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From the Editor

NATALIA KARCZEWSKA *

FROM THE ISSUE EDITOR

When J. L. Austin first presented his work on speech acts, it concentrated
primarily on explaining how our utterances can change the non-linguistic reality
around us. A new fruitful area of study explaining how saying something can
constitute doing something else than saying was established, and for a very long
time—in fact, until this day—philosophers debate what makes a promise a prom-
ise and not just a plan, what distinguishes an assertion from a conjecture, and
what kind of mental states are required of a speaker for her illocution to be suc-
cessful. The original framework, as presented by Austin’s colleague, John Searle,
has shaped a vast landscape of many very different research projects, such as
explaining the normative structure underlying performing speech acts, exploring
the connections between illocutions and other pragmatic phenomena such as
implicature and presupposition, or investigating how speech acts influence the
conversational scoreboard, to name just a few. Yet another area of research cen-
tres on applying speech act theoretic devices to tackle apparently distant prob-
lems in philosophy of language, such as reference, disagreement or lying.

In this issue, we present papers representing various applications of the
speech act framework. Some of them tackle internal theory issues. Others show
applications of the speech act theoretic tools to the phenomena pertaining to
other areas of philosophy of language. Two papers are concerned with the foun-
dational question of truth which, though to some extent orthogonal to the main
topic, is in the background of all these investigations.

In the article opening this issue, Grzegorz Gaszczyk offers a comprehensive
review of the normative accounts of speech acts. The normative approach, ac-

* University of Warsaw, Faculty of Philosophy. E-mail: natalia.karczewska@uw.edu.pl.
ORCID: 0000-0003-0889-7169.



6 NATALIA KARCZEWSKA

cording to which speech acts are social practices regulated by norms and result-
ing in commitments, has been revived, most notably, by Williamson (2000), who
defines the speech act type of assertion in terms of a constitutive norm:

Knowledge Norm of Assertion (KNA): “One must: assert p only if one knows p”

Since then, many normative accounts of assertion have been proposed vary-
ing as to what the norm should be (the belief norm [e.g., Hindriks, 2007], the
truth norm [e.g., Weiner, 2005], the justification norm [e.g., Lackey, 2007], and
others) and as to the status of the norm itself: what it means that the norm is
constitutive, whether it plays the role of a necessary condition, whether it can be
violated and the act would still count as an assertion, etc. Gaszczyk observes that
since most research over the years has focused on assertion and because the
KNA is often assumed, many authors treat other types of speech acts, in particu-
lar, various kinds of constatives, as governed by some version of the knowledge
norm. As a result, a problem emerges, which he calls EXTENSION: “Various
norms of assertion denote different clusters of illocutions as belonging to asser-
tions”—in other words, some illocutions (e.g., predictions) will count as asser-
tions according to some norm (e.g., truth) but not according to others (e.g.,
knowledge). With this in mind, the Author provides a review of accounts advo-
cating various norms of speech act types other than assertion: i.a., telling, prof-
fering, explanation or question-asking, as well as what he calls ancillary speech
acts, such as presuppositions and implicatures.

Antonio Monaco takes up the practice of insinuating—communicating
something implicitly rather than explicitly for reasons having to do with polite-
ness, deniability or conversational strategy. For instance, in asking speaker A4:
“Do you not have any other dress outside this one?”, speaker B insinuates that
A always wears the same dress. Searle calls such speech acts indirect speech
acts—an act performed via performance of another act (here it is asking a ques-
tion). Pace authors such as Strawson (1964) or Bell (1997), Monaco argues that
insinuations are a sui generis illocutionary act type and should not simply be
reduced to indirect speech acts. Insinuations, according to him, do behave like
indirect speech acts, except insinuations are always deniable. Consider the re-
quest to pass the salt—an indirect illocution—performed by means of asking
a question: “Can you reach the salt?”. The Author argues that the request is not
an insinuation as the conventionally stereotyped phrasing does not allow the
speaker to deny what was being suggested. On the other hand, one can always
deny she was offering a bribe to a police officer when she said: “I am in a bit of
a hurry. Is there any way we can settle this right now?”. Mere deniability is not
a sufficient condition for being an insinuation, however. What Monaco considers
crucial is that the speaker have “the disposition to deny that she meant I [what is
insinuated] in case a non-cooperative hearer argues the meaning of U [the utter-
ance] is I”. This condition is required because of the character of the conversa-



FROM THE ISSUE EDITOR 7

tional situations in which insinuation typically occurs—i.e., limited knowledge
of the speaker regarding the intentions and values of the interlocutor.

In his paper, Maciej Witek offers an analysis of demonstrative reference in
terms of speech act theory. The account is able to shed a new light on the famil-
iar dilemma outlined by Kaplan (1979): while giving a talk facing his audience,
the professor points at the wall behind him and utters: “That is a painting of the
greatest philosopher of the twentieth century”. The professor is sure he is point-
ing at a picture of Rudolf Carnap but unbeknownst to him, someone had replaced
it with a picture of Spiro Agnew. According to some authors, it is the object in-
tended and not the one pointed at which contributes to the referential content of
the act. Witek proposes an analysis of demonstrative reference which makes use
of the responsibilist approach to (speech) acts, whose consequence is the claim
that inept or careless pointing has, under certain circumstances, illocutionary,
rather than perlocutionary consequences, that is—it matters for determining
demonstrative reference and affects conversational dynamics. The Author distin-
guishes two types of referential content—(1) what is determined by the speaker’s
directing intentions (what is intended), and (2) what the speaker can be held
responsible for in the light of how the competent audience understands them.
Witek dubs (2) public content and characterizes it as “sensitive to the hearer’s
uptake or, more specifically, to how competent interlocutors interpret the speak-
er’s words and gestures”. What is intended and what is public normally coincide
but may come apart in some conversations, such as the Carnap-Agnew case or
others proposed by, e.g., Korta and Perry (2011). The Author shows how his ac-
count helps explain not only such examples but also cases of unintended pointing.

In his paper (written in Polish), Marek Nowak presents a characterization of
presuppositions in terms of speech act theory. First, he outlines the most im-
portant features of semantic presuppositions: their projective behaviour, their
relation to logical truths, and what distinguishes them from logical entailments.
Further, the Author proposes to treat presuppositions as preparatory conditions of
the illocutionary force. Preparatory conditions (Searle, 1969) are the assumptions
which have to obtain for a given type of illocution to be non-defective. For in-
stance, one of the preparatory conditions for a promise is that the promised state
of affairs would be beneficial for the hearer (if it was not, then what is intended
as a promise might be a mere assertion or even a threat). Preparatory conditions
constitute one of the parameters characterizing the illocutionary force for various
types of speech acts. Nowak argues that either the truth of every propositional
presupposition of a sentence or the interlocutor’s supposition that all the proposi-
tional presuppositions of a given utterance are true can be interpreted as an ap-
propriate preparatory condition for the illocutionary act the uttered sentence is
used to perform. This claim goes against the order Vanderveken (1990) assumes
in his view: according to him, the truth of the presupposition of a sentence is
checked, and then its compliance with preparatory conditions might be analyzed.
Here, the truth of what is presupposed is treated on par with the standard pre-
paratory conditions.
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Giulia Cirillo’s paper concerns the action of translation as pivotal for two
pragmatic accounts of truth—that of Charles Sanders Peirce and that of William
James. She starts off by mentioning one of the most celebrated objections to
pragmatism—i.e., that the pragmatic approach to the notion of truth irrevocably
leads to anti-realism. According to its critics, truth understood as something
dependent on the community and evolving is changeable, disprovable and, in
effect, unreliable. To show how this objection might be countered, the Author
invokes the notion of translation understood in the framework of Peirce’s Scien-
tific Method. She proposes to treat external reality, which provides sense percep-
tions, as the source text. Each perceiver then becomes a translator, forming be-
liefs subjectivised by their own interpretation of the reality. In confrontation with
others, the perceiver needs to adjust their beliefs in recognition of the need to
coordinate. Cirillo likens this process to translation since the perceptual language
of the source text is translated into the intersubjective language shared by the
scientific community. And just as in case of translation, there is no ultimate,
perfect version of the target text even if the community agrees upon it—it may
always undergo revision. These features, according to the Author, help pragma-
tism avoid the relativist objection—the changeable nature of truth should not be
viewed as resulting in unreliability but in its inherent adjustability which strives
to agreement with the rest of the scientific world.

The issue closes with the article by Zbigniew Tworak (in Polish), in which
he discusses the theory of truth by Haim Gaifman. Gaifman’s proposal is aimed
at accounting for a version of the strong liar paradox. The standard antinomy is
generated by uttering: “This sentence is false”. The strengthened version can be
phrased as follows:

(1) The sentence in line (1) is not true.
(2) The sentence in line (1) is not true.

The sentence in line (1) brings about the familiar problem, which is why it is
not true. Therefore, the conclusion in (2) seems true, but it is the very same sen-
tence as (1), so it must be just as problematic. This is the conclusion that any
satisfactory theory of truth should let us avoid. According to Gaifman, it cannot
be done if we take sentence-types to be the primary truth-bearers. Tworak lays
out the details of Gaifman’s proposal and further presents some critical remarks
concerning it.

I would like to express my gratitude to the authors and reviewers who made
the publication of this issue possible. I would also like to thank Andrzej Bitat and
Dominik Dziedzic for their effort and guidance.



FROM THE ISSUE EDITOR 9

REFERENCES

Austin, J. L. (1975). How to Do Things with Words. Oxford: The Clarendon Press.

Bell, D. (1997). Innuendo. Journal of Pragmatics, 27(1), 35-59.

Gaifman H. (1992). Pointers to Truth. The Journal of Philosophy, 89(5), 223-261.

Hindriks, F. (2007). The Status of the Knowledge Account of Assertion. Linguis-
tics and Philosophy, 30(3), 393-406.

Kaplan, D. (1979). “Dthat”. In P. A. French, T. E. Uehling Jr., H. K. Wettstein
(Eds.), Contemporary Perspectives in the Philosophy of Language (pp. 383—
400). Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Korta, K., Perry, J. (2011). Critical Pragmatics: An Inquiry Into Reference and
Communication. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Lackey, J. (2007). Norms of Assertion, Noiis, 41(4), 594-626.

Searle, J. (1969). Speech Acts: An Essay in the Philosophy of Language. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press.

Strawson, P. (1964). Intention and Convention in Speech Acts. The Philosophical
Review, 73(4), 439-460.

Williamson, T. (2000). Knowledge and Its Limits. Oxford: OUP.

Vanderveken, D. (1990). Meaning and Speech Acts, Vols I and II. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.






STUDIA SEMIOTYCZNE (SEMIOTIC STUDIES), 36(2), 11-45

ISSN 0137-6608, e-ISSN 2544-073X

DOI: 10.26333/sts.xxxvi2.02

© Open access article under the CC BY 4.0 license
Article

GRZEGORZ GASZCZYK "

NORMS OF SPEECH ACTS

SuMMARY: This paper offers a systematic classification and characterization of speech
acts and their norms. Recently, the normative approach has been applied to various speech
acts, most notably to constatives. | start by showing how the work on the norms of asser-
tion has influenced various approaches to the norms of other speech acts. I focus on the
fact that various norms of assertion have different extensions, i.e., they denote different
clusters of illocutions as belonging to an assertion. I argue that this has consequences for
theorising about norms of other speech acts and generates certain arbitrary divisions. In
the central part, I analyse two groups of speech acts. Firstly, ordinary speech acts, like
predictions or retractions. Secondly, I indicate how the normative view can be extended to
so-called ancillary speech acts, like presuppositions or implicatures. I end with a discus-
sion of possible extensions of the normative approach, focusing on the debate on lying.

KEYWORDS: speech acts, assertion, knowledge norm, lying, normative account, speech
act norms.

1. Introduction: The Normative Approach to Assertion

Although various approaches to speech acts have been proposed, in the last
two decades the dominant one is the normative account. According to this ac-
count, speech acts are social practices defined by norms (Alston, 2000; Austin,
1962; Searle, 1969; cf. Sbisa, 2018). This view has been revived and gained
popularity thanks to Williamson’s (1996) normative approach to assertion. His

* University of Groningen, Faculty of Philosophy. E-mail: gaszczyk.grzegorz@gmail.com.
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12 GRZEGORZ GASZCZYK

starting point is an analogy with games, i.e., just like games, assertions and other
speech acts are governed by certain norms constitutive for their performance.

Focusing on assertions, at least two questions arises— What is the norm (or
norms) of assertion?” and “What does it mean that such a norm (or norms) is
constitutive?”. Let us start with the former. Williamson (2000, p. 241) proposes
the following general schema:

C Rule. One must: assert p only if p has C.!

It is widely assumed that assertions are governed by just one constitutive
norm.? The prevailing view states that knowledge is the norm of assertion:?

KNA. One must: assert p only if one knows p.

As for the latter question, many ways of elucidating the constitutivity of
speech acts have been offered. In their discussion of Williamson’s view, Simion
and Kelp (2020) say that the constitutive norm for an assertion is essential (i.e.,
an assertion is essentially governed by KNA), unigue (i.e., KNA is the only con-
stitutive norm that governs assertion), and individuating (i.e., an assertion is the
only speech act governed by KNA). Thus, thanks to KNA, we can say that
a particular illocution is an assertion and not, say, a conjecture.

Crucially, as Williamson observes, “Constitutive rules do not lay down nec-
essary conditions for performing the constituted act. When one breaks a rule of
a game, one does not thereby cease to be playing that game” (2000, p. 240).
Thus, a violation of the norm amounts to an Austinian abuse, not a misfire (Aus-
tin, 1962, pp. 167-168). Just as it is possible to cheat while playing a game with-
out ceasing to play this game, one’s utterance that breaks KNA (say, by making
a false assertion) still counts as an assertion. At the same time, Williamson
(2000, p. 240) acknowledges that some sensitivity to the difference between

! As is often done, I use norms and rules interchangeably.

2 There are additional rules that contribute to a full characterisation of a speech act,
like sincerity or preparatory conditions in Searle’s (1969) view. The assumption that there
is just one constitutive norm of assertion is widely accepted (see footnotes 3 and 8§ for
a list of norms of assertion that have been proposed in the literature), but for arguments
against it, see, e.g., Brown, 2008; Carter, 2017; Carter, Gordon, 2011; DeRose, 2002;
Gerken, 2014; Greenberg, 2020; McKenna, 2015; for a general discussion of the plurality
of norms, see, e.g., Marsili, in press; Sbisa, 2018. Additionally, those authors who accept
context-sensitive norms (i.e., arguing that the standards of assertability change with con-
texts) do not subscribe to the view that there is just one norm of assertion, see, e.g.,
Brown, 2010; DeRose, 2002; Gerken, 2012; Goldberg, 2015; Greenough, 2011; Levin,
2008; McKinnon, 2015; Stone, 2007; 2014; 2017.

