MITCHELL S. GREEN

ILLOCUTIONARY FORCE AND SEMANTIC CONTENT

ABSTRACT. lllocutionary force and semantic content are widely held to occupy utterly
different categories in at least two ways: (1) any expression serving as an indicator of
illocutionary force must be without semantic content, and (2) no such expression can
embed. A refined account of the force/content distinction is offered here that (a) does the
explanatory work that the standard distinction does, while, in accounting for the behavior
of a range of parenthetical expressions, (b) shows neither (1) nor (2) to be compulsory. The
refined account also motivates a development of the “scorekeeping model” of conversation,
helps to isolate a distinction between illocutionary force and illocutionary commitment,
and reveals one precise respect in which meaning is only explicable in terms of use.

1. WITTGENSTEIN'S BOXER AND THE CHEMICAL ANALOGY

Students of language in the tradition of Frege, Wittgenstein, Austin and
Searle sometimes use a chemical analogy as a guide to the relation between
propositional content and illocutionary force. In chemical parlancada

ical is a group of atoms normally incapable of independent existence,
whereas dunctional groupis the grouping of those atoms in a compound
that is responsible for certain of the compound’s properties. Analogously, a
propositionis itself communicatively inert; for instance, merely expressing
the proposition that snow is white is not to make a move in a “language
game”. Rather, such moves are only made by putting forth a proposition
with anillocutionary forcesuch as assertion, conjecture, command, etc.
The chemical analogy gains further plausibility from the fact that just as a
chemist might isolate radicals held in common among various compounds,
the student of language may isolate a common element held among ‘Is the
door shut?’, ‘Shut the door!’, and ‘The door is shut’. This common element
is the proposition that the door is shut, queried in the first sentence, com-
manded to be made true in the second, and asserted in the third. According
to the chemical analogy, then:

lllocutionary  force:propositional content::  functional
group : radical

Further, just as the grouping of a set of atoms is not itself another atom
or set of atoms, so too the forwarding of a proposition with a particular
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illocutionary force is not itself a further component of propositional con-
tent. One can, for instance, assert a proposition without saying that one is
doing so. The chemical metaphor can also be developed consistently with
the existence of so-called free radicals, which can occur outside of any
compound. For one who utters an indicative sentence on stage expresses a
proposition, but rather than calling actors professional liars we may con-
strue them as merely pretending to perform speech acts in the course of
playing their parts. So construed, thespians express propositions but do
not put them forth with any illocutionary force, and this corresponds to
chemical radicals existing outside of any compotind.

The chemical analogy is a useful guide for our account of communic-
ation. It helps to guard against the notorious “ing/ed” ambiguity in such
concepts as judgment, belief, statement and question. It also highlights
the importance of speech acts for linguistic inquiry, and enables us to see
not only that language can be put to a variety of purposes other than to
assert what is the case, but also that a single bit of contentful language
may subserve a variety of communicative tasks. The aim of this essay
is to consider whether on the strength of the chemical analogy or any
other relevant considerations, it can be shown that contentful language is
essentially “forceless”. A proposition’s aptness to be put forth with any of
a variety of illocutionary forces has been thought by some to imply that
a bit of contentful language cannot help determine the force with which
the sentence in which it occurs is forwarded; otherwise, that expression’s
occurrence would evidently constrain the variety of forces with which that
sentence can be conveyed. For instance, contrary to initial appearances,
‘| assert that’ does not help determine the force with which ‘I assert that
S’ is put forth; if it did then one could not wonder whether one asserts
that S, nor suppose that one does so as in ‘If | assert that S, then someone
does’? It would seem instead that if an expression, or group of features
such as initial capital, final period, and certain non-syntactic features of
the context of utterance, indicate the force with which a proposition is
being put forth, then that expression or group of features cannot also have
semantic content. If they did, then their content would appear to contribute
to the content of the proposition of which they are a part; in that case the
guestion would then arise, with what force is that embedding proposition
being put forth?

1 This point is further developed in Green 1997.

2 In what follows, unless indicated otherwise | shall adopt the following nomenclature:
S, S, etc., are sentences; A, B, ,AB; etc., are propositional contents; g, etc., are
speakers.
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Stenius (1967) formulates this line of thought elegantly. First he calls
to mind Wittgenstein’s example of the picture of a boxer: The showing
of the picture may have an indicative function (of indicating how a certain
man stood in a certain situation), an imperative function (of indicating how
a person ought to stand), or an interrogative function (of presenting the
person to whom it is shown the task of deciding whether it obtains). Next
Stenius argues that if we were to imbue a force indicator (what he calls a
“modal element”) with meaning, that expression would make a contribu-
tion to the semantic content of the sentence in which it occurs,". . . forming
an element of it as a picture. But then there ought to be an additional
modal element to show the function of this picture” (1967, 258—-259). This
line of reasoning suggests that no part of speech can simultaneously have
semantic content and indicate force.

2. SPEECHACT ANALYSES AND FREGE S “POINT”

The foregoing conclusion appears to receive independent support in light
of the difficulty of providing an account of a locution’s meaning in terms of
some speech act, or at least non-locutionary act, that that locution is often
or typically used to perform. Borrowing terminology from Searle (1969,
137), | shall call sspeech-act analysis of a locutignany view that may

be expressed thus:

to sayg is, inter alia, to y

wherey is a non-locutionary act other than assertion. (Among such acts
are expressing approval or disapproval, granting authority, and opening up
or closing off a range of possibiliti€y. Inter alia’ is included here to leave

open the possibility of other actions being performed as well. Philosophers
have propounded speech-act analyses of causal locutions, agentive expres-
sions, epistemic verbs in the first person present indicative active, ‘good’,
‘valid’, ‘true’, ‘probable’, ‘possible’, and of many other expressidn¥et

3 We accordingly say, ‘non-locutionary act other than assertion’ rather than ‘speech
act’ because it is unclear that, say, expressing an attitude is a speech act according to
the technical sense of that expression as given it by such authors as Vanderveken (1990).
Expressing an attitude by means of an utterance is nevertheless the achievement of an
extralinguistic end; this is why we require that the act in question be non-locutionary.

4 0On causal locutions see Ryle (1963); on agentive expressions see Hart (1951); on
epistemic verbs see Austin (1946); on ‘good’ see Hare (1952); on ‘valid’ see Urmson
(1953); on ‘true’ see Strawson (1949); on ‘probable’ see Toulmin (1956); on ‘possible’ see
Fogelin (1967).
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because speech-act analyses were usually put forth as shedding light on
the meaning 0f,°, proponents of such analyses must face a dilemma: ‘To
say’ in the above definition is ambiguous, meaning either ‘to utter in the
course of some speech act’ or ‘to assert'. If ‘to say’ is taken only to mean
‘to utter in the course of some speech act’, then speech-act analyses would
appear in general to be fal8dézor each of these locutions can occur in
an embedded clause in such a way that the speaker is not performing the
act in terms of which the locution is being analyzed. (Whereas asserting
‘Keeping promises is good’ may well express approval or endorsement of
the keeping of promises, asserting ‘John wonders whether keeping prom-
ises is good’ does not appear to do so.) If, on the other hand, the infinitive
‘to say’ is taken to mean ‘to assert’, then a speech-act analygisvafuld
appear to be of insufficient generality to shed much light on the meaning of
¢. One might, for example, wish to suppaséor the sake of argument, or
queryg, and we should want some account of what is being thus supposed
or queried.

While some have attempted to grapple with the second horn of the
above dilemmd,the first horn has seemed to many to be lethal with respect

5 For instance, Hare (1970) writes, “ themeaning of a certain word can be explained,
or partly explained, by saying that, when incorporated in an appropriate sentence in an
appropriate place, it gives to that whole sentence the property that an utterance of it would
be, in an appropriate context, a performance of a certain kind of speech act”. As Searle
(1969, 137), observes, it is difficult to tell whether Austin’s remarks commit him to a
semantic doctrine concerning ‘I know’.

6 Some proponents of extreme forms of speech-act analyses may deny that the locution
for which they offer an analysis can really embed. For instance Ayer (1936) writes,

If  now generalize my previous statement and say,"“Stealing money is wrong”, | produce
a sentence which has no factual meaning — that is, expresses no proposition which can
be either true or false. It is as if | had written, “Stealing money!!” — where the shape
and thickness of the exclamation marks show, by a suitable convention, that a special
sort of moral disapproval is the feeling which is being expressed. It is clear that there is
nothing said here which can be true or false. (p. 107)

It is difficult to tell whether Ayer means merely to draw an analogy between “Stealing
money is wrong”, and “Stealing money!!”, or whether he takes it that somehow the logical
form of the former is really that of the latter. Be that as it may, proponents of this second
kind of view would deny that a sentence such as “Stealing money is wrong”, can in fact
embed, and so be unmoved by the remark that in embedded occurrences sentences such as
this do not express an attitude of disapproval. They would therefore not find the dilemma
now being formulated to be dangerous. On the other hand they are faced with the consid-
erable task of explaining why so many apparently competent speakers err in embedding
sentences such as this one.

7 An early attempt along these lines was Urmson (1968). For more recent studies see
for example Price (1994), as well as Blackburn (1984) and many of the essays collected in
Blackburn (1993).
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to all but a few expressions. Granted, such traditional parts of speech as
interjections may be amenable to speech-act analyses, since it may for
instance be true that to say (in the sense of ‘utter’) ‘Oh!" is to express
shock, horror or surprise at some salient state of affairs. This claim is not
undercut by embedding arguments of the kind just considered, since it does
not appear to be grammatical to embed ‘Oh!" in, say, the antecedent of a
conditional. But this observation seems irrelevant to all but a narrow range
of expressions in natural language. For the case of ‘Oh!’ suggests an appro-
priate generalization. | shall take as understood the notion of an embedded
sentence; a part of speech is embedded just in case that expression occurs
in some sentence that is itself embed8ed.

