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1.
 Introduction

Tw
o view

s of speech acts:
 A

.Speech acts are of a different nature than propositions and other regular sem
antic objects.

H
ence they cannot be constituents of recursive sem

antics. 
C

onsequence: There are no em
bedded speech acts (Stenius 1967).

 B
.Speech acts are propositions (Lew

is 1970, Vanderveken 1990). H
ence it should be

possible that they are constituents in recursive sem
antics. 

C
onsequence: There could be em

bedded speech acts.
A

re there em
bedded speech acts? 

It has often been claim
ed: N

o. B
ut if w

e take evidence like speech-act related adverbials (e.g.
frankly, hereby) and m

odal particles (e.g. G
erm

an w
ohl, denn) serious, there are:

(1)
a.

H
e said that he frankly doesn’t w

ant on-line dealers anyw
ay, 

b.
Trevor w

ould’ve been a M
U

C
H

 better choice than Ryan Egghold, w
ho I 

 
frankly don’t see any appeal in w

hatsoever.
c.

I regret that I have to inform
 you that you are hereby laid off. (Lee 1975).

(2)
a.

M
aria denkt, dass Peter w

ohl noch kom
m

en w
ird.

b.
Sie w

ill w
issen, w

ann er denn kom
m

en w
ird. 

Yet the occurrence of such clauses is very restricted:
(3)

a.
If he *frankly doesn’t w

ant on-line dealers anyw
ay, he shouldn’t buy things 

 
on the internet.

b.
Trevor w

ould have been a better choice than a candidate w
ho I *frankly 

 
think is unqualified.

(4)
a.

Falls Peter *w
ohl kom

m
t, dann gib ihm

 ein H
andtuch.

b.
Sie w

eiß, w
ann er *denn kom

m
en w

ird.
C

f. H
aegem

an (2007) for  root clause phenom
ena in certain “peripheral” adverbial clauses;

C
oniglio (2009) for m

odal particles in dependent clauses. 
Point to be m

ade: Even under the assum
ption that the A

 view
 is right, speech acts can be part

of sem
antic recursion and are licensed in certain contexts. 

This w
ill be illustrated w

ith a num
ber of exam

ples, and a prelim
inary representation form

at
for em

bedding speech acts w
ill be given. 

2.
T

he Frege/Stenius view
 of speech acts

Illocutionary vs. truth-conditional level

Frege (1879): D
istinction betw

een a “thought” (= propositon) and “judgem
ent”; 

form
al notation: —

Φ
 proposition, |—

Φ
 judgem

ent; | as speech act operator for assertion
(there is also an operator || for definitions). 
Stenius (1967): D

istinction betw
een “sentence radical” (proposition) and “m

ood” (illocu-
tionary operator) that applies to the sentence radical; the result is a m

ove in a language gam
e.

For exam
ple, assertion is related to the “report gam

e” governed by the rule: “Produce a
sentence in its indicative m

ood only if its sentence-radical is true.”
(5)

Sentence radical: John arrived – D
enotes a proposition, sem

antic type: st.
A

ssertion: John arrived. – Is a m
ove in a language gam

e, sem
antic type? 

W
hat are speech acts?

A
 general view

: W
ith speech acts, speakers change social obligations, attitudes, or relations. 

➢
W

ith asserting Φ
, speaker w

ants to m
ake Φ

 part of the com
m

on ground; entails that
speaker guarantees that Φ

 is true, and w
ould bear social consequences if it turns out to be

false, especially if speaker knew
 that Φ

 w
as false.  

➢
W

ith prom
ising Φ

, speaker undertakes the obligation to behave in a w
ay to m

ake Φ
 true.

➢
W

ith com
m

anding Φ
, speaker puts addressee under the obligation to m

ake Φ
 true. 

➢
W

ith expressing Φ
 (e.g., H

ow
 beautiful!), speaker m

akes public a particular attitude, from
w

hich certain social expectations follow
. 

➢
W

ith declaring Φ
 (e.g. You are fired.), speaker changes social relations. 

C
hanges of states are events. H

ence, speech acts are a particular sort of social events. This
captures the illocutionary aspect of speech acts. 
The change of social states in speech acts is by definition at least partly caused by a linguistic
act. This is the locutionary event. 
H

ence, speech acts are com
plex events, consisting at least of a locutionary and an

illocutionary part (cf. A
ustin 1962). 