3 See, e.g., DeRose, 2002; Engel, 2008; Hawthorne, 2003; Reynolds, 2002; Schaffer,
2008; Slote, 1979; Stanley, 2005; Turri, 2010a; 2016; Unger, 1975; Williamson, 1996;
2000, Chapter 11; for an overview, see, e.g., Benton, in press. For a general overview of
various approaches to speech acts, see, e.g., Harris, Fogal, Moss, 2018.
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following the norms and breaking them is a necessary condition of performing
a speech act. Finally, the constitutive norm is defeasible since it can be overrid-
den by, say, moral or prudential norms. For instance, if I can save someone’s life
by making a false assertion, KNA is overridden by a moral norm.*

KNA has been motivated on independent grounds. It has been argued that for
a speech act to be considered an assertion it must pass certain tests or criteria of
assertion. Here are the three classical ones.’ Firstly, assertions can be challenged
by the “How do you know?” question. If knowledge is the norm of assertion,
then asking for one’s knowledge is appropriate. Secondly, assertions in the form
of Moorean conjunctions, i.e., “p, but I do not know that p”, are considered infe-
licitous. Thirdly, assertions based on merely probabilistic grounds are inappro-
priate. Saying “Your lottery ticket did not win” without knowing the result of the
lottery is inappropriate. In the last few years, many other linguistic observations
were added to this list.6

The aim of this paper is to offer a comprehensive classification and character-
ization of speech acts and their norms, focusing particularly on the recent exten-
sions of the normative approach beyond assertion. Even though the normative
account has been widely applied, there is no systematic discussion of these ap-
plications. This paper aims to bridge this gap. Here is the plan. In Section 2,

4 The nature of Williamson’s constitutive norm is a subject of discussion. The main
critique comes from a theoretical assumption of Searle’s (1969) constitutive vs. regulative
distinction, where constitutive norms cannot be violated (see, e.g., Marsili, 2019 which,
following this distinction, argues that Williamsonian norms are regulative). However,
Williamson does not accept this distinction. Moreover, some argue that the constitutive
norm of assertion delivers wrong predictions concerning the question of when it can be
violated, see Johnson, 2018; Kelp, Simion, 2020; Maitra, 2011; see Bréuer, 2021 for
a response to these arguments. Some flagrant violations can result in no longer playing the
game of assertion, see Kaluzinski, 2019 for a discussion of rules that have “game-
termination potential”. For a general discussion of the constitutive norms, see, e.g., Pagin,
Marsili, 2021, Section 5.1. For a defence of Williamsonian understanding of constitutivity,
see, e.g., Garcia-Carpintero, 2019b; 2022.

In the present paper, I focus on Williamson’s approach; however, nowadays, there are
also other normative approaches to speech acts. Brandom (1994) and MacFarlane (2011)
defend an account of assertion in terms of entitlements and commitments. Kukla and
Lance (2009) and Lance and Kukla (2013) extend this approach to non-assertoric speech
acts. McGowan (2009; 2019), focusing on exercitives, shows that a wide range of speech
acts have additional conversational—often harmful for the addresses—effects. The latter
authors focus on various forms of linguistic injustices.

5 See, e.g., DeRose, 2002; Hawthorne, 2003; Slote, 1979; Unger, 1975; Williamson,
2000. However, it has been argued that also other norms of assertion can pass these tests,
the most discussed are various forms of the justification norm, see, e.g., Douven, 2006;
Lackey, 2007.

¢ These include: arguments from prompting assertions (Turri, 2010b); the way we use
verbs in parenthetical position (Benton, 2011; Blaauw, 2012; cf. van Elswyk, 2021); retract-
ing assertions (McFarlane, 2011; 2014); hedged assertions (Benton, van Elswyk, 2020). For
a general discussion of the tests of assertion, see Gaszczyk, 2022; Montminy, 2020.
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I discuss three topics that emerge from the recent discussion on the norms of
assertion. Each one has consequences for the applications of the normative ap-
proach to other speech acts. Section 3 addresses the norms of ordinary speech
acts, while Section 4 addresses the norms of ancillary speech acts. In Section 5,
I discuss how the normative approach can be extended beyond an application to
the norms of speech acts, focusing on the debate on lying. I conclude in Section 6.

2. Assertion: Its Norms and Place Among Speech Acts

The first topic, that arises from the present work on the norms of assertion,
concerns the relation between assertion and KNA. In the discussions on assertion
and other speech acts, there seems to be a vast agreement regarding the following
two features:’

Assertion and Knowledge Assumption.

AKAL. An assertion is a central speech act and many other speech acts are de-
rived from or dependent on assertions.

AKAZ2. Knowledge is the norm of assertion (KNA).

One general consequence of AKA is that, until recently, the discussion was
almost exclusively fixed on assertions, leaving all other speech acts behind.
Nowadays we can observe an emerging discussion of other speech act types.
However, as I will show in the next section, they have been looked at through the
lens of AKA, i.e., other speech acts are seen in analogy to assertion and KNA.

The second topic concerns the variety of norms of speech acts. The discus-
sion has been focused on the content of the norm, i.e., on answering the question
“What is the norm of assertion?”, to which a plethora of norms have been pro-
posed.® However, a question which is at least as important concerns the nature of
the norm, i.e., whether it should focus on the speaker, the hearer, or both. A norm
is speaker-centred when its sole focus is on the speaker. In other words, it does
not impose any conditions on the audience. In the case of the audience-centred
norms, what licences proper assertion is the epistemic position of the audience,
not the speaker.

7 Cf. McGlynn (2014, p. 82) who notices that “Speech act theory was born out of the
worry that many philosophers had fetishized the speech act of assertion, and ignored all
the rest”. He argues that the recent focus on the speech act of assertion and KNA threatens
to repeat this mistake.

8 An incomplete list includes a justification norm of assertion (Douven, 2006; Kvan-
vig, 2011; Lackey 2007); a belief norm (Bach, 2008; Hindriks, 2007;); the truth norm
(MacFarlane, 2014; Weiner, 2005; Whiting, 2013); a certainty norm (Stanley, 2008);
context-sensitive norms (for references, see footnote 2); for an overview see, e.g., Pagin,
Marsili, 2021.
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Consider the following classification of the norms of assertion taking under con-
sideration knowledge-based norms, i.e., norms having knowledge as its content:’

Speaker-centred norms: knowledge (Williamson, 1996); knowledge expression
(Turri, 2011); being in a position to know (Willard-Kyle, 2020).
Audience-centred norms: one’s audience comes thereby to be in a position to

know (Garcia-Carpintero, 2004); ' provide testimonial warrant (Hinchman,
2013); fit to give a hearer knowledge (Pelling, 2013).!!

KNA is a speaker-centred norm because it specifies only a specific require-
ment the speaker must satisfy in order to perform an assertion, namely, the
speaker must be subject to the following norm: assert that p only if one knows
that p. On the other hand, Pelling’s (2013, p. 294) knowledge provision norm of
assertion is audience-centred:

KPNA. One’s assertion that p is proper only if it is fit to give a hearer knowledge
that p.

Even though every listed norm is a knowledge-based norm, these norms dif-
fer significantly from each other. Firstly, they provide different appropriateness
conditions for what it means to make an assertion.'? For instance, following
KNA a proper assertion is such that the speaker believes in what she says; how-
ever, KPNA makes space for disbelieved assertions—what matters is whether the
assertion is fit to give a hearer knowledge. The final topic I will discuss in this
section shows that the difference between the norms of assertion goes even deep-
er, i.e., different norms deliver different answers to the question “What illocu-
tions count as assertions?”.

 More categories can be distinguished. See, e.g., Willard-Kyle, 2021 for audience-
accommodating norms, i.e., norms whose satisfaction depends on the speaker but that take
under consideration the epistemic position of the hearer.

19 Consider Garcia-Carpintero’s (2004) norm:

TKNA. One must: assert p only if one’s audience comes thereby to be in a position to
know p.

It can be seen as a mixed account since, as Garcia-Carpintero (2004, p. 134) expli-
cates it, KNA is an illocutionary consequence of TKNA. As a result, an assertion is sub-
ject to both TKNA and KNA.

' The knowledge-based account that escapes this classification is functionalist ac-
count (Kelp, 2018; Kelp, Simion, 2021), according to which, the function of assertion is
generating knowledge in the audience. Kelp and Simion maintain that assertion is still
governed by KNA but their understanding of constitutivity is weaker than Williamsonian;
they argue that KNA is derivative from the function of assertion.

12 In principle, the analogical speaker- and audience-centred norms can be not
knowledge-based but, say, justification-based.
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It may seem that the answer to the above question should be the same for
every norm of assertion. After all, one of the main aims of the norm of assertion
is to single out assertions from other speech acts. Thus, it would seem that we
should start with a pre-theoretical notion of assertion and try to propose a norm
that captures such a notion. The challenge is that there is vast disagreement re-
garding what illocutions should count as assertions.'> A natural procedure would
be to address this problem when proposing a norm of assertion; for instance, by
an empirical investigation. However, this is not how it is standardly done.'* We
can observe that it is often the other way around—which illocutions are counted
as assertions depends on the preferred norm of assertion. The problem with the
varying extension of the norm of assertion can be formulated as follows:

EXTENSION. Various norms of assertion denote different clusters of illocutions
as belonging to assertions. !

A constitutive norm of assertion is supposed to separate assertions from other
speech acts. However, EXTENSION shows that this is more problematic than it
may seem. The biggest challenge comes from the fact that very rarely any argu-
ments are given to support the preferred extension of the norm of assertion.
Compare KNA and the truth norm. Williamson (2000, p. 258) claims that “the
default use of declarative sentences is to make assertions”. In making his case for
KNA, he rejects the truth rule as too broad; for instance, apart from assertions it
also wrongly captures conjectures or predictions. Juxtaposed to other norms,
KNA defines assertion as having a rather narrow extension. On the other hand,
Weiner (2005, p. 239) claims that “assertion is the genus of speech act typically
performed by utterance of a declarative sentence, which includes reports, predic-
tions, retrodictions, arguments, reminders, and so forth”. Weiner aims at propos-
ing the norm that governs this whole genus of speech acts. He argues that such
a conception of assertion is “the most obvious one” and that arbitrarily restricting
the extension of assertion risks trivialising the significance of this notion. How-
ever, apart from saying that assertion should be treated as a genus of speech act
with such extension, Weiner does not provide any argument either. Because he
wants to have a norm of assertions that captures such speech acts as predictions,

13 Consider this sample of disagreements: some argue that predictions are assertions
(Besson, Hattiangadi, 2020; Weiner, 2005), others disagree (Montminy, 2020); some
propose to count reminders as assertions (Weiner, 2005), others disagree (Garcia-
Carpintero, 2004); some propose that there is no point in individuating guesses as a sepa-
rate speech acts (McKinnon, 2015), but most accounts disagree (Williamson, 1996).

14 An exception are experimental studies concerning the knowledge norm of assertion,
see, e.g., Turri, 2016; 2021, which received a lot of criticism, see, e.g., Marsili, Wieg-
mann, 2021; Kneer, 2018; Reuter, Brossel, 2019, which points in the direction of a non-
factive norm of assertion.

15 See Gaszezyk, 2022 for a discussion of EXTENSION in relation to constative
speech acts.
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choosing the truth norm makes sense—both by asserting and predicting we want
to say something true. This, however, significantly broadens the extension of
assertions compared to the extension of KNA.

To see this problem even clearer, consider a context-sensitive norm of asser-
tion. In general, such norms have a broad extension because they maintain that
the epistemic standards for proper assertions shift with changes in context. Con-
sider McKinnon’s (2015) norm, according to which one’s assertion that p is ap-
propriate only if one has supportive reasons for p.!® Such a norm extends the
assertoric speech into all assertives (from as weak as guessing to as strong as
guaranteeing).'” Even though there is a substantial difference between assertives
in the strength of the speaker’s commitment, McKinnon maintains that “I do not
think there is particularly good reason to break [assertives] up into different
speech acts” (2015, p. 162).

The variations in EXTENSION may be taken as a substantial problem for the
normative account. After all, if an answer to the question “What is an assertion?”
depends on the preferred norm of assertion, it can trivialise the whole pursuit for
the proper norm of assertion. A similar situation concerns the definition of lying.
There are certain widely shared intuitions concerning which utterances count as
lies and which are merely misleading. The consensus states that a proper defini-
tion of lying should differentiate lies from misleading statements. However, there
are cases of which the status is debated. As a result, just like in the case of norms
of assertion, various definitions of lying propose different extensions for the
notion of lying.'®

EXTENSION points at certain assumptions behind particular norms of asser-
tion that we should be aware of.!° It can, as I will show, create a certain confu-
sion that stems from the fact that one is arguing against a particular norm from
a position of a different norm with a different extension. Thus, it is crucial to be
explicit on the extension of the norm in question. Furthermore, choosing a par-
ticular norm may depend on what we see as a primary aim of assertion. Consider
two extreme positions. Context-sensitive norms in general impose weaker condi-
tions on a norm of assertion, and thus have a broader extension. Such norms aim
at capturing a variety of linguistic practices that are made by means of a declara-
tive mood, and supporters of context-sensitive norms are not necessarily interest-

16 This is a simplified version of the norm but sufficient for the present purpose.

17T understand assertives as a class of speech acts where the speaker commits to the
truth of the expressed claim; they differ from each other in the degree of commitment.
I further distinguish constatives that are a broader category that encompasses all speech
acts made in a declarative mood which include committal (e.g., assertions) and non-
committal speech acts (e.g., suppositions), for more see, e.g., Bach, Harnish, 1979; Searle,
1969; for an overview see, e.g., Sbisa, 2020.

18 T will come back to the relation between lying and the normative approach in Section 5.

19 EXTENSION arises also in the case of other accounts of assertion. For instance,
Marsili (2020), arguing for the commitment view, proposes a broad notion of assertion,
but makes space for a narrower one.
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ed in distinguishing between particular speech acts, especially assertives. On the
other hand, knowledge-based norms of assertion are more restrictive. They try to
delineate what is central only for a default use of declarative statements and,
thus, emphasise the differences between assertions and other assertives.

There are three general lessons that this section teaches us about the norms of
speech acts. Firstly, because an assertion is seen as the central speech act, widely
accepted to be governed by KNA, the interest in other speech acts has been lim-
ited. As I will show in the next section, most of the work on norms of speech acts
has been done in analogy to assertion and KNA. For this reason, the majority of
analysed speech acts belong to constatives. Secondly, the discussion on norms
concerns not only their content but also their nature. This challenge must be
addressed when proposing a norm for any other speech act. Finally, we can see
that which illocutions are counted as an assertion depends on the preferred norm
of assertion. Most norms of assertion commit to a narrow extension, and so are
focused on individuating an assertion from other assertives. Such an approach
makes space for extending the normative approach to other speech acts, which is
the subject of the rest of the paper.

3. Norms of Ordinary Speech Acts

This section discusses the norms of ordinary speech acts, i.e., speech acts that
are standardly taken as full-fledged illocutionary acts, like assertions, predic-
tions, and retractions. I review several norms of speech acts discussed in the
literature, but I draw particular attention to the relation between particular norms
and EXTENSION. This discussion shows that many disagreements regarding
particular norms of speech acts stem directly from an assumption of a norm with
a different extension.

A consequence of AKA is that many normative accounts of speech acts are
closely connected to KNA. To show this, I divide the available accounts into two
categories—derived from KNA and independent from it.

3.1. KNA-Based Proposals

3.1.1. The norm of telling is knowledge.”’

Is my telling you that it is raining different from asserting it? Some speech
acts are so close to assertions that it seems that they are governed by the same

norm. Fricker (2006) argues that tellings are a subset of assertions because only
tellings need an intended audience.?! Because of that, only tellings essentially

20 For clarity of discussion, in the headlines, I provide simplified versions of the
norms. [ also classify some views into groups.

2! Fricker makes a similar point about the speech act of testifying. The case of testi-
mony, however, is more complicated. According to one position, testimonies are simply
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aim at spreading knowledge to the audience. Pelling (2014) goes further and
claims that telling and assertion have distinct norms because they are characteris-
tically associated with different types of communicative intentions. He gives two
arguments. Firstly, only tellings are stake-sensitive (we can always assert what we
know, but conditions for tellings can change with the stake). Secondly, only tellings
are directed towards the intended audience (intuitively, we can assert something in
our secret diary, but we do not tell it because we do not address it to anyone).