Frege’s Point

If ¢ is either a part of speech or a sentence, and it is grammatical
to embedp, then there is no speech acsuch that to uttep is,

inter alia, to y.°

In support of Frege’s point one might suggest that it a sentence that
embeds, then just as one can asgeso too one can query it, deny it,
and entertain it for the sake of argument; likewise ifs a subsentential
expression it may occur in a sentence used in any of these ways. Assuring
ourselves that Frege’s Point is not an overgeneralization from the failure
of traditional speech act analyses, however, requires the further claim that
there can be no speech actuch that, whatever else one does, one per-
formsy in the course of each illocution in whighis used. The possibility

of such ay is not ruled out just by the fact thatmay be put to a variety

of communicative tasks. Further, if there could be sughthen the mere
possibility of embeddingy would be insufficient to show that it fails to
admit of a speech act analysis.

Frege’s Point is inferentially connected with another thesis that it will
be more convenient to scrutinize here. For the speech-act analysis formula
‘To utter ¢ is, inter alia, to y’, will be true just in casep contains some
indicator f of illocutionary force, namely the force associated with speech
acty.191t is not enough forf to be a force indicator in the present sense

8 Quoted occurrences of an expression are not here to be counted as genuine occur-
rences of that expression. Also, interrogatives embed, as in, ‘If John is here, then where
is Sue?’ although it is not the case that the interrogative ‘Where is Sue?’ can be denied or
entertained for the sake of argument. It is best, then, to understand ‘embedding’ as meaning
‘embedding arbitrarily deeply’.

9 | borrow the name ‘Frege’s Point’ from Geach (1965). The present discussion of the
dilemma facing speech-act analyses owes much to Ziff (1960), Searle (1962), and Geach
(1960, 1965).

10 The containment need not be proper.
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that it indicate the force associated wjthin someof the contexts in which

f occurs. (‘| assert, is not an indicator of (assertoric) force in this sense,
since it embeds within conditionals such as ‘If | assert that S, then S’’,
wherein the locution does not indicate the force with which either the
antecedent or the entire conditional is being put forth.jnust instead
indicate the force associated witto matter where occurs. On the other
hand, we should not require thatindicate force in anytterancein which

it occurs. Some have contended that no genuine force indicator is possible
on the ground that any putative such force indicator would be employed by,
say, actors on stage to heighten the realism of their performance; but, since
actors only pretend to perform speech acts, their utterances would frustrate
the aspiration of any expression to be a force indicdtdihis, however,

is consistent with the possibility of an expression’s indicating force in any
speech acin which it occurs. (We shall see in a moment that this account
is not circular.) Let us say, then, thétis a force indicator if and only if it
indicates force in any speech act in which it occurs. This gives us a

Condition for Speech-act Analyses

If ¢ is either a part of speech or a sentence, then there is some
true speech-act analysis of the form ‘to utiein the course

of some speech act imter alia, to y’, iff ¢ contains some
indicator f of illocutionary force.

Suppose now thap is either a part of speech or a sentence, and ¢hat
contains some indicatof of illocutionary force: It would appear that
cannot be embedded in any arbitrary sentential context.dbntains an
indicator of assertoric force it may be hard to see howould embed
within the context, ‘Is it the case thaf’ If ¢ contains some indicator of
interrogative force it may be hard to see how it could embed within the
context, ‘It is a fact that *. One might accordingly offer the following
generalization:

Embedded Force ExclusidiFE)
If ¢ is either a part of speech or a sentence,@odntains some
indicator f of illocutionary force, therp does not embet.

11 The argument is persuasively formulated in Davidson (1979), and developed in Kenny
(1995, Chapter 7).

12 | borrow the name of this thesis from Price (1994), who characterizes it thus: “Force
modifiers cannot occur in embedded contexts” (p. 137). Zimmerman (1980) offers a sim-
ilar thesis, which he calls the Embedding Thesis: “lllocutionary forces cannot attach to
embedded clauses” (p. 216). See also Pendlebury (1986, 362) and Hare (1989, 35).
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The Condition for Speech-act Analyses and Embedded Force Exclusion
together entail Frege’s Point. Establishing Embedded Force Exclusion,
however, requires that we be confident that the above uses are unintelli-
gible. More exactly, it requires showing that we are justified in accepting
Embedded Force Exclusion in addition to

lllocutionary Tolerance of Force Indicato$TFI)

If ¢ is either a part of speech or a sentence,@ndntains some
indicator f of illocutionary force, then ifp occurs embedded in
sentence S thep does not constrain the variety of forces with
which S (or its semantic value) may be put forth.

lllocutionary Tolerance of Force Indicators is self-evident: As has already
been observed it seems impossible that there should be a semantic value
that can only be, say, asserted but not queried, commanded to be made
true, or supposed to be true for argument’s sake. ITFI does not imply but
is implied by the (therefore stronger) thesis EFE, which absolutely bans
occurrence of a force indicator within an embedded context. Our question
is then what reason we have for going beyond ITFI to acceptance of EFE.

In what follows it is argued that no compelling reason seems to be
available for holding EFE in addition to the unexceptionable ITFI, and
further that we have evidence against EFE. It will also be shown that ITFI,
together with a corresponding modification of Frege’s Point, give us all
we need to accommodate and explain the essential features of the relation
between force and content. In aid of this argument an analysis is offered, in
Section 3, of a range of parenthetical constructions in natural language that,
in spite of appearing to blur the boundary between force and content, can
be accommodated while retaining a refined account of that boundary. Such
an accommodation is achieved without recourse to either Frege’s Point
or EFE. After responding, in Section 4, to an objection to the analysis
offered for these parentheticals, this refined account of the force/content
distinction is then located, in Sections 5 and 6, within a modified version
of the “scorekeeping” model of communication.

3. VARIETIES OFFORCEINDICATOR

Even after disambiguation, assignment of context-sensitive contents and
other pragmatic determinations of what is said, speakers often fail to con-
vey the force with which their indicative sentences are uttered. Dialogues
such as the following are for this reason not uncommon:

1) «: You'll be more punctual in the future
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B: Is that a prediction or an order?

Speakers sometimes preface their remarks with clarificatory material to
forestall questions such g@s. o might, for instance, have prefaced his
words with ‘This is a prediction'> However, because this prefatory re-
mark is itself an indicative sentence and thus might be put forth with
other forces than assertion, prefacing one indicative sentence with another
free-standing indicative sentence cannot be relied upon to clarify the illoc-
utionary force of the former. It would thus behoove speakers to employ a
force elucidating device whose own illocutionary status is not itself up for
question.

Some writers concerned with this problem have suggested that certain
constructions in natural languagbowrather thansay what the force is
of a remark to which they are appendédOn a suitable characterization
of the distinction between saying and showing, this claim may permit a
view of certain expressions as reliably indicating the force of the remarks
to which they are appended. However, it is by no means clear that saying
and showing are mutually exclusive activities. For instance, parenthetical
expressions often serve to indicate the nature of a speaker’s attitude or
commitment toward a proposition she has elsewhere expressed, and they

13 A propos this topic Strawson writes:

The speaker...not only has the general authority on the subject of his intention that any
agent has; he also has a motive, inseparable from the nature of his act, for making
that intention clear. For he will not have secured understanding of the illocutionary
force of his utterance...unless his complex intention is grasped. Now...for the enterprise
to be possible...he must find means of making the intention clear. If there exists any
conventional linguistic means of doing so, the speaker has both a right to use, and a
motive for using, those means. One such means...would be to attach, or subjoin, to the
substance of the message what looks like a force-elucidatimgnenbn it, which may

or may not have the form of a self-ascription. (1964, 451-452)

As examples of force-elucidating comments, Strawson has in mind cases such as ‘This is
a warning’ and ‘This is only a conjecture’ prefacing indicative sentences.

14 Urmson, for instance, discussing parenthetical expressions such as ‘as | conjecture’
and ‘as | fear’, writes:

parenthetical verbs are one of the sets of devices that we use in order to deal with these
matters [of clarifying the illocutionary force of one’s remarks], though not the only set.
By them we prime the hearer to see the emotional significance, the logical relevance,
and the reliability of our statements. This we do not by telling him how we are moved
or how he should be moved by them...but by the use of warning, priming, or orientating
signals; we show rather than state. (1952, 197)
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do so in such a way that their own illocutionary status does not need to be
made clear. Consider, for instance,

(2 If snow is white, as | believe, then grass is green.

One who asserts (2) makes clear among other things that she believes that
show is white, and as we shall see in more detail presently her parenthe-
tical remark can only be taken as indicating her commitment rather than,
say, conjecturing it or querying it. On the other hand, by means of that
parenthetical remark the speaker atsysthat she believes snow to be
white, and the speaker would have said something different had she instead
uttered

3) If snow is white, as John used to think, then grass is green.

As a result, just to invoke a distinction between saying and showing does
not suffice to account for how some ways of showing indicate or express
commitment reliably whereas others do not. We require an account of how
some ways of showing can reliably indicate the force of the comments to
which they are appended in spite of having semantic content of their own,
which content, as argued in Sections 1 and 2 above, is essentially capable
of being put forth with any of a variety of illocutionary forces.