Em
bedding of Speech A

cts

In event sem
antics, events are part of the sem

antic ontology, and hence part of the truth-
conditional part of sem

antics. If speech acts are a particular kind of events, then they should
be able to participate in sem

antic recursion. 
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3.
Form

al representation of speech acts

Type system

(6)
e: entities
o: objects (a subtype of entities)
v: events (a subtype of entities)
t: truth values
s: indices (w

orlds, tim
es, w

orld-tim
e pairs)

a: illocutionary acts (subtype of events)
l: utterances, locutionary acts (subtype of events)
c: contexts (specifying w

orld and tim
e of utterance, speaker, addressee, locutionary

and illocutionary acts, etc.)
(7)

If σ, τ are types, then (σ)τ is a type (functions from
 σ-entities to τ-entities);

if σ is a sim
ple type, then parantheses w

ill be om
itted. 

Sentence radicals

are specified as context-dependent propositions (K
aplanian characters).

Exam
ple; it , c

t  are the tim
e com

ponents of indices and contexts, iw , c
w  the w

orld com
ponents.

If not relevant, I do not specify events in sem
antic representations.  

(8)
⟦[IP  John arrived]⟧ 
= λcλi[it  < c

t  ∧
 iw  = c

w  ∧
 ∃e[arrive(i)(e) ∧

 A
G

(e,john)]]
= λcλi[i < c ∧

 arrive(i)(john)], for short (type cst).
C

om
positional derivation; notice that all expressions are functions from

 contexts to functions
from

 indices to som
ething else.

(9)
⟦John⟧ = λcλi[john], type cse.
⟦arrive⟧ = λcλiλx[arrive(i)(x)], here sim

plified, type cset.
⟦John arrive⟧= λcλi[⟦arrive⟧(c)(i)(⟦John⟧(c)(i)], 
 

= λcλi[arrive(i)(john)], type cst.
⟦P

A
ST⟧ = λPλcλi[i < c ∧

 P(c)(i)], type (cst)cst.
⟦P

A
ST [John arrive]⟧

= λqλcλi[i < c ∧
 q(c)(i)](λcλi[arrive(i)(john)])

 = λcλi[i < c ∧
 arrive(i)(john)], type cst.

Speech A
cts

A
ssertion of this contextualized proposition in a context c:

(10)
A

SSERT(c)(p) = 
the speech act event in w

hich the speaker c
s  expresses at c

t  the intention tow
ards the

addressee c
a  that the proposition p should be accepted as part of the com

m
on ground

betw
een c

s  and c
a at c

t in c
w

.  That is, it should be accepted that ∃i[p(i)] is true. W
ith

that, certain social sanctions apply concerning truthfulness, sufficient evidence etc.

This is a speech act event of type a, N
O

T a truth value (as it w
ould be for Vanderveken). 

A
pplied to our exam

ple, w
hen the proposition is asserted at context c

0 : 
(11)

A
SSERT(c

0 )(λi[i < c
0  ∧

 arrive(i)(john)]), type a.
This is a speech act event iff in c

0  an assertion of the appropriate type is m
ade; otherw

ise the
term

 is undefined. 

Speech A
ct Types

In linguistics, w
e are not concerned w

ith particular speech acts (tokens), but rather w
ith

speech act types. A
 speech act type is a function from

 contexts into particular speech acts:
(12)

λc[A
SSERT(c)(λi[i < c ∧

 arrive(i)(john)])], type ca.
This is a function that is defined for those contexts c in w

hich the speaker asserts to the
addressee that John arrived; it is undefined else. If defined, it refers to that speech act. 
➢

“Speech act type”: functions from
 contexts to speech acts, type ca.

➢
“Speech act sort”: broader classification of speech acts and speech act types, 
e.g. assertions, questions, prom

ises, requests etc. It m
ight be possible that one speech act

belongs to m
ore than one type, e.g. question and request: C

ould you open the w
indow

?

Illocutionary O
perators

(13)
λqλc[A

SSERT(c)(q(c))], type (ct)ca
Syntactic realization: O

perator in Force Phrase (ForceP), cf. R
izzi (1996). It m

ight be
expressed in various w

ays, e.g. by declarative suffixes in Japanese or by Verb m
ovem

ent to
second position in G

erm
an. 