On the other hand, we can think about tellings as assertions tout court. Simi-
on (2021, Chapter 9) opposes differentiating tellings from assertions and argues
that the difference between them is only apparent. Assertions are essentially
communicative acts that aim at spreading knowledge. Pace Pelling, Simion ar-
gues that we can assert something also when the stakes change. In such contexts,
the constitutive norms are overridden by other, often non-epistemic reasons.

Note that the disagreement between Simion and Pelling is a dispute over the
extension of the norm of assertion. Simion argues for a more inclusive notion of
assertion that incorporates tellings, while Pelling prefers to separate these two—
for him only telling is essentially a communicative act.?

3.1.2. The norm of proffering is existential knowledge.

Mili¢ (2015; 2017), responding to arguments against KNA, proposes to dis-
tinguish two new speech act types. The first challenge to KNA comes from so-
called existentially known assertions (Pelling, 2013), i.e., assertions that one
knows are true (e.g., because their source is reliable), but one does not know
what they mean.?® Imagine a highly technical assertion that you received from
a trusted source; you can repeat it without knowing what it means. If such asser-
tions are correct then one can assert something that one does not know, so KNA
is false. (Although consider that in such cases one cannot fulfil the duties stand-
ardly associated with assertions, such as defending the asserted claim). A safe-
guard strategy for KNA is the suggestion that such utterances are not assertions
but are a distinct type of speech act. Mili¢ (2015) labels them as the speech acts
of proffering. Just as knowledge is the norm of assertion, existential knowledge

assertions, see, e.g., Ball, 2013; cf. Hinchman, 2020. Another position holds that any
declarative type of content can be seen as an act of testifying; for hedged declaratives, see
van Elswyk, 2022; for non-at-issue content, see Langton, 2021. Graham (2015; 2022)
argues that the verb to testify is polysemous and it can be used in broad and narrow senses.

22 In a similar vein to the discussion about the speech act of telling, Simion (2017)
proposes an account of the speech act performed by a journalist reporting the news. She
argues that reporting is an informative speech act and as such it aims to inform the audi-
ence. Reporting is a special case of assertion such that it must satisfy not only the consti-
tutive norm of assertion but also must have an intended audience.

23 Cf. Deigan (2022, p. 2) for an account of a phenomenon of stupefying, i.e., accept-
ing an assertion without understanding it.
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(i.e., knowledge that the proposition in question is true without knowing what the
proposition means) is the norm of proffering.

3.1.3. The norm of presenting is knowing that p is true according to the
given source.

The second challenge to KNA comes from so-called selfless assertions
(Lackey, 2007). A selfless assertion is made by someone who does not believe in
what one says for non-epistemic reasons but says it because it is supported by all
the available evidence. Consider the case of a creationist teacher—even though
she does not believe in the theory of evolution, she is aware of all the scientific
evidence in favour of it, and because of that, she explains it to her pupils. Again,
such an assertion goes against KNA because it seems to show that one can assert
something that one does not believe. Mili¢ (2017), proposing a similar strategy
as above, argues that such cases should be analysed as distinct kinds of speech
acts, that he calls presentations. Just as in the case of assertions one commits to
knowing p, in the case of presentations one commits to knowing that p is true
according to the given source.

There are two things worth observing. Firstly, both proffering and presenting
are speech acts generally performed, just as assertions or tellings, by flat-out
declarative statements, i.e., they are not hedged in any way. What is distinct,
Mili¢ maintains, is their illocutionary force. Notice that these speech acts are
performed in contexts different from standard assertions. Presentations are made
when we refer to particular data (what teachers do at school), not when we are
talking with friends. However, what matters to the normative view is not the
context in which a speech act is made, but the difference between norms that
govern these speech acts. Of course, Mili¢’s strategy raises the question of how
many new speech acts are there, especially if they can be individuated not lin-
guistically, but only on the basis of the proposed norms.

Secondly, existentially known assertions and selfless assertions pose a chal-
lenge only to some norms of assertion, like KNA, i.e., norms that require the
speaker’s knowledge. However, they do not constitute any problem for norms
that either require less than knowledge from the speaker (like justification) or
focus on the audience, like KPNA. Because Mili¢ is committed to KNA, his
proposals are consistent with it. If we follow Mili¢’s reasoning, we can see that
even though both KNA and KPNA are knowledge-based norms, KNA has
anarrower extension than KPNA since the latter counts existentially known
assertions and selfless assertions as assertions.

3.1.4. The norm of guaranteeing is second-order knowledge.
In his (2016) book, Turri proposes, what he calls, extensions of KNA into

other speech acts. Consider two examples. By asserting “It is raining” one repre-
sents oneself as knowing that it is raining, and by explicitly stating “I know that
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it is raining” one’s commitment is much stronger, i.e., one represents oneself as
knowing that one knows that it is raining. This is an example of the speech act of
guaranteeing. Because an assertion is governed by KNA, and guaranteeing re-
quires a stronger norm than an assertion, Turri (2013; 2016) concludes that the
norm of guaranteeing is second-order knowledge—one may guarantee p only if
one knows that one knows p.

There is, however, an alternative explanation for utterances in the form of
“I know that p”. Lawlor (2013; 2015) suggests that they indicate the speech act
of assuring (cf. Turri, 2015a). Lawlor’s proposal is based on Austinian reflections
on what we do when we explicitly say that we know something. Thus, both Turri
and Lawlor agree that such utterances single out different speech acts than asser-
tions, but they disagree on what kind of speech act it is.

3.1.5. The norm of explanation is understanding.

The speech act of explanation is another example of a KNA extension pro-
posed by Turri (2015b; 2016). When I explain something (say, the decline of the
Roman Empire), I perform the speech act of explanation. Turri makes the follow-
ing two observations. Firstly, an explanation usually consists of not one but many
assertions. Secondly, to explain something to someone, I first need to understand
it. Just as KNA, Turri assumes the speaker-centred norm of explanation. What
follows is the two-fold conclusion. Because explanations consist of assertions,
they are a special form of assertions. Further, since I need to understand what
I explain, understanding is the norm of explanation. Turri notes that one way of
elucidating the notion of understanding is to treat it as a form of knowledge. In
this sense, Turri’s account of explanation is a special form of the knowledge
account of assertion.

Just as in the case of the knowledge-based norms of assertion, here too there
are more options for explicating understanding as the norm of explanation. Ac-
cording to an alternative view (Gaszczyk, 2023a), Turri’s account is too demand-
ing and does not reflect the everyday practice of explanation and the attribution of
understanding. Turri’s account, because it assumes factivity of understanding,
wrongly excludes many felicitous explanations that are short of knowledge, like
explanations used in science or education. Instead, Gaszczyk (2023a) advances the
non-factive attitude of understanding as sufficient for making a felicitous explana-
tion. Crucially, in this account explanations are governed by an audience-centred
norm, according to which an explanation is a communicative act in which one puts
the audience in a position to understand the explained phenomenon (cf. Achin-
stein, 1983, who also proposes a speech-act-theoretic analysis of explanation).

3.1.6. The norm of moral assertion is moral understanding.

Consider moral assertions, like “Eating meat is bad”. Are they ordinary asser-
tions, a special class of assertions, or distinct speech acts whatsoever? It seems
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that the most common option is to treat moral assertions as a special class of
assertions.?* The disagreement is about the strength of the norm. Simion (2018)
proposes that to perform a correct moral assertion one must know that p and be
able to explain why p. Lewis (2019) suggests a weaker norm in which he replac-
es the explanation condition by understanding. Kelp’s (2020b) proposal, on the
other hand, is more radical. For him, moral assertions are a distinct type of
speech acts from non-moral assertions. The latter are governed by KNA, and
their function is to generate knowledge, while the former are governed by the
norm of understanding and their function is to generate moral understanding.?

3.1.7. The norm of constatives is knowledge.

Classes of speech acts, just as particular speech acts, are governed by norms.
The focus has been on constative speech acts, which, following Bach and Har-
nish’s (1979) taxonomy, consist of such classes as assertives, predictives, sugges-
tives, informatives, and more. The classical approach is to treat these classes as
species of constatives. In this tradition, Kelp (2011) argues that the class of in-
formatives, i.e., speech acts such as telling, disclosing, or revealing, are governed
by the knowledge norm. His main reason for that comes from the observation
that informatives pass the tests of assertion (which, in turn, seems to require
knowledge from the speaker). For instance, if I reveal something I can be chal-
lenged with the “How do you know?”” question. Kelp observes that this is not the
case for speech acts like predictions. Thus, predictions are not governed by the
knowledge norm.

Simion (2021, Chapter 7), on the other hand, proposes a radical departure
from the classical view and argues that constatives are a species of assertion, not
the other way around. Her reasoning, in a nutshell, is the following: if (i) all
constatives are species of assertion, and (ii) knowledge is the norm of assertion,
then (iii) knowledge is the norm of all constatives. To individuate particular
classes of constatives, Simion adds special conditions to each class. Extending
the assertoric domain to some constatives may seem uncontroversial. Consider
informatives: Kelp already shows that they are governed by the knowledge
norm. However, Simion’s thesis extends also to such classes as predictives and

24 An analogical case has been made for aesthetic assertions, see Collins, 2020.

25 Understanding can be the norm of more than one speech act. This is also the case
for knowledge—first-order knowledge is the norm of assertion, while second-order
knowledge is the norm of guaranteeing, for instance. Gordon (2023) proposes that asser-
tions made in political discourse require more from the speaker than standard assertions,
i.e., both knowledge and understanding. For arguments that some assertions require un-
derstanding as its norm, see, e.g., Carter, Gordon, 2011. Understanding treated as a norm
of a speech act must be distinguished from linguistic understanding (see, e.g., Grod-
niewicz, 2021) or understanding of a communicated thought, characterised by Carter,
Gordon and Grodkiewicz (2021) as generated jointly by linguistic understanding and
understanding of a proposition.
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suggestives. Thus, predictives (e.g., predictions) are supposed to be treated as
assertions about the future and suggestives (e.g., conjectures) as assertions that
there is reason, but not sufficient reason, to believe that p. If predictions and
conjectures are assertions, they are governed by the knowledge norm. As a result,
Simion proposes that “one’s predictive with content p is epistemically permissi-
ble only if one knows that it will be the case that p”, and “one’s suggestive with
content p is epistemically permissible only if one knows that there is reason, but
not sufficient reason, to believe that p” (2021, pp. 92-93).26

Gaszezyk (2022) defends the classical treatment of constatives and argues
that Simion’s conclusion is untenable. Firstly, no taxonomy of speech acts can
accommodate such a view. Secondly, we can test whether a particular speech act
is an assertion or not. Notice that, on this basis, Kelp (2011) excludes predictions
from speech acts governed by the knowledge norm. Gaszczyk (2022) proposes
five tests of assertion, the passing of which is a necessary condition for being an
assertion. Apart from classical tests, introduced in Section 1, Gaszczyk discusses
two further tests—the test of lying (assertions are lie-prone) and the test of re-
tracting (assertions that turn out to be false are expected to be retracted). For
instance, predictions and conjectures fail to pass the test of lying since we do not
use these speech acts to lie. When I conjecture that Trump’s Twitter account will
be reinstated, even if I do not believe it will be, I am not lying—the commitment
undertaken in a conjecture is too weak to be counted as a lie. (I discuss this in
more detail in Section 5). Since some constative speech acts fail the tests of as-
sertion, constatives cannot be regarded as a species of assertion.

3.1.8. The norm of asking questions is not-knowing.

All cases discussed so far fall within the constative family of speech acts. The
speech act of asking—which is called inquiring—is an example of a non-
constative speech act that fits naturally to knowledge-based proposals. Inquiries
can be seen as a reverse of assertions. Just as assertions are a default way of
using a declarative mood, inquiries are a default way of using an interrogative
mood. Further, just as assertions are essentially informative speech acts, inquiries
are information-seeking speech acts (see, e.g., Garcia-Carpintero, 2004; 2020;
Pagin, 2011; Searle, 1969; Stalnaker, 1999a; 1999b). Finally, just as it is improp-
er to assert information that is already commonly known, it is also improper to
inquire when one already knows the answer. From these considerations comes
a widespread agreement that the norm of inquiry is a reverse of the norm asser-
tion, i.e., if knowing that p is the norm of assertion, then not knowing whether
p is the norm of inquiry.?’

26 Simion (2021, Chapter 8) devotes the whole chapter to defend her norm of conjecture.
27 E.g., Whitcomb (2010, 2017), Friedman (2017), van Elswyk and Sapir (2021) argue
for a similar proposal in non-normative terms.



24 GRZEGORZ GASZCZYK

Even though there is no morphosyntactic differentiation between various
speech act types that can be performed by interrogative sentences, it is widely
recognized that inquiring is just one kind of asking questions.?® Crucially, the
normative account has resources to account for the variety of interrogative
speech acts. Consider the so-called exam questions. Crucially, in this case, can
felicitously ask whether p while knowing the answer to p. Such questions can be
used in a variety of situations when one wants to verify the audience’s
knowledge. According to Gaszczyk’s (2023b) proposal, one performs an exam
question p only if (i) one has access to the answer to p, and (ii) one does not
officially know whether the hearer knows the answer to p. One of the arguments
for distinguishing between inquiries and exam questions comes from distinct
conversational patterns of these speech acts. For instance, contrary to conversa-
tional patterns of inquiries, it is common knowledge that one who asks an exam
question has access to the answer.?’

3.2 KNA-Independent Proposals

All the norms discussed so far were somehow related to the knowledge norm
of assertion. Here instead, the group is much more diverse.

3.2.1. The norm of retraction is truth.

We can retract any kind of speech act. In philosophical theorising, however,
the focus has been on retracting assertions. If I assert that it is raining but it is not
the case, I can retract my assertion by saying “I take that back” or “I retract that”.
Just as by asserting one undertakes a specific sort of commitment (say, to defend
the asserted claim), by retracting one disavows this commitment. In other words,
a retraction is a way of cancelling the illocutionary effects of one’s assertion.
MacFarlane (2014) proposes the truth norm for retraction—one is obliged to take
back one’s assertion if it turns out to be false. However, he allows for retracting

28 A pluralistic understanding of interrogatives is a traditional treatment of questions
in speech act theory, see, e.g., Searle, 1969; Searle, Vanderveken, 1985; cf. Farkas, 2022.

2% Another example of an interrogative speech act could be delivered by the recently
discussed cases of double-checking. They are supposed to show that we can inquire
whether p when we already know that p. However, if cases of double-checking are correct
inquiries, lack of knowledge is not the norm of inquiries. Researchers who discuss such
cases are divided into two camps. They say either that one who double-checks that p does
not know that p and so the norm of inquiry is correct (Friedman, 2019; van Elswyk, Sapir,
2021) or that in those cases one knows that p and so the norm of inquiry is wrong (Archer,
2018; Falbo, 2021; Millson, 2021; Woodard, 2022). Both camps treat cases of double-
checking as inquiries. However, there is also an alternative hypothesis, i.e., treating those
cases as distinct speech act types. If indeed we sometimes can ask a felicitous question
while knowing the answer to it (say, to acquire other epistemic or non-epistemic goods),
we can make a case that double-checking is a distinct type of speech act.
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assertions whose content one still believes is true; for instance, in a case when
one does not want to defend it. A disagreement with MacFarlane’s proposal con-
cerns the strength of the norm and whether the requirement of retraction con-
cerns all kinds of assertions.*

Apart from retractions, there are more ways to “undo things with words”.
Caponetto (2020) discusses three classes of such speech acts, i.e., standard re-
tractions, amendments, and annulments. While retracting a speech act cancels the
undertaken commitment, amending adjusts the degree of strength of the incurred
commitment (one can adjust, for instance, an assertion to a conjecture). Annul-
ment has a different function—a speech act that can be annulled is incorrectly
taken to be a valid one. One who annuls a speech act recognises it as null (this
would be the case if, for instance, it turned out that marriage was not given by an
authorised minister).