3.1. Strong illocutionary force indicators

To clear the ground for such an account, &t * be, syntactically, a func-

tion from sentences into sentences, chosen from a set C of connectives
such that each element of C is in the domain of a function IF, whose
range comprises illocutionary forces. This allows us to speak of ‘the force
associated with connective’ ”. Then let us say thatA ' is a strong illo-
cutionary force indicating devicghereafterstrong IFID) iff for all senten-

tial complements S, the utterance of(S)’, outside of quotation marks, is

the putting forth of S with the illocutionary force associated with *. Let

us also adopt the policy that utterance of a sentence that contg(i8¥ ‘as

a proper part is also an utterance of(S)'. This definition is thus meant

to include embedded as well as free-standing occurrences of the uttered
expression (quotation marks excepted). It is not clear that there are, or even
could be, any strong IFIDs in an actual or possible language. Davidson
(1979), for instance, has argued that no expression could be a strong IFID,
on the ground that any expression purporting to be a strong IFID could be
used by actors on stage to heighten the realism of their performances; in
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such uses, however, no speech act is performed even though the actor may
be making as if to perform a speech &tt.

3.2. lllocutionary force and illocutionary commitment

Davidson’s challenge to the possibility of a strong IFID is cogent but does
not show the notion of force indicator to be theoretically useless. For an-
other notion of force indicator not susceptible to Davidson’s criticisms is
available. With a view to developing such a notion let us observe that being
committed to a semantic content A under malés not to be identified

with performing a speech act having foreeand content A. One who
asserts A, for instance, is committed to all that follows logically from A
even though it is doubtful that she hassertedall those propositions. As
discussed further below, we do have good grounds for taking assertion
to distribute over conjunction, so that one who asserts A&B asserts A
and asserts B. However, because asserting A seems to require in the very
least that the speaker intend that the addressee form the belief that he, the
speaker, believes that A, it does not seem that one can be said to assert unre-
cognized logical consequences of what one asserts. For this reason it does
not appear plausible that assertion is closed under logical consequence.
On the other hand, lest it be impossible to criticize someone who asserts
propositions that jointly imply, say, a contradiction, we must preserve the
idea that one igommittedto all that follows from what one asserts. The
notion of illocutionary validity developed below is intended precisely to
track such commitments. This notion allows us to express the idea that one
who asserts A is committed to all that follows from A, but without our
thereby implying that the speaker has also asserted any of the propositions
deducible from A. Similar remarks apply to commitments to contents that
arise from speech acts other than assertion.

Not only is commitment to a proposition distinct from assertion of
that proposition, commitment to a proposition that one has asserted is one
among various sorts of propositional commitment. Assertion of A differs
from, for instance, a conjecture that A in that one who asserts that A is
liable to be challenged to provide adequate grounds for believing what he
asserts (Williamson 1996). Often we express such a challenge with the
words,“How do you know?” In contrast, it is inappropriate to respond to
one who merely puts forth A as a conjecture with the question, “How do
you know?” While decisive grounds for the falsity of A do require one
who conjectures A to retract that conjecture, her inability to respond to a
challenge to establish A does not oblige her to relinquish her conjecture.

15 As argued in Green (1997), neither Hare (1989) nor Dummett (1993) succeeds in
countering Davidson's challenge.
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Just as the nature of commitment undertaken in assertion of A differs from
the nature of commitment undertaken in conjecture that A, so too it appears
that one who asserts A is committed to A's logical consequences in a man-
ner different from the way in which one who conjectures A is committed
to its logical consequences. For reasons such as this, in propounding the
notion of illocutionary validity it is insufficient merely to describe speak-
ers as committed to propositions and other semantic contents; accuracy
requires also tracking the mode of that commitment by adverting to the
force of the speech acts that engendered it. The concept of illocutionary
validity is designed to track the mode as well as the content of speakers’
commitments.

3.3. lllocutionary validity and weak illocutionary force indicators

Let S be an arbitrary speakgk, A, ..., AyA,, AB) a sequence of
force/content pairs;

then:

(A1A1, ..., AnAn, AB) isillocutionarily valid iff speaker S is
commited to each Aunder modeA;, then S is commited to B
under modea .16

Let Vs be a verb taking a sentence nominalization as complement, and
where S is a sentence let Be the nominalization thereof, namely ‘that S’.
Let ‘[8]° denote the semantic value, relative to context of utterancesc, of
Let’_, as NP\, be, syntactically, a function from sentences to sentences.
We observe that ‘as’ in , as NP \§', is a prosentence, anaphorically de-
pendent, typically, on an S that occurs in the argument place, @fs' NP
VP’.17 Consequently, where this prosentence is anaphorically dependent
on §, [[[asi NP Vs]® = [NP Vs Sf]°. Let '+’ denote assertoric commit-
ment. Then we say that, as NP \&', is a weak indicator of assertoric

16 This definition is close to the definition of weak illocutionary commitment given in
Searle and Vanderveken (1985, Chapter 4). An argument is illocutionarily sound just in
case it is both illocutionarily valid and all its premises are such that their conditions of
satisfaction are met. Developing a related notion of Kearns’ (Kearns 1997), sapfiat *
is illocutionarily necessary iff every sequence of force/content pairs haxiBgas its ter-
minal element is illocutionarily valid. Although it is beyond the scope of the present study
to provide one, a fuller account of illocutionary validity would employ further distinctions.
For example, we could distinguish among the different possible objects of commitment,
since there is nothing to rule out being committed to a question or to an imperative. See
Harrah (1980, 1994) for discussion of assertoric, erotetic, and projective commitment.

17 The word ‘as’ is thus a proform of the same category as ‘true’ and ‘so’. Grover et
al. (1975) formulates of a view of these words as proforms taking indicative sentences as
antecedents; Grover (1992) further develops the approach.
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commitmenjust in case for all illocutionary forceg and sentences S, the
inference

(fI...S...,agNP Vs, ...], = [[NP Vs SI°

is illocutionary valid. According to this inference, a speaker committed
under any mode to the semantic value, relative to context of utterance
¢, of a sentence in which {S ., ag NP V¢, occurs, is also undertaking
assertoric commitment tpfas} NP Vs]l°, that is, to[NP VsS‘]°. (Her
doing so is compatible with her putting forth S with other forces as well.
It is also compatible with her intending any of various perlocutionary ef-
fects.) For instance, ; as John contends’, would be a weak indicator of
assertoric commitment just in case anyone committed under any mode to
the semantic value, relative to context of utterance c, of a sentence in which
‘S, as John contends’, occurs, is thereby assertorically commit{gibto
contends |°. (Hereafter where there is no danger of confusion | shall
omit the qualification ‘relative to context of utterance ¢’ as understood.)
Some \&'s name attitudes and speech acts such that if one is assertor-
ically committed to the proposition that she'¥ that S, then she is also
undertaking commitment, under a mode characteristic of thattd/ S.
That is, some ¥'s are such that the inference

(= INP VsS'1l, fallSI)

is illocutionarily valid. (For instance, one who undertakes assertoric com-
mitment to[[l assert that $ also undertakes assertoric commitment to
[[ST whether or not it is also true that she asserts fi&t) Where \4
participates in an illocutionary validity of the above form, where as

NP Vg, is a weak indicator of assertoric commitment, and whegxeis

the mode of commitment characteristic of verl, Vs thus generates the
following derivedillocutionary validity: for all illocutionary forcesf and
sentences S, the inference

(fII...S...,a3 NP Vs, ...1, fAalSD

is illocutionarily valid. | shall call any illocutionarily valid inference hav-
ing this form aweak-IFID elimination inferengeand will call any ex-
pression of the form_, as NP \&', and patrticipating in a weak-IFID
elimination inference aveak IFID. Were there any weak IFIDS, then al-
though their presence in an utterance would not purport to answer the
guestionwhetherthe utterer is performing a speech act, it would provide
at least a partial answer to the questishat commitments the utterer is
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undertaking and under what motfeFinally, let us say that a weak IFID is
robustif and only if it has embedded occurrences.

3.4. Parenthetical attitudinatives as robust, weak IFIDS

We are now in a position to argue that certain parentheticals containing
attitudinatives or speech act verbs are robust, weak IFIDS. (A related thesis
concerning non-restrictive relative clauses also is defensible, but the elab-
oration and defense of this further thesis would take us too far afield.) As
an example of the first of these consider

4) If snow is white, as | suppose, then grass is green.

One who asserts (4) is: (i) claiming that if snow is white then grass is green,
and (i) indicating that she takes snow to be wht¢'Suppose’ here most
likely means ‘believe’ rather than ‘suppose for the sake of argument’.) The
latter act is performed even though the parenthetical clause is embedded
in the antecedent of the conditional. There appears to be no more than a
stylistic difference between (4) and either of the following:

(5) If snow is, as | suppose, white, then grass is green.
If, as | suppose, snow is white, then grass is green.

Instead of surrounding the parenthetical remark with commas, one may
use parentheses, and in some cases one may instead use®td&shes.
sentence in (4) and (5) is radically different both semantically and prag-
matically from

(6) If | suppose that snow is white, then grass is green.

18 \We are now able to see, therefore, that the notion of a weak IFID is not circular. Also,
Davidson’s scepticism about the possibility of a strong IFID does not carry over to the
possibility of a weak IFID. For further discussion see Green (1997).

19 suggest that an agent indicates her intentional stgtest in case she overtly and
intentionally manifests her stafe Since manifesting (a form of showing) is not a species
of testimony, indicating one’s intentional state does not require reflexive communicative
intentions of the sort that Grice’s notion of non-natural meaning purports to elucidate. For
a fuller discussion of the importance of indication as here construed to the general theory
of communication, see Green ms.

20 The present approach will not attempt to discern semantic or pragmatic distinctions
among these different devices. Further, | shall treat the first of the two sentences in (5) as
having an LF corresponding to that of (4); in this respect | adopt an approach to transform-
ationally relating these two sentences espoused by Emonds (1976, Ch. 2.9). | shall in the
sequel refer to this as the Emonds Transformation.