(14)
⟦[ForceP A

 [IP John arrived]]⟧ 
= λqλc[A

SSERT(c)(q(c))](λcλi[i < c ∧
 arrive(i)(john)])

= λc[A
SSERT(c)(λi[i < c ∧

 arrive(i)(john)])]
O

ther sorts of speech acts, like com
m

ands and prom
ises, can be dealt w

ith in sim
ilar w

ays,
involving special illocutionay operators and sentence radicals that com

e w
ith particular

conditions (cf. Searle 1969). For questions, see below
. 

N
egation

N
egation can be treated as a sem

antic operator that is part of the sentence radical. 
(15)

⟦John didn’t arrive⟧ = λcλi¬∃i′[i′ < c ∧
 iw  = i′w  ∧

 arrive(i′)(john)]
⟦A

 John didn’t arrive⟧ = λcA
SSERT(c)(λi¬∃i′[i′ < c ∧

 iw  = i′w  ∧
 arrive(i′)(john)])

N
egation can also be treated as an illocutionary act:

(16)
⟦N

 John arrive⟧ = λc[N
EG λi[i < c ∧

 arrive(i)(john)] d
(17)

N
EG(c)(p) = 

the speech act event in w
hich c

S  expresses at c
t  the intention tow

ards c
A  that it should

be accepted as part of the com
m

on ground that ¬∃i[p(i)]. 
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The assertion of a negated proposition am
ounts to the sam

e as the negation of this
proposition. There m

ight be evidence that both kinds of negations exist, e.g. G
erm

an:
(18)

John ist nicht angekom
m

en.
John ist keinesw

egs angekom
m

en.

4.
Q

uotations and propositional attitudes

D
ifference betw

een expressing speech acts and reporting speech acts

➢
Expressing speech acts: A

n event, a social act involving a locutionary act. 
➢

R
eporting speech acts: A

ssertion of a proposition that states that a speech act has
happened.

Verbatim
 quotation

Relation to a linguistic expression:
(19)

⟦John told M
ary: “I will com

e.”⟧
= λcλi[i < c ∧

 tell(i)(I w
ill com

e)(m
ary)(john)]

tell expresses a relation betw
een a speaker, an adressee and a linguistic type (the sentence

I w
ill com

e). This is to be distinguished from
 concrete utterances of this linguistic types, or

linguistic tokens. W
ith the sim

plifying assum
ptio that linguistic types are sets of utterances,

type lt, the type of tell is then s(lt)eet.
(20)

⟦tell(i)(l)(h)(s)⟧ = 1 iff
at i, there is a context c′ w

ith c′S  = s, c′A  = h, and c′U  is an utterance token of the
linguistic type l, 
provided that ⟦l⟧ is a speech act type of the sort of assertions. 

The sortal restriction to speech act types of assertions is due to the m
eaning of tell; for ask,

w
e w

ould have a restriction to questions or requests.

N
on-verbatim

 quotations

D
irect speech need not be verbatim

; one can report speech by quotations that w
ould express

the intention of the speakers (cf. speeches in Thukydides, Peloponnesian W
ar). 

M
odelling by relation to a speech act type, tell of type s(ca)eet.

(21)
⟦John told M

ary: “I w
ill com

e.”⟧
= λcλi[i < c ∧

 tell(i)(λc′[A
SSERT(c′)(λi′[c′ < i′ ∧

 com
e(i′)(c′S )])(m

ary)(john)])]
The sentential argum

ent stands for the speech act type that w
ould be expressed by the quoted

expression. The relevant interpretation of tell i, w
here @

 is a variable for speech act types:
(22)

⟦tell(i)(@
)(h)(s)⟧ = 1 

iff at i, there is a context c′ w
ith c′S  = s, c′A  = h and c′U  is of a linguistic type l

such that ⟦l⟧(c′) = @
(c′), provided that @

 is a speech act type of the sort of assertions.