3.2.2. The norm of prediction is expectation.

Traditionally, predictions are characterised as speech acts having future-
directed content (Searle, 1975, p. 349). Recent proposals, however, suggest that
such a condition is too strong. Benton and Turri (2014) argue that the content of
prediction is not future directed (to properly predict that p it is sufficient to expect
that p) and Cariani (2020) suggests that what is in the future in predictions is the
time of discovery. Thus, both views allow for making predictions about the past.

The above proposals focus on explicit predictions (e.g., “I predict that it will
rain”), but many predictions can be made by means of flat-out future-tensed
assertions (e.g., “It will rain”’). Because the latter ones have similar conversation-
al patterns to assertions, they are sometimes classified as assertions (e.g., Weiner,
2005; cf. Benton, 2012). The motivation stems from the preferred norm of asser-
tion. For Weiner (2005), predictions should be classified as assertions because,
just as assertions, they are governed by the truth norm. Advocates of KNA, as
I already said, argue that truth cannot be the norm of assertion because it does
not individuate assertions from predictions. Thus, this disagreement again con-
cerns the extension of assertion.

30 A specific feature of MacFarlane’s view is that the norm of retraction is a part of his
norm of assertion, but a retraction can also be understood as a separate kind of speech act.
Further, the discussion on retraction is focused on assertions in some specific domains
(like deontic modals, future contingents, or judgements of taste). For arguments against
MacFarlane’s proposal, see, e.g., Marques, 2018; for more on pragmatics of retractions,
see Kukla, Steinberg, 2021.
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3.2.3. The norms of speech acts made in science and philosophy.

There is a growing discussion concerning the speech acts made in science
and philosophy, i.e., utterances made in seminars, or in publications.?' Such
statements are not easily classified. On the one hand, they look like assertions
and are often treated as such. On the other hand, they are made in specific contexts
and some of them do not satisfy the basic components of any norm of assertion.
Plakias (2019) argues that, in cases of publishing, the speaker’s belief is not re-
quired. Dang and Bright (2021) go further and show that in some cases of publish-
ing, especially in science, neither belief nor truth nor justification is required.

The situation resembles already discussed cases of speech acts made by flat-
out declarative statements, like tellings or presentations. Here too we have two
camps—some argue that speech acts made in science and philosophy are asser-
tions, others that they are a separate kind of speech acts. Supporters of the first
camp argue that such utterances are always subject to the norm of assertion. Thus,
following KNA, if one publishes something that one does not know, one’s asser-
tion is improper (Williamson, 2000, p. 258). Some argue that in such contexts
this impropriety is excusable (DeRose, 2017, Appendix C). However, even for
many advocates of the first camp, belief is too strong a requirement for asser-
tions made in philosophy or science. Thus, some propose to relax conditions of
appropriateness of assertions in these contexts. For instance, Goldberg (2015,
Chapter 11), arguing for his context-sensitive norm of assertion, proposes that
the attitude in the context of doing philosophy is regarding-as-defensible (in
a similar vein Fleisher, 2021 proposes the attitude of endorsement, and Barnett,
2019 disagreement-insulated inclination). The second camp proposes that these
illocutions are distinct speech act types. Shields (2020) proposes to treat them as
stipulations, while Montminy and Skolits (2014) characterise them as weak as-
sertives that require some evidence from the speaker (cf., Montminy, 2020 on
contentions).

3.2.4. The norm of fiction-making is invitation of the audience to imagine.

The normative account has not been applied to many non-constative speech
acts. One available case is fiction-making. Garcia-Carpintero (2013; 2019a)
proposes to analyse fiction-making as directive speech acts (just as assertions are
the paradigmatic constatives, commands are the paradigmatic directives). In this
proposal, fictions are directive speech acts that give reasons (to the intended
audience) to imagine the fictional content.??

31 Some analyse these illocutions separately, however, for the purpose of this overview,
I group them together.

32 To complement the views presented here, there have been proposed accounts of
other speech acts in non-normative terms. For the most recent instances, see, e.g., insult-
ing (Mili¢, 2018), consenting (Cappelen, Dever, 2019, Chapter 11), praising and disap-
proving (Karczewska, 2019, Chapter 4), presuming (Witek, 2019), denying (Ripley,



NORMS OF SPEECH ACTS 27

3.3 General Observations

Here are two observations from accounts of standard speech acts. Firstly,
some of the analysed speech acts are dependent on others. Consider two ways of
such dependencies. On the one hand, we can distinguish—what Caponetto (2020)
calls—second-order illocutions. In order to perform these speech acts, one must
first make another speech act. To retract an assertion, for instance, one must first
make an assertion. On the other hand, we have speech acts that can be labelled
subspecies illocutions. These are subspecies of other speech acts and are per-
formed by means of those other speech acts. Cases in point are Fricker’s account
of telling, Turri’s account of explanation, or Simion’s account of moral assertion.
According to these authors, tellings, explanations, and moral assertions are spe-
cial sorts of assertions, and as such are governed by the norm of assertion, and
some additional conditions specific to each subspecies. It is also possible, how-
ever, to characterise these cases differently, namely, as distinct from assertions
speech act types. Thus, the status of illocutions characterised as subspecies of
a particular speech act can be debated. Consider explanations. While Turri
(2015b) argues that they are special cases of assertions, Gaszczyk (2023a) main-
tains that they are distinct speech act types, governed by a unique norm. A fea-
ture of the latter account is that both speech acts can be performed at the same
time—this is the case because one utterance can satisfy both the norm of asser-
tion and the norm of explanation. Such a proposal is coherent with so-called
illocutionary pluralism—the idea that we can perform a plurality of speech acts
through one utterance (Lewinski, 2021b; cf. Clark, Carlson, 1982). Nevertheless,
both speech acts can be performed independently from each other. The idea of
illocutionary pluralism is not restricted to any particular account of speech acts.
The fact that particular speech acts, like explanations, can be classified in differ-
ent ways is also not unusual for other speech act theories (for classical examples,
see Austin, 1962; Bach, Harnish, 1979; Searle, 1969; Searle, Vanderveken,
1985). A difference in the taxonomy of explanations, or any other speech acts, is
not a drawback for the normative account. Rather, it shows its flexibility and
points at a general feature of any speech act theory.

The second observation concerns EXTENSION. As I was trying to show, the
answer to the question of whether a particular utterance should be classified as
a distinct speech act type or as an assertion is often predetermined by the fa-
voured norm of assertion. Although norms of assertion greatly differ in their
extensions, the preferred extension is rarely explicitly motivated. A good exam-
ple comes from the discussion on predictions that are pushed either into or out-
side an assertoric domain, depending on the chosen norm. Consider Simion’s

2020), guessing (Dorst, Mandelkern, 2021; Holguin, 2022), conclusions of practical ar-
gument (Lewinski, 2021a), threatening (Schiller, 2021), irony (Witek, 2022). There is also
a growing interest in speech acts made online and on online communication in general,
see, e.g., anonymous assertions (Goldberg, 2015, Chapter 8), sharing (or retweeting)
(Arielli, 2018; Marsili, 2020b), liking (McDonald, 2021), trolling (Morgan, 2022).
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(2021) view that all constatives, including predictions, are a species of assertion.
I proposed that we can test whether a particular illocution is an assertion or not
by appealing to certain theory-independent tests of assertion. Since predictions
(as many other constatives) fail these tests, they should be treated as distinct
speech act types. The tests of assertion do not deliver an unequivocal answer to
whether a particular illocution is an assertion or not, but they are a useful tool for
rejecting many equivocal cases.

We can also observe the following pattern. When a challenging case for a fa-
voured norm of assertion appears, the strategy is to postulate that such a case is
an instance of a distinct speech act type. Some advocates of KNA employed this
strategy. Take presentations. The motivation for postulating this kind of speech
act are selfless assertions, i.e., seemingly felicitous assertions that fail to satisfy
KNA. There can indeed be a speech act such as presenting but proposing a novel
kind of speech act should be made on grounds independent from any norm of
assertion. Whichever speech act a selfless asserter performs; one is saying some-
thing one believes to be false. By basically any standard of insincerity, this is
sufficient to count selfless assertions as insincere. Selfless assertions are not an
isolated phenomenon, a similar case can be made for speech acts made in science
and philosophy—in these contexts, one is often arguing for something one does
not believe to be true. In the classical speech act theories, such speech acts were
judged as insincere and thus improper (for instance, in Searle’s [1969] view,
sincerity is one of the rules that contribute to a full characterisation of a speech
act). Many followers of the normative account, however, resist such a conclusion
and argue that selfless assertions are proper. This is possible because the norm of
assertion can either concern the speaker’s epistemic position but not their doxas-
tic state (like in the case of justification norms) or be entirely directed towards
the audience (like most of the audience-centred norms; see Section 2). Following
such norms of assertion, we can classify selfless assertions as proper. However,
there still remains the widely shared intuition that such cases are instances of
insincere speech. It is important to remember that the norms of assertion do not
deliver a full-fledged analysis of the speech act of assertion, but provide one—even
though crucial—aspect of it. What is relevant for the present discussion is that the
constitutive norms are sufficient to distinguish between the speech act types.

4. Ancillary Speech Acts

Certain linguistic expressions conventionally indicate performing a particular
speech act type. Most of the cases discussed above have such a linguistic indica-
tor. Standardly, assertions are made in a declarative mood, questions in an inter-
rogative mood, predictions by using an explicit prefix like “I predict that p”, etc.
On similar grounds, Searle (1969) distinguishes the speech act of reference. We
can think about reference as a speech act because there are certain referential
expressions (such as proper names, indexicals and demonstratives) that conven-
tionally indicate its use. However, reference is an ancillary speech act since it
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can only occur within another speech act, like an assertion or a question. As
Garcia-Carpintero puts it, “it is an auxiliary for the performance of another
speech act” (2020, p. 1). I will use the label ancillary speech acts as a generic
category for a small group of speech acts that can only be carried by ordinary
speech acts. I discuss three cases.

4.0.1. The norm of presupposition is common knowledge.

A presupposition is a piece of information that is taken for granted and com-
monly accepted.>* What are the reasons for counting presuppositions as speech
acts? Firstly, just as for many ordinary speech acts, there are conventional indica-
tors of making presuppositions, so-called presupposition triggers. For instance,
the verb “quit” in “Sam quit smoking” triggers the presupposition that Sam used
to smoke. Secondly, presuppositions have unique conversational patterns, which
can specifically be seen by the way in which they are challenged. One of the
most important arguments for KNA is that we standardly challenge assertions by
asking “How do you know?”. Similarly, presuppositions have their own unique
challenges, i.e., the so-called “Hey, wait a minute!” test (von Fintel, 2004). If you
assert “Sam quit smoking” and I challenge your assertion by asking “How do
you know?”’, my objection concerns the assertion that Sam is no longer smoking.
However, if I say something like “Hey, wait a minute! I did not know that Sam used
to smoke!” I directly oppose the presupposition that Sam used to smoke. Thus, we
can conversationally track, target, and challenge presuppositional content.

Garcia-Carpintero (2020) proposes a full-fledged account of the speech act of
presupposition. He argues that common knowledge is the norm of presupposi-
tion, i.e., one felicitously presupposes p only if p is commonly known. Just as in
the case of other speech acts, the norm could be different; Macagno (2016)
leaves it open whether it is common knowledge or acceptance.

The discussion on the ancillary speech acts bears importance to EXTEN-
SION. Garcia-Carpintero observes that “when it is correct to presuppose p, it is
incorrect to assert it” (2020, p. 22). If a piece of information is already common-
ly known, I should not assert it—I can only presuppose it. Since assertions are
distinct speech acts from presuppositions, Garcia-Carpintero argues that the
norm of assertion should track only assertoric content. However, KNA has
a broader extension, i.e., it also captures presuppositions. KNA cannot govern
both assertions and presuppositions, thus it cannot be the constitutive norm of
assertion. For this reason, Garcia-Carpintero opts for an audience-centred norm
that aims at transferring knowledge.>

31 am focusing on semantic presuppositions. 1 leave informative presuppositions
aside; for an account of informative presuppositions as indirect speech acts, see Garcia-
Carpintero, 2020. For more on presuppositions and implicatures that are discussed below,
see, e.g., Potts, 2015.

34 Cf. footnote 10.
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4.0.2. Conventional implicature is governed by the norm of assertion on
the non-at-issue level.

Conventional implicatures, together with presuppositions, are grouped under
the umbrella of projective content. Just as presuppositions, conventional implica-
tures are backgrounded or not-at-issue, i.e., they are not contributing to the main
point of the utterance. Just like presuppositions, conventional implicatures have
their own specific linguistic indicators. One group of such expressions consists
of the so-called supplements, such as appositives and parentheticals. I conven-
tionally implicate that Sam is a nice fella when I say “Sam, a nice fella, quit
smoking”. Finally, both conventional implicatures and presuppositions project
out of the scope of logical operators. Consider negation. I conventionally impli-
cate that Sam is a nice fella either when I say “Sam, a nice fella, quit smoking”
or “Sam, a nice fella, did not quit smoking”. However, conventional implicatures
differ from presuppositions because they, just as assertions, add new information
to the context. In the above examples, the fact that Sam is a nice fella is a new
piece of information. Some already proposed to treat conventional implicatures
as secondary assertions, i.e., as assertions that are carried by other speech acts
(Potts, 2005, p. 24).%° Thus, when I say “Sam, a nice fella, quit smoking”, I make
two assertions, namely, the primary one that is at-issue and so is the main point
of the utterance (i.e., “Sam quit smoking”), and the secondary assertion (conven-
tional implicature) that is not-at-issue and that provides some additional infor-
mation regarding the primary content (i.e., “Sam is a nice fella”).

In Gaszczyk (2021), I proposed the norm of conventional implicature. If con-
ventional implicatures are (secondary) assertions, they must satisfy the norm of
assertion. The norm should exclude presuppositions from its domain. Because of
that, I follow the audience-centred norm of Garcia-Carpintero (2004). However,
to distinguish between primary and secondary assertions, the norm of conven-
tional implicature should accommodate the requirement of being not-at-issue,
where at-issueness can be defined as addressing the current question under dis-
cussion (QUD).3¢ Operating under the assumption of the knowledge-based norms,
we arrive at the following norm:

TKNCI. One must: make a secondary assertion that p only if (i) one’s audience
comes thereby to be in a position to know p, and (ii) p is not-at-issue.

Thus, the conventional implicature in “Sam, a nice fella, quit smoking” is
correct only if the audience comes to be in a position to know that Sam is a nice
fella, and this information is not-at-issue.

35 Potts is not the only one. Grice (1989, pp. 120-122) already notes that conventional
implicatures are connected to “non-central” speech acts. Sbisa (2020) suggests that they
can be treated as species of assertions.