448 MITCHELL S. GREEN

Unlike each example in (4) and (5), an utterance of (6) in a speech act need
not engender assertoric commitmenfksuppose that snow is whiteand
unlike each example in (4) and (5) the antecedent of (6) can be true without
[Snow is whitd being true. Further, consider the connective:ds | sup-
pose’, taking sentences as inputs and yielding sentences as outputs. (I shall
identify this version with its variants.) When the placeholder is filled with
a complement clause this connective can occur syntactically embedded ar-
bitrarily deeply within conditionals, conjunctions, disjunctions, negation,
modals and attitudinatives. Pragmatically, this connective indicates that the
speaker takes the complement to be true, and it does this regardless of how
deeply embedded this connective is. Yet it does so by virtue of the meaning
of the words of which it is composed, as is shown by the fact that a different
although analogous role is played by such connectives, as | presume,
‘ ,aslonce held’, and | as many people think,’.

Our hypothesis for explaining the pragmatic features of the expression
‘ , as | suppose’, shall be that it is a robust, weak IFID in any utterance
of which the speaker undertakes assertoric commitment to the semantic
value of its complement. For first of all, for all illocutionary forces
the sequenceéf, [... S ..., as | suppose, ..]|, - [[I suppose §) is
illocutionarily valid. What is more, treating ‘suppose’ as here having the
sense of ‘believe’, and assuming that one who undertakes assertoric com-
mitment to[[| believe that § undertakes assertoric commitment to S, it
follows that for all illocutionary forcesf and sentences $f[... S ...,
| suppose, ..1, - [S]) is illocutionarily valid. This is just to say that
‘_, as | suppose’, is a weak IFID. Because it embeds arbitrarily deeply,
it is also robust. The hypothesis that ‘as | suppose’, is a robust, weak
IFID accounts for the fact that one who utters any of the sentences in
(4) or (5) in a speech act undertakes assertoric commitmefBnow is
white]]. Analogous hypotheses suggest themselves for other first-person
attitudinatives such as, as | presume’. and ; as | conjecture,’. Likewise
for speech-act verbs in the first person, e.g,.ds | assert,”. For brevity
‘parenthetical attitudinatives’ will in what follows be used to denote the
class of parentheticals of the form, ‘as NP \4,’ where Vs is an attitude
or speech act ver.

21 The class of parenthetical attitudinatives as defined here is meant to exclude two kinds
of expression whose importantly different properties might not be immediately apparent.
First, *_, according to NP’, is not on our view a weak indicator of assertoric commitment,
and is just a stylistic variation on ‘NP&/S*', where Vg is ‘holds’, ‘believes’, ‘contends’,
etc. Second, constructions of so-called free indirect style, such as are found in ‘What a
pleasant surprise, she giggled, and ‘l don’t particularly, he rapped’ do contain weak indic-
ators of assertoric commitment. However, as observed by Reinhardt (1975), parentheticals
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Two parenthetical attitudinatives can occur in a coordinate position, and
one can embed within another. In both cases the parenthetical attitudinative
behaves in the manner our approach would predict. As an example of the
first kind of case we have

(7) If [snow is white], [as} John thinks, and [asMary denies, then
grass is green.

The thesis that ‘, as John thinks’, is a weak indicator of assertoric com-
mitment explains why one putting forth the displayed sentence in a speech
act undertakes assertoric commitmenfdohn thinks that snow is while
Ignoring the complication presented by the connective ‘and’ in the second
parenthetical, the thesis that, ‘as Mary denies,’ is a weak indicator of
assertoric commitment explains why one putting forth (7) in a speech act
undertakes assertoric commitmenf{[fdary denies that Snow is whie

As an example of one parenthetical attitudinative nesting within an-
other, we have,

(8) If [snow is white], [[as] John, [as] we all know, thinks], then
grass is green

In light of the Emonds Transformation (see Note 20), we take it[fhd,
as NP Vg, VP] =[NP VP, as NPV¢]], whence

f [...1f [snow is white], [[as] John, [as] we all know,
thinks};, then grass is green .J = f [...If [snow is white],
[[as]i John thinks], [as]; we all know, then grass is green ..

The hypothesis that ; as John thinks’, is a weak indicator of assertoric
commitment explains why a speaker uttering (8) in a speech act undertakes
assertoric commitment fpJohn thinks that snow is whileThe hypothesis

that _, as we all know’, is a weak indicator of assertoric commitment
implies that a speaker uttering (8) in a speech act undertakes assertoric
commitment to

[We all know that [ag]John think§.

But as we have observefflas} John think§ = [John thinks that snow is
white]l, whence a speaker uttering (8) undertakes assertoric commitment
to

[We all know that John thinks that snow is whjte

such as these do not embed arbitrarily deeply. For this reason such expressions are not
robust.
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3.5. Semantics for parenthetical attitudinatives

The present account of parenthetical attitudinatives may be enhanced by
consideration of certain semantic properties of sentences containing them.
McCawley (1981) has contended that sentences containing another spe-
cies of parenthetical expression, namely non-restrictive relative clauses,
have no truth conditions in spite of having parts that do. Bach and Har-
nish (1979) appear to propound a similar approach. In application at least
to sentences containing parenthetical attitudinatives, however, this is the
approach of last resort, since it requires relinquishing the thesis that all
meaningful indicative sentences have truth conditions. Further, this thesis
appears to be justified in application to the present range of cases since
it seems both grammatical and pragmatically appropriate to assert such
sentences as

9 It is obviously true that if, as John claims, snow is white, then
grass is green.

A natural interpretation of (9) is that it attributes truth to the semantic value
of the complement of ‘It is obviously true that'. If this natural interpretation

is correct, however, then that complement sentence must have truth condi-
tions. We thus have reason for preserving the view that indicative sentences
containing parenthetical attitudinatives have truth conditions. An approach
that allows us to preserve this view has it that the truth conditions of a
sentence containing a parenthetical first person attitudinative as its major
operator are the same as those of a sentence just like it except bereft of the
parenthetical expression. That is, where c is a context of utterance, f, t, w
are an assignment of values to variables, a time, and a world, respectively,
we claim that

IS, as NP Vg™ = T iff [S]™ =T

where this biconditional does not impose any restriction as to whether ‘S
as NP VP, is free standing or embedded. As a matter of its contribution to
the truth conditions of the sentence in which it occurs, then, the parenthet-
ical clause works in the way that ‘It is true that’ works for a complement
such as ‘snow is white’. In light of this account, the two sentences ‘Snow
is white’ and ‘Snow is white, as | claim’, have the same truth conditions,
namely snow’s being whit€& ‘_, as | claim’, in spite of having a semantic
content does not contribute that content to the truth conditions of sentences

22 This is not to say thaffS, as NP \&]¢ = S%; if this identity held then its two sides
would participate in all the same illocutionary validities. One way of distinguisijiag
as NP \g] from [S]l, and thereby of following Stenius’ observation that if we imbue



ILLOCUTIONARY FORCE AND SEMANTIC CONTENT 451

in which it occurs. That content rather discharges its function via the mech-
anism of a weak-IFID elimination inference. As a result, two sentences
just alike except for the parenthetical remarks they contain, may, in spite
of having identical truth conditions, differ radically in the way in which
they commit their utterer to propositions via the weak-IFID elimination
inferences in which their parenthetical material participates. One virtue of
the present semantical approach to the pragmatics and semantics of paren-
thetical attitudinatives is that it helps preserve the thesis that all meaningful
indicative sentences have truth conditions. Another is that it is consistent
with the principle ITFI, for it allows force-indicating expressions to have
semantic content and to take embedded occurrences without thereby con-
straining the variety of forces with which the proposition(s) expressed by
the sentences in which they occur may be put forth.

4. PARENTHETICALS ASCONJUNCTS

Thus far it has been argued that English contains at least one kind of robust,
weak IFID. If this contention is correct, then Embedded Force Exclusion
is not true, for parenthetical attitudinatives are expressions that embed in
spite of admitting of a speech-act analysis. Further, if Embedded Force
Exclusion is false, then given the truth of the Condition for Speech-Act

a “modal element” with meaning, that expression will contribute to the content of the
sentence in which it occurs, would be to §&& as NP \4]] as identical to an ordered pair

of Russellian propositions. On the Russellian concepfilti® VP] = ([NP], [VPI). A

way of taking the semantic value of a sentence containing a parenthetical attitudinative at
face value would accordingly be:

[INP VP, [as} NP Vsl = ({[NPI, [VPI), [NP VgNP VP])
({INPI, [VPI), [{NP'L, [VSNP VPI))

Here the second element of the sequence represents the semantic value of the parenthetical
expression, and is, of course, itself an ordered n-tuple. This pair of propositions is what is
expressed in a speech act containing a parenthetical expression. Nevertheless, this approach
preserves the view that any propositional content can be put forth with any of a variety of
forces.

This suggestion concerning the semantic value of sentences containing parenthetical
attitudinative does not require the introduction of any new theoretical entities, since ordered
pairs of propositions are set-theoretic constructions out of entities already posited by the
Russellian approach to propositions. Also, the present suggestion does not presuppose
a Russellian conception of propositions. Analogous madifications could be made to the
conception of propositions as sets of possible worlds (as defended in Stalnaker 1999), as
well as to the view of propositions as “Russellian Annotated Matrices” as propounded by
Richard (1990). | will not take the space to develop those modifications here.
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Analyses, so is Frege’s Poifit.One may, however, deny the contention
that parenthetical attitudinatives are robust, weak IFIDS and suggest an
alternative account of the examples that have been presented in its support.
To see this consider the following two inferences.

(10) If, as Mary supposes, snow is white, then grass is green.

Mary supposes that snow is white.

(11) If, as Mary supposes, snow is white, then grass is green. Snow
is white.