 Propositional speech report: Indirect speech 

(23)
⟦John

1  told M
ary that he

1  w
ould com

e⟧
= λcλi[i < c ∧

 tell(i)(λi′[i < i′ ∧
 com

e(i′)(john)])(m
ary)(john)]

This version of tell is of type s(st)eet and can be interpreted as follow
s:

(24)
⟦tell(i)(p)(h)(s)⟧ = 1 
iff at i, there is a context c′ w

ith c′S  = s, c′A  = h and a speech act type @
, and 

⟦tell(i)(@
)(h)(s)⟧ entails that s w

ants to add the proposition p to the com
m

on ground
of c′.

Thus, propositional tell is reduced to speech-act related tell. There is no relation to the actual
w

ording of the reported speech act, and the deictic expressions w
ould be interpreted w

ith
respect to the original context, c. 
The last version of tell m

ight be type-theoretically sim
pler, as its sentential argum

ent is just a
proposition. H

ow
ever, the interpretation rule (24) does involve a speech act as w

ell. This
m

ay explain w
hy there are languages that appear to lack indirect speech (K

obon: D
avies

1981, M
atses: Fleck 2003). 

D
irect and indirect propositional attitudes

(25)
M

ary thought that she w
ill go.

M
ary thought: “I w

ill go.”
(26)

M
ary w

ondered w
hether she w

ould go.
M

ary w
ondered / asked herself: “W

ill I go?”
Propositional attitude reports basically express an attitude tow

ards a proposition (or tow
ards

a partial character, to account for shifted instances of deictic advebials like tom
orrow

:
(27)

 λcλi[i < c ∧
 think(i)(λi′[it  < i′t  ∧

 go(i)(m
ary)])]

The use of a direct quotation can be m
otivated if the quotation is used for a purpose that

typically w
ould put the proposition in the com

m
on ground.

(28)
If α is a propositional attitude verb and @

 a speech act type, then 
⟦α⟧(i)(@

)(x) iff there is a proposition p such that ⟦α⟧(i)(p)(x), and 
i.  the evidence for this is that x perform

ed the speech act type @
 com

patible w
ith α, 

    or 
ii. if x w

ould w
ant to inform

 an addressee y at i that ⟦α⟧(i)(p)(x), then this can be
    done by asserting ⟦α⟧(i)(@

)(x). 
This presupposes that propositional attitudes can be expressed linguistically, by speech acts.
N

ot alw
ays plausible, as thought m

ight not be fully dependent on language:
(29)

a.
The fox thought that the raven w

as sitting in the tree.(o.k. if foxes can think)
b.

The fox thought: “The raven is sitting in the tree.” (only o.k. if foxes can speak)

Partial Q
uotations

Elem
ents of direct speech can be introduced into indirect speech (“partial quotation”). 
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(30)
a.

M
aria m

einte dass sie doch gar nicht gehen w
olle.

‘M
ary said that she M

P didn’t w
ant to go.’

b.
they have said that they frankly cannot verify the peaceful nature of your program

Proposal: The exam
ples w

ith indirect speech em
beddings entail the existence of a speech act;

this licenses the citation of expressions that w
ere used in these speech acts. 

Sim
ilar case of partial quotations in the narrow

 sense:
(31)

M
ary said that this “sucker” follow

ed her w
herever she w

ent. 
W

ith m
odal particles and speech-act adverbials, using quotation m

arks appears infelicitous.
Possible reason: They can be only interpreted w

ith respect to the reported speech act itself,
so quotation m

arks are unnecessary.

Speech act m
arkers in other clauses

W
e find evidence for speech acts also in certain other clauses (C

oniglio 2009), e.g. in the
follow

ing purpose clause (w
here stressed JA m

arks strength of optatives). 
(32)

H
ans trägt einen Schlips, um

 JA nicht aufzufallen.
‘H

ans w
ears a tie in order to M

P not draw
 attention to him

self.’
The use of the m

odal particle JA is justified if the speech act that expresses the purpose ex-
plicitly w

ould contain it. H
ans said to him

self: Ich w
ill JA nicht auffallen. ‘I don’t w

ant to
draw

 attention to m
yself, if at all possible’. 

5.
E

m
bedded questions

Q
uestion sentence radicals

Q
uestions are speech acts require a sentence radical that specifies a set of propositions

(H
am

blin 1973; G
roenendijk &

 Stokhof 1982) or alternatively a structured proposition (von
Stechow

 1980). H
ere: Proposition set approach, for constituent and polarity questions.  