36 There are various ways of defining at-issue and non-at-issue content; QUD is one of
them, see, e.g., Roberts, 2012.
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4.0.3. Conversational implicature is governed by the norm of assertion.

The meaning of conversational implicatures depends on features of the con-
text. Thus, their performance is not indicated by any conventional means. Con-
sider the famous example of Grice. A professor in a recommendation letter says,
“Student X has excellent handwriting”. By saying this, the professor asserts one
thing (that X has excellent handwriting) and implicates something else (that X is
a bad student).”’

For the present discussion, two questions are important, i.e., “Are conversa-
tional implicatures speech acts?” and “Are they governed by a constitutive
norm?”. Little attention has been paid to the former question. According to one
view, they can be treated as indirect speech acts performed by direct (ordinary)
speech acts (Bach, Harnish, 1979; Garcia-Carpintero, 2018; Graham, 2015).
Much more focus has been devoted to the latter question, lately in the context of
epistemic norms. Here we have a variety of views. Some postulate that the norm
of conversational implicatures is significantly weaker than the norm of assertion
(Fricker, 2012). The main reason is that implicatures can be denied and so we
cannot hold the speaker responsible for what is implicated. However, at least
some implicatures are hardly deniable and so their speakers are responsible for
what is implicated.* On the other side of the spectrum, there are views that treat
the norm of conversational implicatures as the same as the norm of assertion
(Gerken, 2017; Haziza, 2022). Green (2017) presents an interesting view that
situates both speech acts on a common continuum; assertions more often than
conversational implicatures demand higher epistemic standards (like knowledge),
but some conversational implicatures can also be judged by these higher stand-
ards (especially those that cannot be denied). Finally, some authors propose that
the sameness of the norm of assertion and conversational implicature is reserved
for some special domains. Simion (2017) argues that the institutional context of
the speech act of reporting allows for assuming such sameness in the contexts of
news reports.

37 The exact content of conversational implicatures is often hard to determine. Moreo-
ver, they are not reducible to declarative content. A non-declarative implicature in this
case can be a recommendation that X should not be hired. In this paper, I focus on declar-
ative implicatures.

38 See, e.g., Garcia-Carpintero, 2018; Peet, 2015; Pepp, 2020. Consider the following
example (Sternau, Ariel, Giora, Fein, 2016, p. 718):

A: Can you introduce me to Shirley? I find her quite attractive.
B: I saw her with a new guy last week.

B implicates that Shirley has a boyfriend and it will be very difficult for him to deny this.
Moreover, as Sternau, Ariel, Giora and Fein (2016, p. 718) observe, B’s response prag-
matically functions as an answer to A’s request. Two important caveats. First, deniability
is gradable, so some cases will involve stronger and some weaker implicatures. Second,
deniability must be distinguished from cancellability; they do not yield the same results.
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One could wonder what is common between the three ancillary speech acts
I have proposed here. This deserves a separate discussion, but I would like to pro-
pose a preliminary answer—all of these ancillary speech acts have a declarative
type of content. Consequently, like every declarative speech act, they represent the
speaker’s beliefs (Bach, Harnish, 1979; Searle, 1969). Consider a slightly
changed example from above. When a professor says “X, who is my student, has
excellent handwriting” she not only asserts that X has excellent handwriting, but
performs a variety of ancillary speech acts: she presupposes the existence of
X, conventionally implicates that X is her student, and conversationally impli-
cates that X is a bad student. Crucially for the main discussion, the speaker is
subject to all the norms outlined above.®

5. Possible Extensions of the Normative Approach and Its Limits

The normative account is particularly focused on individuating speech act
types and capturing what is essential for them. Moreover, looking at auxiliary
speech acts, it can also be applied to linguistic acts that usually are not treated as
speech acts. Recently, many other concepts have received a normative treatment.
Here, too, the knowledge norm plays a crucial role.*’ In this final section, I want to
address one of the applications of the framework, focusing on its general utility.

Consider how the normative approach has been put to work in the debate on
lying. The underlying assumption of this debate states that only assertions are
lie-prone (e.g., Dummett, 1981; Jary, 2018; Stainton, 2016). Thus, without sepa-
rating assertions from other speech acts, we cannot have a definition of lying.
Some advocates of KNA argue that the normative account of assertion can be
naturally extended to the definition of lying. The idea is that lying is a particular
kind of violation of the norm of assertion, i.c., an Austinain abuse. They propose
the knowledge account of lying, according to which one lies only if one asserts
something that one knows to be false (e.g., Benton, 2018; Holguin, 2021; Turri,
Turri, 2015). Such a view, however, is generally taken as being too strong. There
is a broad agreement that lying does not require saying something false; believ-
ing that p is false is sufficient (e.g., Marsili, 2021; Wiegmann et al., 2016;
Wiegmann, Viebahn, 2021). Most of the recent definitions of lying define it as
insincerely asserting (e.g., Carson, 2006; Fallis, 2009; Marsili, 2020a; Saul,
2012; Sorensen, 2007; Stokke, 2018; for an overview, see Mahon, 2016). Thus,

39 There are arguably more ancillary speech acts, see Hanks, 2015; 2019 for proposals
of reference and predication.

40 Consider the vast debate on the norms of assertion, belief and action, for an over-
view, see Benton, 2022. See also Coates, 2016; Kelp, 2020a; Mili¢, 2020 on norms of
blaming, and Buckwalter, Turri, 2014 on norms of showing. Moreover, there are cases of
speech acts that are performed on top of ordinary speech acts. For instance, back-door
speech acts aim to produce additional effects and presuppositions, often harmful to the
addressee. We can respond to back-door speech acts by performing counter speech acts,
like blocking, see Langton, 2018.
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even if the knowledge account of lying is too strong, lying can be defined as
a violation of the sincerity condition of assertion.

There are more challenges if one wants to define lying. Nowadays, there is
a growing case for lying with other speech acts than assertions. Thus, the asser-
tion-based definitions of lying turn out to be too restrictive. Consider two possi-
ble extensions of the concept of lying. Firstly, lying is not restricted to assertions
in a narrow sense—we can lie with some hedged assertions and other declarative
speech acts.*! Arguably, we can lie with speech acts that are “... barely distin-
guishable from direct assertions—warning, admitting, insisting, agreeing, deny-
ing, guaranteeing, assuring” (Marsili, 2020a, p. 6). There are norms for asser-
tions that take such illocutions as assertions, like the truth norm or context-
sensitive norms. However, these norms are too broad. To illustrate this, consider
two norms, with a narrow and a broad extension. KNA has a narrow extension—
knowledge individuates assertions from warnings or guaranteeing; stronger norms
govern the latter speech acts. Thus, if KNA is the norm of assertion and lying is
restricted to assertions, lying is not possible with warnings or guaranteeing. On the
other hand, if we choose a norm with a broad extension, like McKinnon’s context-
sensitive norm, we would need to make sense of lying with highly counterintuitive
cases, such as guessing or conjecturing. Both cases are unsatisfactory.

The second extension of the concept of lying concerns ancillary speech acts.
Until recently, it was generally assumed that lying requires saying something.
The content of presuppositions and implicatures is not said, thus one cannot lie
with such content. However, the case for lying with projective content has been
made (e.g., Garcia-Carpintero, 2021; Gaszczyk, in press; Meibauer, 2014; Reins,
Wiegmann; 2021; Viebahn, 2020; 2021; Viebahn et al., 2021; cf. Stokke, 2017).
If T ask you “Did you know that John owns a Mercedes?” knowing that John
does not own a car, intuitively I lie by presupposing something I believe to be
false. Similarly, if I assert “John, who owns a Mercedes, is very handsome” I lie
by conventionally implicating that John owns a Mercedes.

Can the normative account help in finding the appropriate definition of lying?
If lying were restricted to assertions, the task would be to find an appropriate
norm of assertion. However, we can see that lying is not restricted to assertions.
The definitions of lying that try to accommodate the above cases explicate it in
terms of commitment, which in turn can be understood in many ways (e.g., Mar-
sili, 2020a; Reins, Wiegmann, 2021; Viebahn, 2020; 2021; cf. Garcia-Carpintero,
2021). The question is, what is the minimal condition for each speech act to be
considered a lie. One suggestion is Marsili’s (2020a) proposal that we can lie
with every speech act that entails the illocutionary force of assertion. For in-
stance, we can lie by guaranteeing because its norm is stronger than asserting.
Individuating norms of particular speech acts allows us to compare how strong
the norms of these speech acts are. As a result, we can delineate which of them

41 See, e.g., Betz-Richman, 2022; Marsili, 2014; 2020a. There is also a case for lying
with promises which I put aside, but see Marsili, 2016.
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bears a sufficient—for lying—Ievel of commitment. Consider ancillary speech
acts. The proposed norms of presuppositions and conventional implicatures
strongly resemble KNA, i.e., each of them requires the speaker’s knowledge.
This indicates that the speaker’s commitment is similar in these cases. Of course,
more work needs to be done to propose a satisfactory account of lying—in light
of these observations. What is important is that the normative approach can be
not only applied to a variety of speech acts, but also that these accounts can play
important explanatory roles.

6. Conclusions

To conclude, the goal of this paper was to provide a comprehensive classifi-
cation and characterisation of the available norms of speech acts. Firstly, I pre-
sented the basic tenets of the normative account. I showed that the discussion is
concentrated on the speech act of assertion with knowledge treated as its consti-
tutive norm. I put a special emphasis on EXTENSION, i.e., on the fact that dif-
ferent norms of assertion count different classes of illocutions as assertions.
I argued that this has consequences not only for theorising about norms of asser-
tion but also for norms of other speech acts. I showed that even the knowledge-
based norms of assertion differ in their extensions. This issue is rarely explicitly
discussed in the literature. The central part of the article was the discussion of the
norms of speech act. I started with the overview of norms of ordinary speech acts
and argued that most of the proposed norms have been done in some relation to
the knowledge norm of assertion. Moreover, many theoretical divisions between
speech acts are motivated solely on the basis of the preferred norm of assertion.
Nevertheless, a plethora of recent applications of the normative account shows
that it can be fruitfully applied to a variety of speech act types. I also discussed
anew and promising frontier—the extension of the normative account to ancil-
lary speech acts. The main thread in my discussion was an examination of the
extension of particular speech act norms. I ended with addressing how the nor-
mative account can be applied in the discussion concerning establishing which
speech acts are lie-prone.

I want to close with an observation concerning speech acts having knowledge
as their norm. If the aforementioned proposals are on the right track, there is
a significant group of speech acts governed by some type of knowledge norm.
Here assertions serve as a useful reference point. While they are governed by the
knowledge norm, inquiries are governed by the lack-of-knowledge norm. Fur-
thermore, while the norm of assertion is first-order knowledge, guarantees are
individuated by second-order knowledge. In general, speech acts that entail the
illocutionary force of assertions are governed by a norm at least as strong as the
norm of assertion. Some classes of constative speech acts, like informatives, are
knowledge-governed illocutions too. Moreover, both presuppositions and con-
ventional implicatures are governed by variations of the knowledge norm. Espe-
cially the latter group shows that the simple, Williamsonian, knowledge norm
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does not perform its main function, i.e., it does not individuate assertions from
other speech acts. This strongly points in favour of the audience-centred norms
of assertion since they are capable of distinguishing between these speech acts.
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SUMMARY: Insinuations are indirect speech acts done for various reasons: a speaker
S may insinuate P (i) because an insinuation is more polite, and S can save face by non-
explicitly saying P (Brown, Levinson, 1987; Searle, 1975), (ii) because S can deny having
insinuated P and avoid the responsibility of explicitly stating P, or (iii) because S per-
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to pursue her interests strategically (Asher, Lascarides, 2013; Camp, 2018; Lee, Pinker,
2010; Pinker et al., 2008). These views assume that to insinuate P, S must also intend to
use the deniability of P for dealing with a possible non-cooperative hearer. I argue that
this requirement is too strong and falls short of accounting for cases in which S intention-
ally performs a deniable indirect speech act, but S has no intention to use that deniability.
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1. Insinuations as Indirect Speech Acts

Insinuations are a familiar linguistic phenomenon that serve multiple purpos-
es. Suppose a speaker S wants to threaten a hearer H, or suggest an illicit action,
make a derogatory comment, or ask an embarrassing question. In that case,
S may decide not to explicitly state what they want to say. Instead, S will use
another question, statement, or comment to only allude to the meaning S wants to
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convey, but in such a way that A will understand the true meaning of S’s words.
Such situations raise at least two questions. How is it possible to convey a mean-
ing without explicitly stating it? Why does S decide to insinuate instead of ex-
plicitly expressing what they want to say? These questions must be taken into
account when we try to characterize the notion of insinuation.

Before considering what contemporary scholars have said about insinuations,
it is useful to mention a difference between a common-sense definition of insinu-
ation and the discussion of insinuations in philosophy of language. Usually, the
word “insinuation” refers to something unpleasant, denigrating, or derogatory.
However, such reference is not a necessary part of an insinuation. Consider
a case where S insinuates she is willing to bribe H: even if an illicit action is
being suggested, there is no denigration taking place. In the following discus-
sion, I will focus on a wider notion of insinuation that is not limited to unpleas-
ant comments.

Let us consider the question of how it is possible to convey a meaning with-
out explicitly stating it. This question can find an answer by situating insinua-
tions in the field of indirect speech acts. Searle (1975) defines indirect speech
acts as “cases in which one illocutionary act is performed indirectly by way of
performing another” (p. 60). For example, suppose S says to H, “can you reach
for the salt?”. The speech act explicitly performed by S is a question, but the
indirect speech act performed by S is a request.

Searle uses the category of illocutionary act, which goes back to Austin’s dis-
tinction between locutionary, illocutionary, and perlocutionary acts (Austin,
1962). Take Austin’s example of a speaker A saying to me, “shoot her”. By utter-
ing something meaningful, 4 performs a locutionary act: the speaker means “by
‘shoot’ shoot” and refers “by ‘her’ to her”. At the same time, in saying “shoot
her”, A is suggesting or ordering me to shoot her, i.e., 4 performs an illocution-
ary act. Ordering and suggesting are different acts, and Austin describes this
contrast by saying that they have a different illocutionary force. Finally, by or-
dering me to shoot her, 4 achieves the result of persuading me to do so, i.e.,
A performs a perlocutionary act: an intentional causal consequence of 4’s illocu-
tionary act (for a more detailed discussion of Austin’s distinction, see Ball, 2022).

When Searle suggests that insinuations are indirect speech acts, he means that
whenever we have an insinuation, we are performing two illocutionary acts at the
same time. Searle calls them the primary and secondary illocutionary acts. In the
example of “can you reach for the salt?” the primary illocutionary act is a request
for the salt, and the secondary illocutionary act is a question about the hearer’s
ability to reach for the salt, which has not to be taken literally but as a means to
express the primary illocutionary act. So, if I say, “do you not have any other
dress outside this one?” my primary illocutionary act is the assertion “you al-
ways wear the same dress”, and the secondary illocutionary act is the question of
whether the hearer possesses other dresses. What is insinuated then is the prima-
ry illocutionary act.
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It has been suggested that insinuations are not a form of illocutionary act.
Strawson (1964) argues that insinuations are not illocutionary acts because the
speaker does not want their intention to insinuate to be recognizable but only to
be suspected. Bach and Harnish (1979) also suggest the intention to insinuate has
to remain unrecognized, and therefore they are not illocutionary acts. Bell (1997)
also defines innuendos by following Bach and Harnish on the same point (see
Fraser, 2001 for a detailed discussion of these three accounts).