Grass is green

There appears to be something intuitively valid about both (10) and (11).
Concerning (10), however, it might not be clear how one becomes com-
mitted to a clause that occurs in the antecedent of a conditional just by
asserting that conditional. Further, it might not be clear how to account
for the validity of (11), since it may seem that the antecedent of the first
premise is a conjunction (of ‘snow is white’, and ‘Mary supposes that snow
is white”), and the second premise only gives one of those conjuncts.

23 \We have already seen that lllocutionary Tolerance of Force Indicators may be pre-
served in the absence of Embedded Force Exclusion. In place of Frege's Point we say
that if ¢ is a part of speech or a sentence, and it is grammatical to egbtben there
is no speech agt such thatp canonly be used to perforny. This is consistent with the
possibility of ¢ being used to perform in every speech act in which it occurs. Davidson
(1979), after propounding what he calls the Autonomy of Linguistic Meaning (“Symbolic
representation necessarily breaks any close tie with extralinguistic purpose”) draws the
corollary that there cannot be a form of speech which, solely by dint of its conventional
meaning, can only be used for a given purpose. The analogy of this corollary with Frege’s
Point should be clear. Further, we are now in a position to distinguish two readings that
this corollary may take:

I There cannot be a form of speech F and purpose P such that, solely by dint of the
conventional meaning of F, for all non-locutionary acts S, if F is used in S then F is
used only to bring about P.

Il There cannot be a form of speech F and purpose P such that, solely by dint of the
conventional meaning of F, for all non-locutionary acts S, if F is used in S then F is
used to bring about P.

Although | appears to be true, we have argued that Il is false: parenthetical attitudinatives
are forms of speech belying that claim.
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4.1. A naive conjunctive reading

A natural way of attempting to explain the validity of the above two in-
ferences is indeed to take parenthetical-containing sentences as conjunc-
tions?* As has just been suggested, however, one formulation of the sug-
gestion that sentences that contain parentheticals are to be understood as
conjunctions, may be ruled out. This is the formulation according to which

‘S, as | claim’, is to be understood as having the form, ‘S, and | claim that
S’, regardless of whether the explicandum is free standing or embedded.
This formulation would have us construe inference (11) as

(12) If both snow is white and Mary supposes that snow is white,
then grass is green. Snow is white.

Grass is green

and would therefore count (11) as invalid. Further, the formulation would
have it that

(13) If, as I claim, snow is white, then grass is green
is equivalent to

(14) If both snow is white and | claim that snow is white, then grass
is green.

These two are not equivalent, however: As inference (10) shows, one who
asserts (13) is committed fiGnow is whitd but this is not the case with
assertion of (14).

4.2. A wide scope conjunctive reading

A more plausible formulation of the suggestion that parentheticals should

be read conjunctively would have it that those conjuncts containing what

superficially appear to be parentheticals always take widest scope. Accord-
ingly, one might suggest that (13), when it occurs free-standing, is to be

explicated not in terms of (14) but rather in terms of

(15) If snow is white then grass is green, and | claim that snow is
white.

24 This suggestion is implicit in Ayer's (1936) treatment (p. 76) of ‘My friend has
stopped writing to me’, and in Blackburn’s (1984, 148) discussion of 'Kraut’. Rodman
(1976) offers a view of this form for the semantics, but not the syntax, of non-restrictive
relative clauses. A formulation of a conjunctive account, also of non-restrictive relative
clauses, that does not distinguish carefully among possible types of scope for the putative
conjuncts is Thompson (1971).



454 MITCHELL S. GREEN

Call this the Wide Scope Conjunction reading. As a claim about LF for
sentences of natural language, this reading might begin with a syntactic
convention according to which ¥ is a sentence ang is a sentence, then
O[] is a sentence as well; here the sentence within brackets represents
the parenthetical claugé.Taking the notion othe nth occurrence of the
parenthetical claus@¥] in I' as understood, let us also uge— [V]¢' to
denote the result of removing the kth occurrence of the parenthetidal [
from I", where k> 1. We may now formulate the conjunctive idea as a
grammatical principle:

(WConj) If T is free-standing and contains at least k occurrences of
the parentheticaly], thenTI” has asits LFI" — [V]x & .

Here it does not matter how deeply burieH][is within T". Yet we must
require that” be free-standing, since otherwise we will get predictions that
run counter to the Wide Scope Conjunction suggestion. Thus Thi®axo

be explicated depends upon whérstands. IfT" is free-standing and has
the surface syntax o®[W¥], then (WConj) tells us to explicate it a®’

& W', If, on the other hand]" occurs as a disjunct of a sentence that is
superficially a disjunction, say™v @’ (itself free-standing), andl' has the
surface syntax of {7', then (WConj) pronounces only on the explication
of the entire disjunction, telling us to read it a®‘¢ Q) & ¥'.

If the Wide Scope Conjunction reading is correct, then that will under-
mine our contention that parenthetical attitudinatives are counterexamples
to Embedded Force Exclusion and Frege’s Point. The reason is that sen-
tences whose LF is conjunctive can evidently be read as a series of sen-
tences, where each element of the series corresponds to a conjunct. Such
a construal would imply that at least for purposes of semantic analysis,
embedding of parenthetical attitudinatives is apparent 8nly.

The Wide Scope Conjunction reading will seem familiar from discus-
sions of definite descriptions, which are commonly said to take primary,
secondary, tertiary, etc., occurreri¢edowever, the two approaches differ
in that the Wide Scope Conjunction reading needs to be supplemented
with a further postulate explaining why speakers performing speech acts in
uttering parenthetical-containing sentences invariably undertake assertoric

25 | here assume the LF Hypothesis of Larson and Segal (1995, 105), according to which
the level of LF is where syntactic representation is interpreted by semantic rules.

26 Mittwoch (1979) proposes that certain parenthetical containing sentences be analyzed
as pair of sentences, rather than as sentences that are conjunctive in form. This view would,
of course, also deny that parentheticals embed. The remarks to follow about the Wide
Scope Conjunction approach will apply to Mittwoch’s proposal as well.

27 See for instance Kaplan (1972).
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commitment to the contents of their parenthetical clauses. One using a def-
inite description in the course of a speech act does not invariably undertake
such commitment, as shown by such familiar examples as

(16) | am not looking for the present King of France because there
is no such persoff

Nor is that commitment undertaken in contexts in which the description
occurs in a sentence that is, say, supposed for the sake of argument. On
the other hand a Russellian approach to description can account for at least
some cases in which the speaker undertakes commitment to the existence
and unigueness conditions associated with the description on the hypo-
thesis that assertion distributes over conjunctfo\We need not here take

a stand on whether this will be adequate for explaining the commitment
that is undertaken in such cases as, ‘Will the present King of France be
coming to dinner?’ and ‘Send the present King of France a letter’.)

The proponent of the Wide Scope Conjunction reading must, then, ac-
count for the fact that a speaker who utters a parenthetical-containing sen-
tence in the course of a speech act invariably undertakes assertoric com-
mitment to the content of the parenthetical clause. Just to treat that clause
as a conjunction at the level of LF does not explain this. For a speaker may
perform a speech act in which she utters a sentence that is conjunctive in
form without thereby asserting either conjunct. She might, for instance,
put forth that conjunction as a supposition for the sake of argument. In
this case the speaker will not be undertaking assertoric commitment to
the conjunct corresponding to the parenthetical. On the other hand, even
in a case in which one supposes a parenthetical-containing sentence one
undertakes assertoric commitment to the content of the parenthesis.

4.3. The Wide Scope Conjunction and robust, weak IFID approaches
compared

To be plausible, then, the Wide Scope Conjunction reading must be sup-
plemented with a pragmatic component to the effect that the conjunct
corresponding at LF to the parenthesis is invariably put forth in such a
way as to engender assertoric commitment in any speech act in which
the parenthetical-containing sentence is uttered. Further, in light of the
fact that the Wide Scope Conjunction reading requires a departure from

28 See Neale (1990, Chapter 1), for fuller treatment of examples of this kind.

29 see Williams (1996), and Green forthcoming for defenses of the claim that assertion
distributes over conjunction. These discussions make clear that the thesis that assertion
distributes over conjunction is independently motivated by its use in explaining what is
paradoxical in such utterances as “P but | don't believe it".
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surface syntax, our question is not whether this approach is coherent — it
appears to be — but instead whether a more parsimonious alternative to
it can be found that would account for the same range of data. Denying
that the apparent syntactic structure of a sentence mirrors its form at LF
can be justified on such grounds as that taking the apparent syntax of a
sentence as appropriate for semantic analysis leads to fallacious inferences
or metaphysical puzzles. However, one needs good reason to depart from
appearances in this way. It is only if each of the available alternatives is
untenable that we should postulate, at LF or for that matter elsewhere, a
departure from surface form as here contempléted.

In Section 3 we offered a tenable such alternative approach that makes
use of the following ideas:

1. Logic: lllocutionary validity, independently motivated by the need to
account for inferential relations among non-indicatives and indicatives
put forward with non-assertoric force.

2. LF: With the exception of sentences susceptible to the Emonds Trans-
formation (see Note 20), the LF of sentences containing parenthetical
attitudinatives mirrors their surface syntactic form.

3. SemanticsParentheses are treated as one-place extensional operators;
parenthetical-containing sentences express ordered n-tuples of propos-
itions.

4. Pragmatics Parenthetical attitudinatives are weak indicators of as-
sertoric commitment; some are also robust, weak IFIDS.

As against this approach consider that of the Wide Scope Conjunction
reading:

1. Logic: Nothing new, but we note that the notion of illocutionary valid-
ity will still be needed for other purposes.

2. LF: Sentences containing parenthetical attitudinatives are conjunctions
atLF.

3. SemanticsParentheses are treated as conjunctions, and so as exten-
sional operators; parenthetical-containing sentences express proposi-
tions.