(33)
⟦W

ho arrived?⟧ 
= λc[Q

U
EST(c)({λi[i < c ∧

 arrive(i)(x)] | x: person})]
(34)

⟦D
id John arrive?⟧

= λc[Q
U

EST(c)({λi[i<c ∧
 arrive(i)(john), λiλ¬∃i′[i′<c ∧

 iw =iw′  ∧
 arrive(i′)(john)]})]

(35)
Q

U
EST(c)(P) = 

the speech act event in w
hich c

S  expresses at c
t  the w

ish tow
ards c

A  to identify the
proposition(s) in P that should be accepted as part of the com

m
on ground  – i.e. these

propositions p ∈
 P such that ∃i[p(i)] should be accepted as true.

Q
uestion em

bedding

In m
ost cases, the question radical is em

bedded; the m
eaning can be traced back to propo-

sition em
bedding. 

(36)
⟦Bill knew

 w
ho arrived⟧ 

=
 λcλi[i < c ∧

 know
(i)({λi[i < c ∧

 arrive(i)(x)] | x: person})(bill)]

(37)
know

(i)(P)(x) iff ∀
p[p(i) →

 know
(i)(p)(x)] ∧

 ∀
p[¬p(i) →

 know
(i)(λi¬p(i))(x)]

Em
bedding by verbs like w

onder, ask: Em
bedding of question speech act. 

(38)
⟦Bill w

ondered w
ho arrived⟧ 

= λcλi[i < c ∧
 w

onder(i)(λc′[Q
U

EST(c′)({λi[i < c ∧
 arrive(i)(x)] | x: person})])(bill)]

Intuitive m
eaning: B

ill w
ants to know

 the answ
er to the em

bedded question act type, applied
to the current context; but this question act is not actually perform

ed.
D

ifferences: O
ccurrence of m

odal particles, possibility of quotation, root-clause syntax.
(39)

Bill *w
eiß / w

ill w
issen / fragt sich, w

er denn kom
m

t.
(40)

“D
id John arrive?”, Bill w

ondered / *knew.  

6.
A

ppositive R
elative C

lauses
(41)

John, who I frankly don’t like, w
ill visit m

e tom
orrow.

(42)
H

ans, der wohl m
orgen kom

m
en wird, m

öchte M
aria treffen.

‘H
ans, w

ho (particle) w
ill arrive tom

orrow, w
ants to m

eet w
ith M

aria.’
W

e assum
e that the appositive relative clause creates a condition for the context that the

speech act in question has been perform
ed; this condition is accom

odated. 
Conditions as dom

ain restrictions for functions: λx. Condition for x [Value of x]. W
e w

rite
c ~ c’ to say that contexts c, c’ have the sam

e speaker, addressee, w
orld, tim

e, and c ~ i to say
that context c and index i have the sam

e w
orld and tim

e.
(43)

⟦[w
ho

1  [ForceP  A [CP  I don’t like t1 ]]]⟧ 
= λx

1 λc.∃  c’[c ~ c’ ∧
 

 
 ∃a[a = 
 

 A
SSERT

 
 (c’)(λi[i ~ c’ ∧

 ¬ 
 

 like
 

 (i)(x
 

 1 )(c’S )])] λi[x
1 (c)(i)]

⟦John⟧ = λcλi[john]
⟦[D

P  John [who
1  [ForceP  A [CP  I don’t like t1 ]]]⟧ 

= λx
1 λc.∃a[a = A

SSERT(c)(λi[i ~ c ∧
 ¬ like(i)(x

1 (c)(i))(c
S )])] λi[x

1 (c)(i)](λcλi[john])
= λc.∃  c’[c ~ c’ ∧

 
 

 ∃a[a = 
 

 A
SSERT

 
 (c’)(λi[i ~ c’ ∧

 ¬ 
 

 like
 

 (i)(x
 

 1 )(c’S )])] λi[john]
Integration of the com

plex D
P w

ith the appositive relative clause:
(44)

⟦will visit m
e⟧ = λcλiλx[c < i ∧

 visit(i)(c
S )(x(c)(i))]