I think these scholars are mistaken in thinking that the speakers do not intend
their intention to insinuate to be recognized. As noted by Fraser (2001), the
speaker successfully insinuates something if the hearer understands the intention
of the speaker as an intention to perform the primary illocutionary act in addition
to the second illocutionary act. As we will see in the next section, in insinuations,
the speaker wants the primary illocutionary act to be deniable and, therefore, the
possibility to claim that what she meant was just what she said. But the deniabil-
ity of the insinuated meaning is compatible with the recognition of the intention
of the speaker to insinuate. In the example of my saying, “do you not have any
other dress outside this one?”” my intention to insinuate is perfectly recognizable,
and if I assume the hearer is merely suspecting I am insinuating, I consider my
hearer naive. Yet, if [ am accused by my hearer of insinuating, I can still try to
deny my primary illocutionary act by saying, “I was genuinely just asking”.
Whether my denial is implausible does not prevent me from trying to deny my
insinuation.

Bell (1993) presents rumours as an example of innuendo, which may clarify
why one may think insinuations are not illocutionary acts. For example, suppose
speaker S reports a rumour to hearer A about her partner’s infidelity. The perlo-
cutionary effect S aims to reach is to make H worried about her partner. S’s inten-
tion can be perfectly hidden: S may say she reported the rumour to H because
they are friends, and H may very well believe this. If this is a case of innuendo,
I would suggest innuendo and insinuations are then not synonymous. Reporting
rumours or news with the aim to produce in the hearer a certain reaction is not the
kind of insinuation I am interested in. One may call reporting rumours an “innuen-
do” and keep the name “insinuations” for a form of indirect illocutionary act.

Bertuccelli Papi (1996) puts at the center of her discussion on insinuations
ascene from Shakespeare’s Othello, where lago reports a rumour to Othello
about a relationship between Othello’s wife, Desdemona, and Cassius. Iago’s
intention to manipulate Othello is hidden and intended not to be recognizable,
and not surprisingly, Bertuccelli Papi also rejects the idea of insinuations as illo-
cutionary acts.

Bertuccelli Papi is interested in Othello’s scene because she sees insinuations
as a form of manipulation. She takes this idea from Parret (1993), who also takes
insinuation to be manipulative in nature. I think this is another misunderstanding.
According to Parret, agent 4 tries to manipulate agent B if 4 intentionally acts
with the intent to persuade B to perform a certain action without A intention
being recognized. If manipulation is understood in this way, then most cases of
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insinuation are not forms of manipulation. If I try to bribe the waiter to get
served earlier than other customers by saying, “I am very hungry, you know.
I am sure they do not tip you very well here”, my insinuation may very well be
an attempt to get the waiter to perform a certain action, but my bribe is success-
ful only if the waiter understands my intention to bribe him.

If one recognizes the speaker’s intention to play a crucial role in insinuations,
then a mechanism that makes indirect speech acts possible is the conversational
implicature (Grice, 1975). By hearing S’s question, H assumes that S is observing
the “Cooperative Principle” by which S’s contribution to the conversation is
intelligible given the accepted purposes and direction of the conversation be-
tween S and H. To make S’s question cohere with the direction of the conversa-
tion, H assumes S is performing a polite request for the salt. In the case of the
insinuation “do you not have any other dress outside this one?”, the hearer as-
sumes the speaker is not asking a genuine question because it is clear to the hear-
er that S knows H possesses more than one dress.!

Insinuations work as indirect speech acts, and this may suggest that the two
notions are equivalent. Once we drop the derogatory element and exclude ru-
mour-like innuendo, one can argue that insinuations are another name for indi-
rect speech acts. This is the direction that Pinker, Nowak and Lee (2007) seem to
take when they introduce the notion of indirect speech acts.

One reason to resist reducing insinuations to indirect speech acts is that in-
sinuations are strongly connected with deniability, and some indirect speech acts
are not deniable. Consider the mentioned case of S asking for the salt. S and
H are having a diner together; S moves her hand toward the salt without being
able to reach it, and she goes with question (1):

(1) Can you reach the salt?

Polite requests take the form of questions so often that, in the appropriate
context, S cannot deny she was asking for the salt. At the same time, if H, instead
of passing the salt, said, “yes, I can reach the salt”, without passing it and com-
pletely ignoring that S was making a request, we would be inclined to say H lacks
an understanding of social conventions. I think we should not consider as insinua-
tions these cases of polite conversations where the indirect speech act works
through conventionally stereotyped phrasing that does not display the possibility
for the speaker to deny what she was saying.

The first characterization of the concept of insinuation, then, is the following:

!'In Section 4, I discuss a relevance-theory framework as an alternative to the Gricean
approach I use in the paper. For an overview of others general accounts on speech acts,
see (Harris, Fogal, Moss, 2018).
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Definition 1. S’s utterance U is an insinuation if and only if
(i) Uis an indirect speech act,
(ii) by uttering U, S means /,

(ii1) S intends the meaning / to be deniable.

We can now consider the other question mentioned at the beginning of this sec-
tion: why did S decide to insinuate instead of explicitly expressing what she want-
ed to say? In the next section, I will consider different answers to this puzzle.

2. Insinuations and Deniability

Why do we insinuate? An initial answer is that insinuations happen in “stra-
tegic” conversations, i.e., conversations where the participants’ motives do not
align (Asher, Lascarides, 2013; Lee, Pinker, 2010; Pinker, Nowak, Lee, 2008).
Strategic conversations are frequent in antagonistic contexts or in situations
where it is uncertain if the hearer is cooperative. These conversations are sup-
posed to be a counterexample to Grice’s Cooperation Principle precisely because
the speakers are not cooperative and refuse to make their intentions fully explicit
and public. However, as Terkourafi (2011) observed, strategic conversations are
not a counterexample to the Cooperative Principle. According to Terkourafi, one
should avoid confusing locutionary cooperation with perlocutionary cooperation
(a distinction made in Attardo, 1997). Even if the speakers’ extra-linguistic goals
do not align (i.e., lack of perlocutionary cooperation), locutionary cooperation is
still required: for S to successfully insinuate X, H must be able to retrieve X, and
therefore it is still required that A considers S’s contribution to the conversation
to be relevant. Camp (2018) prefers to speak of “minimal standards of coopera-
tion”, by which she means not the violation of the Cooperative Principle but the
refusal to go beyond the minimal norms of cooperation.

However, even assuming that insinuations are more common in less coopera-
tive contexts, why does the speaker decide to insinuate in these contexts? Pinker,
Nowak and Lee (2008; also Lee, Pinker, 2010) present a convincing explanation
of why a speaker uses insinuations. Minimally cooperative contexts, where in-
sinuations are prevalent, are characterized by the Identification Problem, which
is roughly a situation in which S does not know if H is collaborative or not, so
S wants to avoid running into sanctions, disapproval, or embarrassment. Consid-
er the following example where a driver S is stopped for exceeding the speed
limit, and he says (2) to bribe a police officer H (from Pinker, Nowak, Lee, 2008;
also Camp, 2018):

(2) Taminabitof a hurry. Is there any way we can settle this right now?

With (2), S is insinuating he wants to bribe H. S does not know if the officer
is honest, and if H is indeed honest, by explicitly proposing a bribe, S may face
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the charge of bribery (Identification Problem). So, S opts for an insinuation: if
H is honest and accuses S of trying to bribe him, S can deny (2) was uttered with
the intent to offer a bribe, and he can will say that he was suggesting paying the
fine immediately. Pinker, Nowak and Lee offer a game-theoretic framework to
describe how the speaker minimizes his risk by insinuating the bribe: if the of-
ficer is dishonest, the payoff of the insinuation is high; if the officer is honest, the
penalty is smaller than that of an explicit bribe.?

The deniability of insinuations is a crucial factor in explaining why it is ra-
tional to prefer them in minimally cooperative contexts. But how does the denial
work? In the previous example, I noted that if S is accused of bribery by H, he
can pretend he was suggesting paying the fine immediately rather than later. This
is a crucial feature of the insinuation denial: speakers offer another interpretation
of their utterance. Camp (2018) describes how “implicature with deniability”
works. Let us consider two interpretations of (2):

(2.1) I will pay you if you let me go.
(2.2) Can I pay the fine for exceeding the speed limit right now?

(2.1) is the interpretation that the driver wants to communicate to the dishon-
est officer; (2.2) is the backup interpretation of (2) in case the officer is honest.
Camp suggests that the shift from (2.1), which is the most obvious interpretation
of (2), to (2.2) depends on exploiting the gap “between what is in fact mutually
obvious to the speaker and hearer, on the one hand, and what both parties are
prepared to acknowledge as mutually obvious, on the other” (Camp, 2018, p. 48).
Assume C; is the conversational context where (2.1) is the obvious interpretation
of (2) given the implicit assumptions 4;, and C; is a slightly different conversa-
tional context where another set of assumptions 4, is in place such that (2.2) is
the obvious interpretation of (2). When challenged, the driver pretends to be in
the context C,. This is possible because, despite being obvious to both the driver
and the officer that the conversational context is Ci, the driver is not prepared to
acknowledge C, as the mutually obvious context.

The game-theoretic model of Pinker, Nowak and Lee, and Camp’s explana-
tion of the implicature with deniability work well together when the deniability
is plausible. However, there are other cases where the two accounts enter into
conflict. Consider the following example of a conversation between Harry and
Sally, where Harry says (3) as a sexual come-on:

(3) Would you like to come up and see my etchings? (Pinker, Nowak, Lee,
2008, p. 833)

2 Pinker, Nowak and Lee are also assuming that an honest officer may be reluctant to
pursue a non-explicit bribe because the “officer knows that he could not make a bribery
charge stick in court because the ambiguous wording would prevent a prosecutor from
proving his guilt beyond a reasonable doubt” (Pinker, Nowak, Lee, 2008, p. 834).
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Suppose there are contextual elements that make the sexual meaning of (3)
even more explicit, like Harry’s attitude and tone of voice; we can even imagine
that Sally remembers Harry saying in a previous conversation that he had no etch-
ings. In these cases, the gap between what is mutually obvious and what both par-
ties are prepared to acknowledge as mutually obvious seems to be closed. In con-
trast with Pinker, Nowak and Lee (2008), Lee and Pinker (2010), and Fricker
(2012), Camp argues that deniability has its limits: sometimes the denial “falls
flat” because the “intended meaning is too obvious” and the “preferred alterna-
tives too ridiculous” (Camp, 2018, p. 48). If this is true, the insinuation does not
offer any solution to the Identification Problem: only one interpretation is availa-
ble. In this case, the Identification Problem is given by the fact that if Sally is not
cooperative (i.e., she has no interest in Harry) and rejects him, Harry has to pay the
costs in terms of awkwardness (Pinker, Nowak, Lee, 2008). Awkwardness can be
astrong motivation for indirect speech. In the politeness theory proposed by
Brown and Levinson (1987), insinuations are an example of an off-record (i.e.,
indirect) politeness strategy used to protect the speaker’s “positive face” by re-
moving the impression of an imposition. For example, by using a polite request
formulated as a question, the speaker avoids using the imperative mode that may
sound like an imposition to the hearer. However, in example (3), the speaker is not
just trying to be polite. Harry is also trying to minimize the risk of awkwardness by
solving the Identification Problem. If there is no alternative interpretation of utter-
ance (3) other than a sexual come-on, Harry risks losing face anyway.

Pinker, Nowak and Lee (2008) make a distinction between plausible deniabil-
ity and possible deniability. The case of plausible deniability is what we dis-
cussed with Camp’s account of implicature with deniability, and it depends upon
the availability of an alternative set of assumptions in an alternative conversa-
tional context where the speaker pretends to be. In the case of merely possible
deniability, the speaker exploits the nature of language as a “digital medium”
(Pinker, Nowak, Lee, 2008). In other words, we perceive as undeniable only
what is said, and any indirect speech act, implicature, or off-record strategy is
perceived as possibly deniable. I take the idea of possible deniability to be
a psychological description of what the speaker feels certain about and has not to
do with the actual possibility of working out an alternative interpretation. Pinker,
Nowak and Lee try to characterize the language-as-a-digital-medium theory
(LDM) in different ways. First, they say an indirect speech act can be possibly
deniable because it is plausibly deniable in front of a virtual audience rather than
the actual speaker. I do not think this way of characterizing the notion of LDM
works. The denial may be implausible even in front of a merely possible audi-
ence. As Camp points out, if the gap between what is obvious and what we are
ready to acknowledge as obvious is too small, the denial may be implausible
even for a hypothetical, virtual audience. Another way to characterize the idea of
merely possible deniability is through the distinction between “shared individual
knowledge” and “common knowledge”. Harry and Sally know each other’s in-
tentions (shared individual knowledge): “Sally knows that she has turned down



54 ANTONIO MONACO

an overture, and Harry knows that she has turned down an overture”. However,
they do not know what the other knows (lack of common knowledge): “Sally
does not necessarily know that Harry knows; she might think to herself, ‘Maybe
Harry thinks I am naive’. In addition, Harry does not necessarily know that Sally
knows that he knows; he might think to himself, ‘Maybe Sally thinks I am ob-
tuse’” (Pinker, Nowak, Lee, 2008, p. 837). Harry and Sally can play dumb about
the common knowledge (knowing what the other person knows) even if the sexual
come-on is not truly denied. In this example, we have second-order deniability.

Even if Camp does not use the word “possible deniability”, some of her re-
marks about the limit of deniability are directed precisely against this notion. In
particular, she notes that (1) it is not true that every direct speech is perceived as
certain,® and (2) not every indirect speech act is deniable, or we would not have
denials that fall flat. I think that both (1) and (2) do not really undermine the idea
of possible deniability. Regarding (1), even if not every on-record speech act is
perceived as certain, is sufficient that off-record speech acts are never perceived
as completely certain. The point of the LDM theory is that only on-record com-
munication can be perceived as certain (not that, in fact, it is certain every time)
and that off-record communication cannot have this status. Regarding (2), the
possible deniability hypothesis does not claim that if Harry did attempt to present
an alternative interpretation of (3), his denial would have been successful. On the
contrary, a merely possible denial is just possible precisely because it is not plau-
sible, i.e., if the denial is explicitly stated, I will fall flat. The reference to a virtu-
al audience aims to show that only a non-actual audience, which cannot chal-
lenge the denial, would be appropriate for merely possible deniability.

Although Camp’s objections to mere possible deniability are not successful,
I agree with her that not every indirect speech act is possibly deniable. In the last
section, | argued that there is no room for merely possible deniability with re-
spect to conventional polite requests. If I request the salt by asking you if you are
capable of reaching it, we do not only have shared individual knowledge but also
common knowledge: I know you know I intended to request the salt. This may
be a problem for the claim that that only direct speech acts can be explicit, but
this is not a problem for their treatment of insinuations in general. In what fol-
lows, I will assume a weaker version of the LDM thesis:

3 “Lee and Pinker (2010, p. 801) suggest that ‘there is a qualitative psychological dif-
ference between a direct proposition and even the most obvious indirect one’ [...]. Eliza-
beth Fricker claims that ‘a speaker can never be incontrovertibly nailed with commitment
to a mere conversational implication E of what she stated” (2012, p. 89)—in effect, that it
is in the nature of conversational implicature in general that denial is always possible. But
this can't be right. For one thing, even (6.2) [a direct speech act] is not fully explicit as
a bribe. Indeed, most ‘direct’ speech involves context-sensitive expressions and other
determinants of meaning that are not fully explicit and determinate, which also produce
some degree of deniability” (Camp 2018, p. 48, my emphasis).
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Weaker LDM Thesis. Indirect speech acts are generally (but not always) per-
ceived as possibly deniable, while direct speech acts are generally (but not al-
ways) perceived as certain.