30 |t is instructive to compare the dialectical situation here with that concerning Russel-
lian treatments of descriptions. Neale, in his defense of such an approach to descriptions,
goes to considerable lengths to show how recent developments in formal semantics do not
require taking sentences of natural language to have a radically different syntactic structure
from what they appear to have. He recognizes that in the absence of such developments the
Russellian theory would, all else being equal, be at a disadvantage relative to alternatives
(see Neale (1990, Chapter 2).
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4. Pragmatics A speaker uttering a parenthetical-containing sentence in
the course of a speech act undertakes assertoric commitment to the
conjunct corresponding to the parenthetical.

On the issues of logic and pragmatics, it does not appear that either ap-
proach involves stronger commitments than does the other. On the issue
of semantics, the robust, weak IFID approach invokes ordered n-tuples of
propositions whereas the Wide Scope Conjunction construal does not. We
have already observed that ordered n-tuples of propositions are not new
theoretical entities, but they are a semantic category not commonly em-
ployed. At the same time, on the issue of LF the Wide Scope Conjunction
thesis involves more violence to the phenomena than does the “robust,
weak IFID” approach. It would seem, then, that overall on the four criteria
above, the robust, weak IFID approachnis lessparsimonious than the
Wide Scope Conjunction reading. What is more, the robust, weak IFID
approach invokes only ITFI to account for the relevant aspects of the rela-
tion of force to content. By contrast, the primary point of the Wide Scope
Conjunction reading is evidently to preserve EFE (and thereby Frege’s
Point) while accounting for the relevant features of the relation of force
to content. Recalling that EFE is logically stronger than ITFI, it follows
that the robust, weak IFID reading plus ITFI is more parsimonious than is
the Wide Scope Conjunction reading plus EFE. Itis for this reason difficult
to see what could justify acceptance of the latter approach when we have
an explanatorily adequate alternative to it (the weak, robust IFID approach
plus ITFI) that is also more parsimonious.

4.4. Objections to the Wide Scope Conjunction reading

Not only does the weak, robust IFID approach plus ITFI appear to be more
parsimonious than the Wide Scope Conjunction approach plus EFE, we
also seem to have independent evidence against the Wide Scope Conjunc-
tion approach. For, first of all, there appears to be no plausible account
available to the proponent of this approach of how speakers undertake
assertoric commitment to the putatively wide conjunct. The obvious hy-
pothesis is that speakers invariably assert that conjunct. Yet the behavior
of tag-questions suggests that the wide conjunct cannot be being put forth
with assertoric force. Conjunctive sentences in which both conjuncts are
put forth assertorically allow the addition of a tag-question, in which the
utterer requests agreement with the entire conjunction, as in,

(17) John s tall and Mary is short, correct?
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The tag-question queries the entire conjunction, whereas in

(18) John, whom you met last week, was the winner of the lottery,
right?

the tag-question only appears to query whether John won the lottery. Sim-
ilarly, in a parenthetical attitudinative such as

(19) John, as Mary claims, won the lottery, correct?

the tag-question queries all but the parenthetical material. This is evidence
that one who asserts a parenthetical-containing sentence should not be
construed as asserting two conjuncts.

Perhaps it will be suggested instead that the conjunct may be put forth
with the force of a presumption or presupposition, and that when a con-
junctive sentence is put forth, one conjunct with the force of an assertion
and the other with the force of a presumption or presupposition, the tag
question only queries the former. The difficulty with this suggestion is that
one can use a tag-question to query propositions put forth with the force of
a presumption, as in:

(20) Mary is a genius and John is, as | presume, a fool, correct?

Here the parenthetical contains a locution that indicates that the conjunct,
‘John is a fool' is being put forth with the force of a presumption. Yet
its being so put forth is no bar to its being one of the conjuncts that are
queried with a tag-question. Similar examples can easily be constructed
for the case of presupposition and other illocutionary forces having word-
to-world direction of fit, and there would seem in general to be no tenable
account of the force with which wide conjuncts are put forth that would
square with the behavior of tag-questions.

The Wide Scope Conjunction Reading also seems to make an incorrect
prediction for sentences in which, at the surface level, the parenthetical
already has widest scope. For instance, assertion of

(21) That house is, (as) | conjecture, very old

seems to be a way of putting forth the proposition that the house in question
is very old as a conjecture rather than as an assertion. The “robust, weak-
IFID” approach would account for this by construing the parenthetical
as participating in a weak IFID elimination inference to the effect that
anyone uttering the above-displayed sentence in a speech act undertakes
or expresses assertoric commitmenftoonjecture that that house is very
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old], by virtue of which she undertakes commitmenfdat house is very

old] as a conjecture. This approach does not predict that the speaker asserts
or undertakes assertoric commitment to the proposition that that house is
very old, and if it did the fact would be a strike against the robust, weak
IFID approach. The very point of the parenthetical remark is to qualify
the remainder of the sentence so that it is put forth not as an assertion but
rather as a conjecture. (Doing so will forestall the question, ‘How do you
know?’, and a speaker’s indicating that such questions are out of order will
add to the efficiency of her communication.)

On the other hand, it appears that the Wide Scope Conjunction Reading
does predict that the utterer of the above sentence asserts that the house
in question is very old. For if the above sentence is asserted, then by
Assertion-distribution and the Wide Scope Conjunction Thesis we have
that the speaker asserts ‘that house is very old’ in addition to asserting
that he conjectures that the house is very old. Hence on the Wide Scope
Conjunction Reading it is predicted that the speaker both asserts and con-
jectures that the house in question is very old. As a result, it is predicted
that it is appropriate to reply to a speaker who utters the above-displayed
sentence in a speech act with the challenge, “How do you know?” How-
ever, as we have seen it seems clear that part of the point of using the
parenthetical in that sentence is to forestall just such a challenge.

5. PARENTHETICALS AND PRESUPPOSITION

According to the construal of parenthetical attitudinatives propounded here,
the contents of such parentheticals are not put forth with assertoric or
any other illocutionary force. Rather, according to the present approach,
when these parenthetical expressions occur in a speech act they effect
the undertaking of assertoric commitment to their contents. In particular,
they engender assertoric commitments in much the way that an asser-
tion of A effects an assertoric commitment to all that follows logically
from A. In both types of case, what commitments are undertaken depends
neither upon the speaker’'s awareness of these consequences nor upon her
illocutionary intentions regarding these consequences.

If the approach offered here is correct, then it allows for a synthesis
between the views of Strawson and Urmson cited in Section 3. For on the
present approach, so long asitis clear that a speech act is taking place there
is no question of the force with which the parenthetical expression is being
put forth. On the other hand, as a result of the assertoric commitments that
use of these expressions engender, we have an account of how they serve
to indicate the way in which the contents on which they comment are put
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forth. As we have seen, one who undertakes assertoric commitment to,
say, [| presume that (by means of tokening ‘... S, as | presume ...’ in
a speech act), undertakes commitmenf$j as a presumption. (This is
not to say that she puts forffs] with the force of presumption, any more
than an assertoric commitment 8] is an assertion of SJ.) This view
preserves Strawson’s insight into the “force elucidating” nature of certain
remarks, while still recognizing the semantic value of the words occurring
within parentheses rather than ascribing to them, as Urmson seems to do,
a purely expressive role.

One who asserts a proposition puts it forth as appropriate for entry into
the conversational record as defined abtvas we have seen, this is part
of the reason an addressee is entitled to respond to an assertion by challen-
ging the speaker to provide grounds for accepting what has been asserted.
If the speaker making the assertion is unable to respond to this challenge,
then the content of her assertion will remain out of the conversational re-
cord until such time as this challenge can be met. In addition to providing
the means for making assertions it adds to the flexibility and thus utility of
alanguage if it also allows speakersuanifestheir commitments without
thereby proffering those commitments as to be shared by their addressees.
One might, for instance, wish to express one’s belief without wishing to
call upon others to share that belief, and on the approach defended here of
parenthetical attitudinatives, natural language provides a means of doing
precisely this. For the use of such a parenthetical as ‘..., as | believe’, per-
mits the speaker to undertake assertoric commitment to a content without
asserting it. Doing so can enable the addressee to understand the speaker’s
peculiar commitments without the speaker having to shoulder an unwanted
argumentative burdets.

In this light, the behavior of parentheticals is usefully contrasted with
another notion sometimes discussed under the rubric of the “background”
of communication, namely presuppositi®hAs commonly understood, a

31 Building upon Lewis (1979), this view is defended in Brandom (1983) and developed
further in Green (1995) and Green (1999).

32 The contrast in pragmatic function between an asserted indicative sentence and a
parenthetical attitudinative that it contains might, in this light, be described in terms of
a contrast between foreground and background. This metaphor has no obvious application
to the task of delineating among various kinds of assertion. On the other hand, whereas
“foreground” utterances are those that are proffered for entry into conversational record,
at least some utterances may be described as “background” by virtue of their ability to
indicate the speaker’s attitude towards other material that she has expressed, but where this
attitude is not proffered for entry into the conversational record. (Compare with Huddleston
(1984, 399).)

33 An early statement of the view that a cognate range of expressions, non-restrictive
relative clauses, falls under the rubric of presupposition is Keenan (1971).
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speaker who presupposes that A does not also assert A. In this respect par-
entheticals as here understood are similar, since on the account defended
here speakers do not assert the contents of parentheticals but rather un-
dertake or express assertoric commitment to those contents. Nevertheless,
if the phenomena under discussion here are really instances of presup-
position, this will tend to defuse the threat they pose to such doctrines
as Frege’s Point and Embedded Force Exclusion. Neither thesis is dir-
ectly challenged by the phenomenon of presupposition, at least as it is
commonly treated today, since, as we shall see presently, according to a
wide consensus presuppositions are essentially cancelable. Frege’'s Point
and Embedded Force Exclusion, on the other hand, quantify over only
expressions that admit of a speech act analysis and over force indicators,
respectively, and the putative pragmatic function of either such expres-
sion is performed in each speech act in which it occurs. Hence if the
parenthetical expressions under discussion here are best understood as
presupposition triggers, they pose no direct threat to the target theses of
this essay.