⟦[IP [D
P  John [who

1  [ForceP  A [CP  I don’t like t1 ]]] [w
ill visit m

e]]⟧
= λcλi[⟦will visit m

e⟧(c)(i)(⟦[D
P  John [w

ho
1  [ForceP  A [CP  I don’t like t1 ]]]⟧(c)(i))

= λc.∃  c’[c ~ c’ ∧
 

 
 ∃a[a = 
 

 A
SSERT

 
 (c’)(λi[i ~ c’ ∧

 ¬ 
 

 like
 

 (i)(x
 

 1 )(c’S )])] 
        λi[c < i ∧

 visit(i)(c
S )(john)]

The contextual presupposition of the subject D
P becom

es a presupposition of the clause. 
The resulting character is itself asserted:
(45)

⟦A [IP  [D
P John [w

ho [A [I don’t like]]]] [will visit m
e]]⟧

= λc.∃  c’[c ~ c’ ∧
 

 
 ∃a[a = 
 

 A
SSERT

 
 (c’)(λi[i ~ c’ ∧

 ¬ 
 

 like
 

 (i)(x
 

 1 )(c’S )])] 
        A

SSERT(c)(λi[c < i ∧
 visit(i)(c

S )(john)])
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This speech act can be uttered in contexts in w
hich there is an assertion that the speaker of c

does not like John; this assertion can be accom
odated. If this condition is satisfied, the speech

act itself is an assertion that John w
ill visit the speaker of the context. 

H
oller (2005) points out that there is generally a rhetorical relation betw

een the speech act of
the m

ain clause and the speech act of the appositve relative clause. In the case at hand, the
relative clause delivers  background inform

ation. This relation is not specified explicitly in
our representation, but m

ay be captured by a general requirem
ent: If w

e perfom
 a speech act

w
ith a contextual presupposition that there is another speech act, there m

ust be som
e

rhetorical relation betw
een the tw

o speech acts.  

7.
C

onjunctions and Q
uantification into Speech A

cts

C
onjunctions

C
onjunction of speech acts is not a B

oolean operation (defined for types that end in t).
C

onjunction of speech act types @
1 , @

2  is to form
 their functional com

position:
(46)

@
1 &

 @
2  = λc[@

2 (@
1 (c))], type of &

: (ca)(ca)ca
N

otice that speech act conjunction m
ay be sensitive for order:

(47)
a.

W
ill M

ary com
e, and w

hen w
ill she com

e?
b.

*W
hen w

ill M
ary com

e, and w
ill she com

e?
B

ut often, there is no order sensitivity, and w
e w

ill have com
m

utativity: @
1 &

 @
2  = @

2 &
 @

1

There is no disjunction of speech acts.

Q
uantification into speech acts

K
rifka (2001) argues that the pair-list reading of questions w

ith quantifiers is generated by
quantification into question acts. 
(48)

W
hat did every guest bring?

Intended reading: ‘For every guest x: W
hat did x bring?’

Intended answ
ers of type: John brought w

ine, M
ary brought beer, Sue brought Salad.

O
bservation: This reading is only available for universal quantifiers. 

(49)
W

hat did m
ost guests bring?

R
eading: ‘For w

hat y does it hold: For m
ost guests x, x brought y.’

Possible answ
er: M

ost guests brought beer.
Explanation: Speech acts can be conjoined, but not disjoined. U

niversal quantifiers are
generalized conjunctions, hence universal quantification into speech acts is possible. N

on-
universal quantifiers, as e.g. m

ost, also require disjunction as basic operation, hence they are
not suitable for quantification over speech acts. 
If A

 is a set of speech act types, and &
A

 is the conjunction of all elem
ents of A

 then the
speech act type of  (48) is as follow

s:
(50)

&
{λc[Q

U
EST(c)(λyλλi[bring(i)(y)(x)]) | x∈

guest(i)}

If there are three guests, M
ary, Sue and John, this am

ounts to the conjoined speech act W
hat

did M
ary bring, w

hat did Sue bring, and w
hat did John bring?

A
 pair-list answ

er satisfies the inform
ational need of such a question.

A
 case of conjunction of answ

ers

D
otlacil (2010), am

ong others, observed that conjunctions of D
Ps have a tendency tow

ards
collective interpretations. H

ow
ever, this vanishes if the constituents of the conjunctions are

stressed; also, the preferred agreem
ent changes. 