The discussion on the mechanism of deniability aims to show two elements
of how scholars think the notion of insinuation should be characterized. First, an
insinuation must display plausible deniability (that works according to the mech-
anism described by Camp) or possible deniability (that works in virtue of the
weaker LDM thesis). Second, an intention is something used in order to take
advantage of its deniability (plausible or possible). This is clear by the fact that
an insinuation, for Pinker, Nowak and Lee, has the purpose of solving the Identi-
fication Problem. Even Camp agrees that an insinuation has no other use if not to
avoid paying the “conversational cost” of being explicit: “insinuation constitutes
akind of communicative bluff: an attempt to make a conversational move without
paying the conversational cost” (Camp, 2018, p. 47). The intention to use the insinu-
ation in virtue of its deniability is then part of what makes an utterance an insinua-
tion. Here is a new definition of insinuation that aims to capture these features:

Definition 2. S’s utterance U is an insinuation if and only if

(i) Uis an indirect speech act,

(i) by uttering U, S means /,

(iii) S intends the meaning / to be (at least) possibly deniable,

(iv) S intends to use /’s deniability to solve an Identification Problem.

By “intentionally deniable” in (iii), I mean that the speaker wants U to be deni-
able, i.e., it is not mere luck that U is deniable. I take conditions (i) to (iii) together
to generate the minimal cooperation effect in the conversation. In the next section,
I consider some cases of insinuations that this definition does not cover.

3. Accidental Insinuations

In the cases of insinuation presented so far, speakers aimed for some sort of
deniability to protect themselves from the possibility of a non-cooperative hearer.
The speaker must realize she finds herself facing an Identification Problem;
otherwise, she would not insinuate or leave open that deniability door. This is
why condition (iv) of Definition 2 was required. In the present section, I want to
show that this condition makes Definition 2 too restrictive.

Consider the following example. Two kids, Tom and Alfred, love spy movies,
and they love to act and talk like spies in real life. They develop a personal way
of speaking inspired by the cryptic language used in spy movies. It turns out Tom
and Alfred are also two bullies, and they love to beat up their classmate Fred. So
Tom tells Alfred the following:
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(4) Tomorrow, after school, we will show Fred how fun it is to mess with
our business.

What Tom means by (4) is:
(4.1) Do you want to beat up Fred after school tomorrow?

Now, unbeknownst to Tom and Alfred, Tom’s mother hears their conversation
from another room, so she goes to Tom and Alfred and says, “are you insinuating
you want to do something bad to Fred?”. Tom is very surprised that his mother is
in the house, but he promptly pretends the meaning of (4) is (4.2):

(4.2) Tomorrow, after school, we will play a game with Fred where he pretends
to be the bad guy that messes with our business.

In this example, Tom and Alfred are using off-record communication which is
plausibly deniable. The fact that it is deniable is not accidental. They are inten-
tionally imitating deniable and indirect language (spy language), and so the deni-
ability of (4) is intentional. Therefore, I take conditions (i), (ii), and (iii) of Defi-
nition 2 to be satisfied. However, condition (iv) is not satisfied because when
Tom uttered (4), he had no intention to use the deniability of (4). First, Tom was
not thinking of himself to be in a non-cooperative context: Alfred wants to bully
Fred as much as Tom. Second, Tom did not know his mother was in the house at
that moment, so he had no concerns about being heard by anyone other than
Alfred. Third, Tom is not just saying (4) because he is pretending to be in a fic-
tional game with Alfred; he wants to bully Fred in real life. Nevertheless, when
Tom’s mother hears Tom, she rightly assumes Tom is insinuating something.
Tom accidentally insinuated (4.1) to his mother. Alfred knew exactly what they
were talking about. For Alfred, the meaning of (4) was common knowledge
given their previous misdeeds and the agreement to talk like spies.

Other examples can be constructed in the same way. Imagine two members of
the mafia S and H, who speak to each other in non-explicit language even when
they are completely alone and they have no reason to think anyone is listening to
them. S tells H:

(5) Tomorrow, we will take a little trip to the sea with Mr. Monaco.

What S means is (5.1):
(5.1) Tomorrow, we will kidnap Mr. Monaco and bring him to a hidden place
near the sea.

Suppose that, unbeknownst to S and H, a hidden cop hears them from behind
a corner and says, “are you insinuating that you will kidnap Mr. Monaco?”. Then,
S replies that what he meant was:
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(5.2) Tomorrow, we will take a little trip to the sea with Mr. Monaco, my dog.

As in the earlier case, S was communicating with A using deniable language
not because H was a non-collaborative hearer but because S was used to speak-
ing in that way. One can argue that this second case is different from the previous
one because mafia members use non-explicit language precisely because the
police might hear them. Even granted that the non-explicit language of the mafia
is due to the necessity of hiding their intentions, and therefore was intentionally
created for this reason, once it becomes a habit, the mafia members do not have
to form any intention to use language in that way when they speak. In the same
way, biting my nails is an intentional action, but once it becomes a habit, I do not
need to form any intention to bite my nails because I inadvertently do so. What is
sufficient for an insinuation to be formed is the disposition to use the deniability
of the indirect speech act, not the intention to do so.* Here then is my final cha-
racterization:

Definition 3. S’s utterance U is an insinuation if and only if
(i) Uis an indirect speech act,

(i) by uttering U, S means /,

(iii) S intends the meaning / to be (at least) possibly deniable,

(iv) S has the disposition to deny she meant / in case a non-cooperative hearer
argues the meaning of U is .

Definition 3 is able to account for the standard case of insinuations where the
speaker intends to deny the insinuation since the intention to deny the insinuation
entails the disposition to deny it. In addition, it can explain why utterances (4)
and (5) are a form of insinuation.

Definition 3 can play a role in the understanding of ironic speech acts. For
example, suppose I say to my friend Sara “Wow, this party is amazing”, in an
ironic way. Suppose the organizer of the party hears me, and he tells me, “So you
do not like the party”. At that point, I can deny the intended irony and pretend
that I truly meant the party was great. It seems that I insinuated something, but it
is unclear if condition (iii) is met: did I intend my ironic utterance to be possibly
deniable? I think this case depends on a more detailed account of ironic speech
acts. However, one can argue that some ironic speech acts have intended denia-

4 The dispositions under discussion are what has been called “canonical dispositions”
(Choi, Fara, 2021), i.e., dispositions that can be clearly identified by the type of stimulus
they respond to and the manifestation they display. In the case of the disposition to deny
the insinuation, the stimulus is an accusation from a possibly non-collaborative hearer,
and the manifestation is the denial of the insinuated meaning. These elements can be
expressed via conditional analysis following Lewis’s example (Lewis, 1997). My account
remains neutral regarding the metaphysics of dispositions mostly because I do not think it
is necessary to endorse a specific metaphysics to make my definition work.
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bility insofar as the speaker has the disposition to deny it. If [ am a comedian and
I say something ironic on a Netflix standup comedy show, there is no chance for
me to play dumb about what I ironically meant; I am fully committed to it. In-
stead, in many other real-life examples, | may intend my ironic speech acts to be
deniable. In this sense, deniability is also intended in ironic speech acts, and so
condition (iii) is met.

4. Objections and Replies

In this section, I want to consider two possible objections that can be raised
against the definition of insinuation I proposed. The first objection to my account
may regard the Gricean approach I endorsed. In a recent paper, Oswald (2022)
proposes a relevance-theoretic explanation of the deniability of insinuations as
an alternative to the Gricean one. According to relevance theory (Sperber, Wil-
son, 1995), human communication tends to maximize relevance: the relevance of
what you communicate depends on the balance between the effort to process
what you communicated to me and the benefits of having that information in my
cognitive environment. In other words, I assume what you communicated is
worth my effort to understand. In the case of an insinuation, the hearer is pre-
sented with two possible meanings: the literal meaning of the sentence and the
insinuated meaning. If the insinuated meaning is much more relevant than the
literal meaning, Oswald suggests, not only will the hearer naturally take the
insinuated meaning to be what has been communicated, but the insinuation will
will also not be plausibly deniable, and the speaker will be committed to what
she has insinuated. If the literal meaning is still relevant, the speaker’s insinua-
tion can more plausibly be denied.

Oswald’s proposal, as just presented, is an interesting account of the phe-
nomenon of plausible deniability, just as the one proposed by Camp (2018).
However, Oswald also wants to defend the claim that the relevance-theoretic
approach works better than the Gricean one. It seems to me that he presents two
arguments for this claim. First, he argues that insinuation and implicature are two
distinct phenomena and should not be linked to each other. Second, he thinks that
his approach promises a better definition of insinuation.

Regarding the first argument, he claims that “at least four reasons support the
view that implicature and insinuation are not co-extensive” (Oswald, 2022,
p. 161). These reasons are that 1) “deniability is more plausible in insinuation
than in implicature”, 2) unlike other forms of implicature, “cancelling the insinu-
ated meaning would defeat the purpose of insinuation by making it overt”, 3)
“insinuations can sometimes be drawn as an interpretative conclusion of a set of
several utterances”, and 4) “the deniability of insinuation follows from the can-
cellability of implicature” (Oswald, 2022, p. 161). Oswald concludes in a polem-
ic way by saying that “despite these differences, much of the literature on insinu-
ation links it to implicature” (Oswald, 2022, p. 162).
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In Section 1, I discussed whether we should consider implicature and insinua-
tion co-extensive, and I ultimately rejected this idea; Oswald strengthens this
point. Does this imply that insinuations are not implicatures? It does not seem so.
All that matters in considering insinuations to be implicatures is the mechanism
by which the hearer goes from what has been said to the speaker’s meaning. The
fact that insinuations do not work like other forms of implicature is a good rea-
son to assume insinuations are not synonymous with implicature. However, none
of the reasons provided by Oswald rules out seeing insinuations as implicatures.
Oswald himself seems to think that this argument is not ultimately conclusive
and that it only makes his second argument more persuasive.

Oswald’s second argument is that his approach promises a better definition of
insinuation. The evidence theoretic approach would put the plausibility of the
deniability at the center of the definition of insinuation: “implicatures and insin-
uations are both committing and deniable, with the crucial difference that insinu-
ations are plausibly deniable, while implicatures are not” (Oswald, 2022, p. 168).
According to Oswald, when the insinuated meaning is much more relevant than
the literal meaning, and the insinuation is not plausibly deniable, the insinuation
is not only unsuccessful but not even an insinuation: it is just a form of implica-
ture: the “implicit meaning would qualify as implicature, not as insinuation”.
One thing to notice is that Oswald is cautious in proposing a definition, so he
seems just to advance a first tentative characterization: “I venture that insinua-
tions are weaker than implicatures on the scale of inference strength, owing to
their higher plausible deniability” (Oswald, 2022, p. 168).

There are two comments to be made about this proposal. First, if we take
Oswald’s account to be correct, merely possible deniability ceases to generate an
insinuation, instead rendering an implicature of the same sort as polite requests.
However, as we noted, the phenomenon of merely possible deniability shares
interesting relevant parallels with the other forms of insinuation since it serves
the purpose of solving an Identification Problem through an indirect speech ac-
tion, while the same is not true for polite requests.

Second, Oswald measures the “success” of the insinuation given the plausi-
bility of its denial. However, consider the case of the attempted bribe to the po-
lice officer. In that context, the insinuated meaning seems much more relevant
than the literal meaning. Nevertheless, the insinuation is successful not because
the deniability is plausible but because an honest officer may be reluctant to
pursue a non-explicit bribe since the “officer knows that he could not make
a bribery charge stick in court because the ambiguous wording would prevent
a prosecutor from proving his guilt beyond a reasonable doubt” (Pinker, Nowak,
Lee, 2008, p. 834). The success of an insinuation must be measured along differ-
ent dimensions and not only for the plausibility of its denial.

In conclusion, I think that Oswald’s arguments to tell apart insinuations and
implicatures are unsuccessful. At best, Oswald’s contribution can be taken as
a promising way to explain the phenomenon of deniability of insinuation. How-
ever, if his ideas are taken to be the basis for a definition, the only parameter to
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characterize insinuation insinuation is the different conditions relating to denia-
bility, while the phenomenon of insulation has different dimensions that are not
captured by these conditions.

The second objection concerns the idea of accidental insinuation. In the ex-
ample of the two kids using spy-movie language, Tom suggested to Alfred to
beat Fred up and accidentally insinuated the same message to his mother. One
may argue that what matters when it comes to evaluating Tom’s speech act is
only what happens between him and Alfred and that the existence of a hidden
third party is irrelevant. For any conversation, there may be the possibility of
eavesdroppers who overhear what has been said, but since the speaker is una-
ware of them, they play no role in evaluating the speaker’s intention.’

I want to underline two points in response to this objection. First, it is not
necessarily true that a hidden third party reveals nothing about the speaker’s
intention. When Tom’s mother breaks into Tom and Alfred’s conversation and
prompts Tom to deny the insinuated meaning, her intrusion reveals at least that
Tom intended his speech act to be possibly deniable. Her intrusion also brings
out Tom’s disposition to deny the speech act in the appropriate context. In other
words, it reveals something about the speaker’s intention and disposition in con-
versation. Second, it can be the case that a third hidden party’s interpretation of
the utterance does not help to reveal anything about the speaker’s intention. Con-
sider, for example, any case of a misunderstanding where the hidden hearer lacks
relevant information and context and therefore misinterprets the speaker. How-
ever, in the examples I provided of accidental insinuations, there is no erroneous
understanding of the utterance.

These two reasons suggest that the phenomenon of overhearing has a role in
pragmatics that varies between contexts but is not irrelevant to the understanding
of certain linguistic issues.

Conclusion

In this paper, I have argued for a new characterization of insinuations, ac-
cording to which insinuations are indirect speech acts that the speaker has the
disposition to deny given a context in which an Identification Problem arises.

In Section 1, I argued for the idea that insinuations are indirect speech acts
distinct from other forms of innuendo (like reporting rumours). In insinuations,
the speaker intends their intention to be recognized but deniable, and in Section
2, I discussed how the phenomenon of deniability is possible and how it allows
the speaker to solve Identification Problems. In Section 3, I discussed two cases
of accidental insinuations to show that a disposition to deny the indirect speech
act is sufficient to generate a successful insinuation rather than needing to appeal
to an intention. Finally, I showed why two objections to my definition are unsuc-
cessful. In conclusion, I defended a Gricean approach to insinuations that con-

5 I thank an anonymous reviewer for raising this objection.
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sider the presence of hidden third parties, in the appropriate context, as revela-
tory of the speaker’s intentions and dispositions in conversation.
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1. Introduction

In Critical Pragmatics, Kepa Korta and John Perry (2011) offer an original
approach to pragmatics which results from integrating three theoretical perspec-
tives: John L. Austin’s (1975) idea of language use as action, Paul H. Grice’s
(1989) model of communication as the practice of expressing and recognizing
communicative intentions, and John Perry’s (2001) distinction between reflexive
and referential truth-conditions. They use the resulting framework to develop
a comprehensive account of reference and communication. In particular, they
examine cases of demonstrative reference and argue that the object a speaker
refers to with a demonstrative expression accompanied by a pointing gesture is
determined by her directing intention rather than by her demonstration. Follow-
ing David Kaplan (1979; cf. Bach 1992a; 1992b; Reimer 1991a; 1991b; 1992),
they consider cases in which the object pointed to or otherwise demonstrated by
the speaker is not the one she intends to refer to; they argue that it is the latter,
not the former, that contributes to the referential content of her act. Korta and
Perry acknowledge that the way we use the ordinary concept of “what is said” is
affected by our judgements about the speaker’s responsibility for the unintended
results of her pointing; however, they claim that the effects are perlocutionary
and have no bearing on determining reference.