The great variety of theories and conceptions of presupposition pre-
cludes showing exhaustively that the parentheticals under discussion here
are not best understood in terms of presupposition. Discussion will instead
be restricted to logical and expressive presupposition, as well as to some
pragmatically oriented conceptions of presupposition and presupposition
projection. It will be argued that (1) the phenomena under discussion here
cannot be assimilated to logical or expressive presupposition, and (2) the
phenomena under discussion here run counter to the predictions of some of
the better-known pragmatically — oriented conceptions of presupposition
and presupposition projection.

5.1. Parenthetical attitudinatives, logical presupposition, and expressive
presupposition

Traditional grammarians characterize parenthetical material as capable of
being deleted from the sentence in which it occurs with no loss to the in-
telligibility of what remains. It might have as easily have been said that the
truth of that material is not required for the intelligibility of what remains.
To see this, we observe that logical presupposition is standardly defined as
follows:
A proposition Alogically presupposeproposition B iff for all
possible circumstances w, if A is true or false in w, then B is
true in w. (Soames 1989, 556)

The suggestion that a parenthetical-containing sentence presupposes rather
than asserts the content of the parenthetical expression it contains, is not
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borne out by the notion of logical presupposition. If it is agreed that
parenthetical-containing sentences are capable of being true, then it does
not seem intuitively to be the case that

(22) If, as Fred holds, snow is white, then grass is green

requires, in order to be either true or false, that Fred hold that snow is white.
Indeed, according to the truth conditions we have offered for parenthetical-
containing sentences, the above has a truth value determined entirely inde-
pendently of the truth of the parenthetical. Further, even if, contrary to the
arguments of the previous section, the Wide Scope Conjunction analysis
of parentheticals is adopted, it will still turn out that such sentences do
not satisfy the definition of logical presupposition, for on that analysis
such sentences will balse (rather than neither true nor false) when the
conjunct corresponding to the parenthetical fails to be true.

Expressive presupposition may be defined thus:

Sentence fxpressively presuppospsoposition A relative to
a context of utterance C iff the truth of A is necessary for S to
semantically express a proposition in C. (Soames 1989, 562)

It is not plausible that the parenthetical-containing sentences under dis-
cussion here conform to this definition: A speech act is performed, and a
proposition is thus expressed, in an assertion of, ‘If, as Fred holds, snow is
white, then grass is green’, even if Fred does not in fact hold that snow is
white.

It was suggested above that parentheticals such as those considered here
do not seem to put any “pressure” on interlocutors to accept the contents
of those parentheticals as true. Instead, and unlike, for instance, assertions,
they indicate the speaker’s state of commitment without calling upon the
addressee to undertake that commitment as well. Because the speaker’s
state of commitment to such a thing as the antecedent of a conditional need
not be discerned for her assertion of that conditional to succeed (that is, for
the assertion to be made and for the conditional to be accepted into the con-
versational record), it is clear why a locution indicating that commitment
should be dispensable for purposes of the success of her assertion.

5.2. Parenthetical attitudinatives and pragmatic presupposition

The dispensable nature of parenthetical attitudinatives is also germane to
the viability of a conception of them in terms of pragmatic presupposi-
tion, to which we now turn. Interlocutors contribute to an ever-evolving
conversational background. Rather than requiring speakers to contribute
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propositions one by one by means of speech acts such as assertion, conjec-
ture, and supposition, however, natural languages have developed means
for speakers to contribute proposition that facilitate the comprehension
of their speech acts without those facilitating propositions being asserted,
conjectured, supposed, etc. Roughly, pragmatic presuppositions are those
requirements that speech acts place on the conversational record if the
speaker's communicative intentions are to be fulfilled (Soames, 566). In
a given case, the conversational record might already satisfy those require-
ments (by, for instance, already containing a particular proposition) or,
alternatively, addressees migitcommodat¢he speaker by updating the
conversational record with the required proposition(s). On one definition,
the conversational record is to be understood as follows: CBimersa-
tional record at a time t is the set of propositions A such that at t the
conversational participants believe or assume A; and recognize this about
each other.

In light of a cognate notion Soames (1989, 573) offers the following
definition:

utterance presuppositiod\n utterance U presupposes Aiff one
can reasonably infer from U that the speaker accepts A and
regards it as uncontroversial, either becausex(#)inks that

A is already part of the conversational record at the time of
U; or because (by thinks that the conversational participants
are prepared to add A, without objection, to the conversational
record>*

This definition seems not to include all speech acts in which the speaker
utters a sentence containing a component of the form ‘S, as Fred claims,’.
In such a speech act the speaker undertakes assertoric commitment to the
proposition that Fred claims that S, but his utterance does not allow us
to infer that he accepts this proposition and regards it as uncontroversial.
We sometimes make assertions with no expectation that what is said will
be agreed to by our addressee, if only because sometimes our primary
aim is to take a stand and/or to be provocaf®és a result, it might be

clear to the addressee that the speaker regards the proposition that Fred
claims that A as controversial but is expressing commitment to it in order

34 This definition does not rule out the possibility of an assertion of P presupposing P.
Ruling out this possibility can, however, be achieved by restricting the definition to pairs
(U, P) such that the content of U does not logically imply P. Because one force/content
pair can illocutionarily imply another without the content of the former logically im-
plying the content of the latter, this revision does not beg any questions concerning the
presuppositional status of parentheticals.

35 This point is defended in Williams (1996).
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to stake out his position. In such a case it cannot reasonably be inferred
that the speaker accepts this proposition and regards it as uncontroversial,
because it will be obvious to all that the speaker does not regard it as un-
controversial. Soames’ characterization of utterance presupposition, then,
is incompatible with the view that the parentheticals under consideration
here are pragmatic presuppositions.

The reason parenthetical attitudinatives do not fit within the above
framework for pragmatic presupposition appears to be that they do not
in general impose requirements on the conversational record that must be
met if the speaker's communicative intentions are to be fulfilled. To see
this contrast

(23) If S, asisthe case, thenn S
with
(24) Since S, S

One who asserts either sentence commits herself to the truth of S. How-
ever, in (24) the speaker also assertsvBereas in (23) she does not do
so, but instead merely undertakes assertoric commitmerit Eu8her, if
the speaker of (24) is to achieve her illocutionary purposes, among which
are the adding of S into the conversational record, that record will in
general need to contaffg], either prior to the speech act or by virtue of
conversational accommodation. By contrast, the speaker of (23) asserts a
conditional while indicating her commitment to the antecedent, and the
success of neither of these acts requires the presence in the conversational
record of eithel[S] or [[It is the case that J5*°

Intuitively, it does not seem that parentheticals of the sort considered
here fall under any familiar rubric for presupposition. However, the prolif-
eration of theories for presupposition in recent years has tended to detach
that notion from its intuitive basis, and ‘presupposition’ appears now to
be a term of art. Nothing, therefore, can prevent a writer from coining a
usage for this word under which the parenthetical phenomena discussed
here fall. However, doing so would go against current patterns of usage
of this technical term, and so would raise the question of the purpose of
such a coinage. The reason is that one theme uniting theories of presup-
position projection offered by such disparate writers as Gazdar (1979),
Soames (1989), Atlas and Levinson (1981), Stalnaker (1972, 1973, 1974),
Kartunnen (1973, 1974), Van Der Sandt (1988), and Beaver (1997) is

36 For arelated argument against construing non-restrictive relative clauses as a species
of presupposition, see Chierchia and McConnell-Ginet (1990, 282-283).



ILLOCUTIONARY FORCE AND SEMANTIC CONTENT 465

that presuppositions can be canceled either by features of the context of
utterance or by features of the syntactic context in which the presuppos-
ition trigger occurs’ In particular, if the conversational record already
contains propositions conflicting with a potential presupposition, then that
presupposition is not generated by utterance of a sentence in which the
presupposition trigger occurs. Thus in the discourse

(25) There is no present King of France. Therefore, the present King
of France is not bald

the speaker’s second sentence does not presuppose the existence of a
unique King of France because she explicitly disavowed that commitment
in her previous utterance. By contrast,

(26) Snow is not white. Therefore if, as is the case, snow is white,
then grass is green

is simply bizarre unless construed as expressing a mid-utterance change
of mind, for in the absence of such a construal the speaker seems to be com-
mitting herself to an explicit contradiction. As a result, if the parenthetical
of (26) is a presupposition trigger it is not one that is blocked in the way
that all other recognized presupposition triggers appear to be. Rather than
widen the concept of presupposition to cover the case of parenthetical atti-
tudinatives at the cost of weakening the explanatory power of the concept
of presupposition, a theoretically more conservative yet explanatorily ad-
eguate course is to construe parenthetical attitudinatives as weak, robust
IFIDS 38

6. FORCE, CONTENT AND COMMUNICATION

Cognate with the ability of the parenthetical expressions under consider-
ation here to effect the undertaking assertoric commitments, and thereby
of other modalities of commitment as well, is a distinctive way in which

these parentheticals contribute to a conversation. As contended in Section

37 For our purposes it will not be necessary to attend to important distinctions within the
range of theories of presupposition projection, such as that indicated by Guerts (1996) in
his distinction between the “satisfaction theory” and the “binding theory”.