(51)
a.

John and M
ary ow

n a boat.
b.

JO
H

N
 and M

ARY ow
n(s) a boat.

Explanation: Focus corresponds to w
h-elem

ent in the question; the context question is W
ho

ow
ns a boat?; and is speech act conjunction.

(52)
⟦[[John and M

ary]Focus, 1  [ForceP  A
 [t1  ow

ns a boat]]]⟧
= λcA

SSERT(c)(λi[i~c ∧
 ∃y[boat(i)(y) ∧

 ow
n(i)(y)(john)]]) &

 
   λcA

SSERT(c)(λi[i~c ∧
 ∃y[boat(i)(y) ∧

 ow
n(i)(y)(m

ary)]])
⟦John and M

ary⟧ = λS[S(john) &
 S(m

ary)]]
⟦[ForceP  A

 [t1  ow
ns a boat]]⟧ = λxλcA

SSERT(c)(λi[i~c ∧
 ∃y[boat(i)(y) ∧

 ow
n(i)(y)(x)]])

8.
C

onditionalized and N
egated Speech A

cts

C
onditinalized speech acts

Speech acts can be conditionalized (relevance or biscuit conditionals; A
ustin 1961):

(53)
If you w

ant biscuits, there are som
e on the sideboard.

A
nalysis follow

ing Siegel (2006) involving quantification over potential speech acts. 
(54)

λcλi[∀
i′∈

R
c (i) [w

ant(i′)(biscuits)(c
A ) →

 
       ∃c′[c ~ c′ ∧

 c′i  = i′ ∧
 occur(i′)(A

SSERT(c′)(λi′′[there_are(i″)(biscuits)])]]]
This says that at all indices i′ that are accessible via the accessbility relatin R

c  from
 i, if the

addressee of the utterance context c w
ants biscuits, there is a context c′ that is sim

ilar to c
(insofar speaker and addressee are the sam

e, and possibly m
ore) w

hose w
orld is iʹ′ and in

w
hich the assertion occurs (by the speaker, to the addressee) that there are biscuits. 

N
egation of speech acts

N
egation is a B

oolean operation, and so w
e do not expect that they can be applied to speech

acts. H
ow

ever, Searle (1969) points out the difference betw
een

(55)
a.

I prom
ise that I don’t com

e.
b.

I don’t prom
ise that I com

e.
(b), the denegation of a speech act, should be analyzed as a refusal to m

ake a prom
ise. It can

be analyzed as involving a conditional speech act w
ith an im

plicit if-part: In case you ask m
e

that I m
ake a prom

ise to com
e, I w

ill not do so. 
(56)

λcλi[∀
i′∈

R
c (i) ∀

c′[c ~ c′ ∧
 c′i  = i′ ∧

 
       w

ant(i′)(λi′′∃c′[i″~c′ ∧
 ∃e[e=(P

R
O

M
ISE(c′)(λi′′′[com

e(i′′′)(c
A )])]])]

        →
 ¬∃c′[c′ ~ c ∧

 c′i  = i′ ∧
 ∃e[e = P

R
O

M
ISE(c′)(λi′′′[com

e(i′′′)(c
A )]))]] 
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C
onditional conjunctions and disjunctions involving im

peratives

(57)
a.

Insult M
ary and I sue you.

b.
Stay a bit longer and I’ll m

ake you a coffee.
c.

G
o to bed now

 and you’ll be w
ell rested tom

orrow.
These appear to be conjunctions of an im

perative follow
ed by a threat, a prom

ise, or another
predictive speech act. H

ow
ever, notice that the first com

ponent need not be an im
perative. 

(58)
Be chronically ill and the w

orld is a desperate place.
A

ssum
ptions:


The first sentence is not an im

perative speech act, but an im
perative sentence radical,

type ecst, w
hich have the property that the first argum

ent is restricted to the addressee:
λcλi [insult( i)(m

ary)(c
A )]


The first conjunction is interpreted as the antecedent of a conditional (C

ulicover &
Jackendoff 1997). The prosody that m

akes clear that the first clause is not asserted. 
H

ence w
e have an ordinary conditional interpretation (as w

ith biscuit conditinals):
(59)

If you insult M
ary again, then I sue you.

