62)

H
istory

           

A
 sim

ple perform
ative A

 applied to H
 chooses the developm

ent from
 the root of H

 that
consists of adding the com

m
unicative event described by the perform

ative (aboe, right). 
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A
fter per-

form
ative A

:

A



(63)
H

 + A
 = {i ∈

 H
 | A

(root(H
)) < i}

The rooted history, updated w
ith the perform

ative A
, consists of all indices i in H

 
that follow

 the root of H
 updated w

ith A
.

C
onditionalized speech acts identify all indices in a set of histories for w

hich the condition
holds, and state that only those continuations are ruled in in w

hich the index in w
hich the

condition holds is follow
ed by the perform

ative; others are truncated. 
(64)

H
 + If I get lost, w

ho should I call?
= {i ∈

H
 | ∀

i′∈
H

[sp get lost in H
 →

 ∀
i″[i′<i″→

Q
U

EST(w
ho should I call)(i′) ≤ i″]]}

D
enegation of speech acts

R
em

oval of the speech act in question from
 future developm

ent.
(65)

I don’t prom
ise to com

e.
(66)

H
 + ~ A

 = {i∈
H

 | ¬∃i′∈
H

[A
(i′) < i]}

Exclusive particles quantifiying over speech acts

(67)
Streich nur die REC

H
TE Seite!

H
 + D

IR
EC

T(die rechte Seite streichen) + ~ D
IR

EC
T(die linke Seite streichen)

D
irektiv, die rechte Seite zu streichen, und D

enegation des D
irektivs, die linke Seite

zu streichen. 
G

eneral rule: focus speech act is perform
ed, alternative speech acts undergo denial. 

(68)
H

 + (A
, A

) = H
 + A

 +  &
 ~a

 
 a∈

A
, a ≠A

The speech act A
 is perform

ed, all alternative speech acts are denegated. 

8.
C

onclusion
W

e need speech acts (speech act types) as sem
antic objects, and w

e can accom
odate for

them
. 

To be done: A
 lot. For exam

ple, the com
m

unicative events talked about here are associated
w

ith expression events (articulation of speech sounds) w
hich explains, am

ong others, therole
of hereby. 
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