38 We note as well that widening the concept of presupposition to include parenthetical
attitudinatives will imply that it is no longer the case that presuppositions are essentially
cancelable. As a result, on such a widened usage the thesis that parenthetical attitudinatives
are presupposition triggers will not by itself defuse the threat these expressions pose to
Frege's Point and Embedded Force Exclusion.
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5, an assertion of A calls upon the addressee to accept A or not. In the latter
case the addressee might challenge the assertor to provide some ground for
acceptance of A or for a resolution of some ambiguity or unclarity in her
words. In the former case A is entered into the conversational record with
the result that interlocutors may presuppose A's truth in their subsequent
speech acts. In either case, the assertion of A has made a claim upon the
addressee’s assetitBy contrast, one who verbally expresses her com-
mitment on an issue does nibierebymake a claim upon her addressee’s
assent.

An illuminating approach to the progress of conversation, particularly
for theorists of presupposition, implicature and indexicality, is what we
may call thescorekeeping modeDn this model, speakers uttering indicat-
ive sentences have those sentences entered into the conversational record
unless there is a demurrer from an addressee, and once in the record the
content of those sentences may be used as fodder for future inference as
well as be presupposed by their speech #cthis model has been further
developed in the direction of dynamimtrasententialsemantics to account
for how conversational score can change even in the course of a speaker’s
uttering a single sentence. Thus, it is explained how

(27)  John has children, and all of his children are asleep
differs from
(28)  All of John’s children are asleep, and John has children

39 Norms governing assertion and its interaction with the conversational record are de-
veloped more fully in Green (1999). In that work, it is argued that wisgraddressing H,
asserts that Athen

a His obliged to indicate her acceptance or non-acceptance of A. (This may be indicated
by non-verbal means, and may be preceded by requests for clarification of the content
of S’s words.)

b Sis committed to giving reasons for A if presented by H with a legitimate challenge,

¢ If no legitimate challenge to A has been raised and gone unmet, then A is entered into
the conversational record;

d If a legitimate challenge has been raised and gone unmet, then S is obliged to retract
A.

Sis not obliged to respond to an illegitimate challenge, but if such a challenge is raised then
until H's acceptance is secured the asserted content will remain off of the conversational
record. Also, if case (b) arises then S’s task is to convince H of A, adhering to the norms
for debate. If S succeeds in securing H’'s acceptance of A, then that debate is complete and
the disputed content is entered into the conversational record. If S does not succeed, then
case (d) applies. Further, clauses (c) and (d) make no specific mention of H because other
addressees may pose challenges as well.

40 see Stalnaker (1972, 1973, 1974), Lewis (1979) for the basic studies. Chierchia and
McConnell-Ginet (1990) synthesizes much of this work.
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in that utterance of the first conjunct of (28) presupposes that John has chil-
dren, whereas utterance of the second conjunct of (27) does not presuppose
this (see Beaver (1997)).

The scorekeeping model has not been much developed to take account
of indicatives put forth with other than assertoric force. One route of po-
tential development involves appreciating “expressive” uses of indicative
sentences such as have been discussed above. Such uses are not proffered
for entry into the conversational record, but, as argued in Section 5, are
instead aimed at the manifesting of a speaker’s commitments to contents
under various modes. (As the definitions of conversational record given in
Section 5 and to be reformulated presently make clear, one can manifest
one’s commitments without those commitments being part of the conver-
sational record; publicity does not imply common knowledge.) While a
detailed construction is beyond the scope of the present study, a devel-
opment of the scorekeeping model to represent the expressive uses of
indicative sentences would advert not only to a concept of conversational
record, but to idiosyncratic commitments, some of which will be publicly
available, as well. Manifesting one’s idiosyncratic commitments will fa-
cilitate communication in part by making clear an interlocutor’s dialectical
status, that is, it will help make clear to other interlocutors what sorts of
utterance an interlocutor is likely to accept or, on the other hand, to chal-
lenge. Similarly, it will make clear what sorts of questions an interlocutor
is apt to reject or, alternatively, to endorse and attempt to answer. For the
comparatively simple case of dialogue between speakarsl s, this will
therefore involve a construction that keeps “score” on the commitments of
a, of B, and of the conversational record. (For the more complex case
of more than two interlocutors, there will in principle be many sets of
commitments to keep score on as there are non-empty subsets of the set
of all interlocutors in the conversation.)

Let 3 be a commitment store for interlocutor i, containing all those
propositions to which interlocutor i is committed, together with a register
of the mode under which each such commitment is h8]ds thus a set of
force/content pairgA, A) such that for each pajns, A) € %, iis commit-
ted to A under mode. (Each such pair represents a commitment undertaken
in the course of the conversation or following from such an undertaking,
or is a commitment with which the interlocutor entered the conversation.)
In line with the argument of Section 3 that commitment is deductively
closed, we stipulate that commitment stores are closed under the relation
of illocutionary validity (of which deductive validity is a special cade).

41 Deductive validity is a special case of illocutionary validity in the following sense: If
A deductively entails B, then the sequengg;, A), (-, B)) is illocutionarily valid.
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The notion of conversational record may be arrived at as a construction
from that of the commitment stofé.According to the present treatment
conversational record will be construed as that set of pair#\) such that
all parties to the conversation are committed to A under medand to
the very thesis that they are so committed. More exactly, where. 1n
are interlocutors, we may defit®n _qnasxin, ...,NE,. Ifc € X, it
does not follow that c is in the conversational record of i and j, for neither
may have any commitments with regard to the other's commitment to c.
Rather, wheress. . ., $ are a group of interlocutors, and wheke denotes
assertoric commitment, we say that

c is in the conversational record among s.., $ (written ¢
€ X1 piff (@) forall s €{ss,..., s}, Cc € Xj,and for all s €
{s1,....,s}h (F (@) € =

¥1..n Will in general be a proper subset Bfi . ~,. We note that although
speakers’ commitment stores are closed under illocutionary valiity,
is not#3

A few examples of how the above notions conspire to help account for
the behavior of parenthetical attitudinatives in conversation may be useful.

1. Suppose that utters ‘S, as | conjecture’ in a speech act. Because *
as | conjecture’, is a weak indicator of assertoric commitment][|
conjecture that B € %,. Further,(, [I conjecture that ¥ illocu-
tionarily implies (Aconjecture [SIl), and commitment stores are closed
under illocutionary validity, whenc&A conjecture [SI) € X,. Even
if ‘'S, as | conjecture’, is uttered in a speech act, none of the prin-
ciples endorsed here implies that the speaker is undertaking assertoric
commitment to S. Rather, by means of her utterancendertakes
commitment to S as a conjecture, thereby priming her addrgstee
for instance, withhold his challenge thaestablish S.

2. Recurring to inference (10) from Section 4, suppose nowtlaaserts
that inference’s premise, namely ‘If, as Mary supposes, snow is white,
then grass is green’. On the hypothesis thatds Mary supposes’,
is a weak indicator of assertoric commitment, the result is that

42 n this respect the present work is influenced by Hamblin (1970, 1971). Others who
have followed Hamblin in taking the notion of commitment as a central concept in under-
standing conversation, and who stress the importance of idiosyncratic commitment stores
in addition to that governing the conversational record, are Walton and Krabbe (1995).

43 For further discussion of the reflexive conception of the conversational record
employed here see Barwise (1989) and Clark (1996).
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[Mary supposes that snow is whitee X, . « is accordingly entitled,

as she does in inference (10), to express her assertoric commitment to
the proposition that Mary supposes that snow is white. In the absence
of any demurrer fromg, assertion of the premise of (10) will have

the result that(-, [[If snow is white, then grass is grefine X,

but it will not have the result that—, [Mary supposes that snow is
white]) € X,5. Consequently, itr puts forth the conclusion of her
inference as an assertion, rather than just as an expression of her own
assertoric commitmeng is not obliged to accept it merely as a result

of accepting her premise.

3. «a asserts the two premises of (11), ‘Snow is white’ as well as ‘If, as
Mary supposes, snow is white, then grass is green.” On the assump-
tion that one who asserts a parenthetical-containing sentence asserts
that sentence bereft of its parenthetical(s), it follows that she has also
asserted, ‘If snow is white, then grass is green’. Suppose further that
a’s addressees, does not challenge’s assertions of ‘Snow is white’
and ‘If snow is white, then grass is green’. Then, in light of our con-
ception of assertion discussed above, it will follow tktat [Snow is
white]l) € 2,5 and(F, [If snow is white, then grass is grefine ;.

We have observed that, is not closed under illocutionary validity.
However, in asserting her conclusion, ‘Grass is green's proffer-
ing it for entry into X.4, and in the absence of a demurrer frgin
there it will go. Should3 challenge this conclusiom can defend it by
adverting to information already iBg.

In case [3] above we see how our account of the semantics and prag-
matics of parenthetical attitudinatives does not obscure our view of how
reasoners can carry out argumentation with extra-parenthetical material.
Case [2] illustrates how our approach explains what is cogent, as well as
what is potentially fallacious, about reasoning that shifts back and forth
between parenthetical and non-parenthetical material. In addition, case [1]
illustrates how our account of parentheticals explains their role in facil-
itating communication by making clear what we earlier referred to as an
interlocutor’s dialectical status.

The technical refinements required for the above elaboration of the
scorekeeping model of communication are not themselves radical, and they
involve elaboration of an apparatus that has proved itself explanatorily
fecund. Further, enough has been said thus far to make it plausible that
these refinements enable us to articulate a conception of linguistic mean-
ing according to which (a) a single bit of contentful language can serve
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any of a variety of communicative tasks, while (b) the meaning of certain
expressions can only be properly elucidated in terms some extralinguistic
purpose that their utterance subserves. Thus developed, the scorekeeping
model will permit an explication of certain sorts of expressions in terms, in
part, of their use without jeopardizing a systematic and rigorous treatment
of their meaning**
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