A
rgum

ent for the sentence radical analysis: M
odal particles do not occur.

(60)
a.

Beleidige M
aria doch! 

b.
Beleidige M

aria *doch, und ich w
erde dich verklagen!

The disjunction case
(61)

D
on’t insult M

ary or I sue you.
M

eaning: ‘If you insult m
e, then I sue you’. Typically interpreted as im

peratives backed up
by a threat. 
Possible explanation: 


A
s before, the im

perative clause is just a sentence radical, type ecst, w
ith argum

ent e
restricted to addressee. 


The form

 [p ∨
 q] is interpreted conditionally: if ¬p then q. 

This results in a conditionalized speech act:
(62)

If you insult M
ary, I sue you.

9.
E

xplicit Peform
atives

Explicit perform
atives have the form

 of assertions, but indicate the speech act expressed by
the m

ain verb. H
ere: com

m
unication-oriented perform

atives.
(63)

a.
I (hereby) prom

ise you to com
e.  

b.
I ask you (hereby) w

hether John w
ill com

e.
Proposal: Successfully asserting (a) is the sam

e as prom
ising to com

e. So w
e should allow

that at one and the sam
e context, tw

o distinct speech acts are uttered. This can be treated as a
presupposition on the context, w

here the proposition that is asserted is the tautology, ⊤
. 

(64)
λc.∃e[e = 

 
 P

R
O

M
ISE

 
 (c)(
 

 λi′[c < i′ ∧
 

 
 com

e
 

 (i′)(c
 

 S )])]) λi[A
SSERT(c)(⊤

)]
W

hen applied to a context c, the speaker asserts a truism
 provided that in the sam

e context,
there is a prom

ise by the speaker to com
e. 

N
otice that the speech act verbs, like prom

ise, are not used to describe a speech act – they are
dependent on a context, just like illocutionary operators. In their descriptive interpretation,
they are dependent on an index:
(65)

I prom
ised you to com

e.
λc[A

SSERT(c)(λi[i < c ∧
 ∃c′[c′w  = iw  ∧

  c
t  = it  ∧

 
 ∃e[e = P

R
O

M
ISE(c′)(λi′′[c′ < i′′ ∧

 com
e(i′′)(c

S )])]]

10.
A

ssertions and C
oncessions

1

D
ifference betw

een propositions that are asserted and propositions that are conceded for the
sake of the argum

ent, to please the other participant, etc. (cf. M
erin 1999). 

If w
e take ~ preceeding a speech act type as its denegation, grants can be analyzed as the

dual of assertions. To grant Φ
 is to state that one w

ould not assert ¬Φ
.

(66)
λcλs C

O
N

C
ED

E(c)(Φ
) = ~ λcλsA

SSERT(c)(¬Φ
)

A
nalysis of at least and at m

ost as involving quantification over speech acts (not as epistem
ic

operators, as in G
eurts &

 N
ouw

en (2007).
(67)

John had at least thrée
F  m

artinis.
the m

inim
al num

ber n such that ∃c[A
SSERT(c)(λi[John had n m

artinis at i])] = 3 
(68)

John had at m
ost thrée

F  m
artinis.

the m
axim

al num
ber n such that ∃c[C

O
N

C
ED

E(c)(λi[John had n m
artinis at i])] = 3

H
ence these sentences are not speech acts them

selves, but m
eta speech acts indicating

strategies in conversation. 
This explains
➢

superlative m
orphology of at least / at m

ost
➢

restrictions of em
beddability (N

ilsen 2007)
(69)

If you are *at least / m
ore than 30 m

inutes late, you m
ust report to the Registrar.

(70)
John thinks that he is at least 30 m

inutes late.
➢

C
ooccurrence restrictions

(71)
John hardly drank *at least / m

ore than three m
artinis. 

hardly m
arks a concession or w

eak assertion; this is not com
patible w

ith at least. 

11.
C
onclusion

There are m
any cases in w

hich the concept of em
bedded speech acts can be fruitfully

applied.
These cases do not force us to assum

e an analysis of speech acts as propositions. 
C

hances are good that a m
odel theory can be developed in w

hich speech acts are regular
sem

antic objects, explaining their em
beddability.

1 Joint ongoing w
ork w

ith A
rik C

ohen. 
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