My aim in this paper is to use the framework of the Austinian theory of
speech acts (Austin, 1975; 2013; Sbisa, 2002; 2007; 2009; 2013a; 2013b; Witek,
2015c; 2021; 2022) to develop and motivate a speech act-oriented perspective on
demonstrative reference, i.e., on situations in which a speaker uses a demonstra-
tive expression, e.g., “this”, “that”, “this F, or “that /", to refer to the object
she points to or otherwise demonstrates. In making my argument, I adopt the
responsibilist approach to actions in general (Hart, 1946; Paprzycka, 2014) and
speech acts in particular (Navarro-Reyes, 2010; 2014; Sbisa, 2007); that is to
say, I take it that the purpose of action sentences of the form “4 does/did ¢” is to
attribute responsibility for producing certain outcomes to 4 “on the basis of gen-
erally accepted rules of conduct” (Paprzycka, 2014, p. 328). Pace Korta and
Perry, I argue that the consequences of inept or careless pointing are illocutionary
and play a role in determining demonstrative reference. More specifically, I dis-
tinguish between two types of referential content which are attributable to the
speaker’s utterance and shape its discursive behaviour: what is intended, which is
determined by the speaker’s directing intention, and what is public, which de-
pends on what she is held responsible for in the light of how competent hearers
understand her act. In my view, these two notions are complementary rather than
alternative to each other; we need both of them to account for discourse dynamics.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, I offer
a short presentation of key elements of both the speech act theoretical framework
and the responsibilist or Hartian perspective on actions as adopted in this paper.
In Section 3, I discuss David Kaplan’s (1979; 1989) famous dilemma regarding
demonstrative reference and, next, in Section 4, I present Kepa Korta and John
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Perry’s (2011) solution to it. In Section 5, I focus on cases of demonstrative ref-
erence that involve inept or careless pointing and discuss what Korta and Perry
call the “forensic element” affecting our common notion of “what is said”. In
Section 6, I introduce and motivate the notion of unintended, albeit felicitous
acts of demonstrative reference. In Section 7, I draw a distinction between what
is intended and what is public construed as two types of referential content and,
next, [ use it to account for the coherence and dynamics of a few dialogues. In
Section 8, I discuss some objections that might be raised against the proposed
model of demonstrative reference and demonstrative acts. Finally, in Section 9,
I provide a short summary of the results achieved.

Before I proceed to details, however, I would like to make three general re-
marks. First, my main focus in this paper is the prospect of developing a speech
act-based model of demonstrative reference which would do justice to the con-
flicting intuitions underlying the dilemma posed by Kaplan. To this end, I criti-
cally examine Korta and Perry’s (2011) attempt to account for demonstrative
reference with the help of elements of speech act theoretical framework and
argue that it fails to do justice to how the illocutionary aspect of an utterance
contributes to the determination of its referential content. Second, what I call the
Austinian approach (Navarro-Reyes, 2010; 2014; Sbisa, 2002; 2006; 2007; 2009;
Witek, 2015c; 2021; 2022) should be distinguished from Austin’s (1975) original
theory of speech acts. The former is inspired by the latter and can be best under-
stood as a metatheoretical perspective putting constraints on our theorising on
different phenomena characteristic of linguistic practice. The account offered in
this paper results from adopting the Austinian approach as well as the Hartian
perspective inherent in it to the phenomenon of demonstrative reference. Third,
to keep the length of this paper within reasonable limits, I leave aside the exten-
sive literature on the topic of demonstrative reference that has appeared over the
last 30 years, but focus instead on the classical presentation or the inten-
tion/demonstration dilemma originally posed by Kaplan and further elaborated
by Marga Reimer (1991a; 1991b; 1992) and Kent Bach (1992a; 1992b), as well
as on some relevant recent works (Bach, 2017; Ciecierski, Makowski, 2022;
Heck, 2014; Leth, 2020; 2021; Mount, 2008; Smit, 2012; 2018).

2. The Speech Act Theoretical Framework
and the Hartian Perspective on Action

Austin famously distinguished between three aspects of what he called “the
total speech-act in the total speech-situation” (Austin, 1975, p. 148): the locu-
tionary act, the illocutionary act, and the perlocutionary act. They are three dif-
ferent speech actions individuated and defined by reference to how they affect
the context in which they are performed. Locutionary acts produce locutions
understood as linguistic representations of worldly states; in short, they are de-
fined by reference to their representational effects. Illocutionary acts bring about
changes in the domain of deontic facts construed as commitments, obligations,
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rights, and entitlements of the participants in conversation and possibly other
relevant social agents (Austin, 1075, p. 117; c.f. Sbisa, 2002; 2007; 2009; 2013a;
Witek, 2015c¢; 2021); in other words, different types of illocutionary acts—and,
by the same token, different illocutionary forces—are defined in terms of their
normative effects. Perlocutionary acts, in turn, “produce certain consequential
effects upon the feelings, thoughts, or actions of the audience, or of the speaker,
or of other persons” (Austin, 1975, p. 101); utterances described as perlocution-
ary acts, then, are defined by reference to their consequential rather than norma-
tive effects.

By way of illustration, let us consider a situation in which Ann utters the fol-
lowing words:

(1) Peter is a friend.

In uttering sentence (1), Ann produces a linguistic representation of a certain
worldly state. In other words, she performs the locutionary act of saying that
Peter is a friend and the locution she thereby creates has a certain meaning which
involves a more or less definite sense, a more or less definite reference, and
a certain illocutionary act potential (Austin, 1975, p. 93; cf. Forguson, 1973;
Witek, 2015b). The sense and reference of her words, which constitute the so-
called rhetic content of her act, are determined by what Austin (2013, p. 5) called
descriptive and demonstrative conventions, respectively. The illocutionary poten-
tial of sentence (1), in turn, is an aspect of its phatic meaning which is deter-
mined by the rules of the grammar, i.e., the syntax-cum-semantics, of the lan-
guage Ann speaks. Taking into account the illocutionary potential of sentence (1),
Ann can be legitimately taken to perform the direct and literal act of ranking
Peter as a friend, provided the current topic under discussion is the question of
who Peter is, or that of giving an example of a friend, provided the currently
discussed topic is the question of who is a friend.

Ranking and giving examples are illocutionary acts. The illocutionary act is
the act of uttering certain words or, more precisely, of using a certain locution
with a certain more or less definite force. The force of an act can be defined by
reference to its normative or conventional effect. Roughly speaking, in uttering
(1) Ann performs a verdictive (Austin, 1975) or assertive (Searle, 1979) act that
takes effect by bringing about her responsibility for the truth of the proposition
that Peter is a friend. More specifically, in uttering (1), Ann puts constraints on
the range of subsequent conversational moves she and her interlocutors can ap-
propriately make; for instance, it would be inappropriate for her to say at some
latter point of the conversation that Peter cannot be regarded as a friend or that
there are no friends. What is more, part of the normative effect of her act of rank-
ing Peter as a friend or her act of giving an example of a friend is the fact that her
interlocutors are entitled to believe and claim in appropriate conversational con-
texts that Peter can be regarded as a friend and that Peter is an example of
a friend. As Mary Kate McGowan (2019, pp. 21-13) would put it, illocutionary
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acts enact new conversational and practical norms that are registered by the score
of conversation. In sum, in making a felicitous illocutionary act, the speaker
modifies the network of normative relations between her and her interlocutors
(Heal, 2013); the relations are normative because they are best described in terms
of commitments, responsibilities, rights, and entitlements.

Marina Sbisa (2007; 2009) notes that the normative effect of an illocutionary
act—and, by the same token, its force—is conventional in that it exists by virtue
of a tacit agreement between the conversing agents. The agreement can be
reached either by default or through the process of interactional negotiation
(Sbisa, 2013b; cf. Witek, in press). Roughly speaking, there are two factors that
play key roles in negotiating the actual force of an act: the speaker’s illocution-
ary intention, i.e., her intention to utter certain words with a certain more of less
definite force, and the hearer’s uptake, i.e., the way they read the speaker’s utter-
ance in the light of its illocutionary physiognomy (Sbisa, 2006, p. 153) under-
stood as a cluster of its lexical, grammatical, prosodic, gestural, and situational
features which can function as indicative devices of the illocutionary force (for
a discussion, see Austin, 1975, pp. 73-77). Following Navarro-Reyes (2010;
2014), we can say that the elements of the illocutionary physiognomy of an act
are reliable though defeasible criteria that the hearer uses to attribute a certain
illocutionary intention to the speaker.

In uttering (1), Ann can also convince her interlocutors that Peter can be re-
garded as a friend. She can also calm them down or surprise them. Convincing,
calming, and surprising are perlocutionary acts which are defined by reference to
their characteristic consequential effects. It is instructive to note that some perlo-
cutionary effects of an act can be distinguished as its “perlocutionary objects”
(Austin, 1975, p. 118; cf. Sbisa, 2013a, p. 36) or responses it invites “by conven-
tion” (Austin, 1975, p. 117; cf. Witek, 2015a). For instance, the fact that Ann’s
interlocutors come to believe that Peter is a friend is a perlocutionary object of
the illocutionary act she makes in uttering (1); their being surprised by what they
hear, by contrast, is a merely perlocutionary effect of her words. In sum, getting
one’s interlocutors to believe that p is a perlocutionary act standardly associated
with asserting that p; by contrast, calming down, surprising, amusing, and so on,
produce merely perlocutionary consequences of an utterance.

In short, locutionary, illocutionary, and perlocutionary acts are three different
ways, as Austin (1975) would put it, of doing things with words. We distinguish
between them by taking into account three different outcomes for the production
of which the speaker can legitimately be held responsible: representational, nor-
mative, and consequential, respectively. In short, locutionary, illocutionary, and
perlocutionary acts are not so much recognized as attributed along the lines pos-
ited by the Hartian theory of action. According to Herbert L. A. Hart (1946) and
his followers (Paprzycka, 2014), the purpose of action sentences of the form
“4 does/did ¢” is to attribute “responsibility for certain events to [4] on the basis
of generally accepted rules of conduct” (Paprzycka, 2014, p. 328). Hart distin-
guishes between positive conditions under which one can legitimately attribute
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responsibility for producing a certain outcome to an agent, and negative condi-
tions that defeat the prima facie appropriateness of that attribution. In short, to
define a certain type of action is to specify positive and negative conditions of
attributing responsibility for producing its characteristic effect. For instance,
John’s arm moving in such a way as to knock a glass off the table is a positive
condition under which he can legitimately be attributed responsibility for break-
ing the glass; his arm moving as a result of a spasm, in turn, is a negative condi-
tion that defeats the prima facie appropriateness of that attribution.? Analogously,
Ann’s utterance of (1) in a certain context is a positive condition of attributing to
her responsibility for giving her interlocutors a reason to think that Peter is
a friend; if she uttered (1) under duress, however, the attribution in question
would be defeated. In general, ascriptions of responsibility are defeasible, i.e.,
“are subject to termination” (Hart, 1946, p. 175) in a number of defeating or
negative conditions, the common feature of which is that in one way or another
they “affect the agent’s control of an activity” (Paprzycka, 2014, p. 331). Like-
wise, Sbisa (2007, p. 465) argues that the ascription of a certain illocutionary
force to an utterance is defeasible, i.c., it is “liable to turning out null and void
under certain conditions”. In short, responsibilism about action seems to be in-
herent in some Austin-inspired theories of speech acts, e.g., the normative ac-
count proposed by Marina Sbisa (2007; cf. Witek, 2015¢; 2021; 2022) and the
externalist model developed by Jestis Navarro-Reyes (2010; 2014).3

As Katarzyna Paprzycka (2014, p. 330) notes, to adopt the Hartian perspec-
tive is not to reject the notion of intentional action but, rather, to claim that it is
conceptually posterior to the notion of publicly attributable action.* The same
holds for the Austin-inspired theories of speech acts mentioned in the previous
paragraph. For instance, Navarro-Reyes (2010; 2014) argues that normally the
words the speaker utters in a certain context are reliable criteria we use in attrib-
uting a certain illocutionary intention-in-action to her; he adds, however, that the
attribution is defeasible and in some circumstances we have to acknowledge that
the illocutionary act legitimately attributed to the speaker, though felicitous and
successful, has been performed unintentionally. Analogously, in Section 6 below
I argue that normally the speaker’s demonstrative gesture is a reliable criterion for
her directing intention, i.e., the intention that directs her act of demonstrative ref-
erence; this criterion, however, is defeasible and, under some circumstances, we
have to acknowledge that a pointing gesture made by the speaker constitutes

21 borrow this example from Katarzyna Paprzycka (2014, p. 328).

3 For a discussion of the relationship between Hart’s legal theory and Austin’s theory
of speech acts, see Matczak, 2019.

4 In a similar vein, Palle Leth (2021) claims that to reject the intentionalist perspective
on meaning-constitution is not to “diminish the fundamental role of speaker intentions in
interpretation”. He argues, rather, that “in most cases nothing will be a reasonable inter-
pretation unless it corresponds to what the hearer had good reasons to take as the speak-
er’s intended meaning” (Leth, 2021, p. 295).
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a successful albeit unintended act of demonstration, where “successful” means “con-
tributing the demonstrated object to the referential content of the speaker’s act”.

Of course more could be done to present the Austinian approach to speech
acts and the Hartian perspective on action in a comprehensive manner. It is worth
stressing, however, that my aim in this section is to set the stage for the subse-
quent discussion, i.e., to introduce those elements of the Austinian and Hartian
frameworks which can be useful in the discussion offered in the remaining part
of this paper. In what follows, then, I use the above-characterized notions of
locution, illocution, perlocution, illocutionary physiognomy, and defeasible ac-
tion-attributions to develop a speech act-based account of demonstrative refer-
ence and acts of demonstration.

3. Kaplan’s Dilemma

In “Dthat”, David Kaplan (1979) considers a hypothetical situation in which
he points behind himself and says:

(2) Dthatis apicture of one of the greatest philosophers of the twentieth century.’

He is unaware that someone has just replaced the portrait of Rudolf Carnap,
which hung at the wall behind him, with a portrait of Spiro Agnew. Intuitively,
Kaplan says something false of the object he refers to. He intends to refer to the
picture of Carnap, which is the object he has in mind, but his demonstration
seems to override this intention and it is the picture of Agnew that gets secured
as the referent.

Kaplan uses example (2) to argue that the object the speaker refers to with
ademonstrative expression combined with a pointing is determined by her ges-
ture. In “Afterthoughts”, however, he claims that demonstrative reference is de-
termined by the speaker’s directing intention “to point at a perceived individual on
whom he has focused” (1989, p. 582). He argues that demonstrative gestures do
not determine reference, but merely help hearers to identify what speakers refer to;
in short, they are of pragmatic rather than semantic importance. He also suggests
that the Carnap-Agnew case is atypical and as such should be ignored.

Kaplan’s discussion of the Carnap-Agnew case has given rise to the follow-
ing dilemma: either demonstrative reference is determined by the speaker’s
pointing gesture, or it is fixed by her directing intention. According to Marga
Reimer (1991a; 1991b), the former is the case; she discusses a number of cases
in which the demonstrated object, although it is not what the speaker intends to

5 Kaplan introduces the expression ,,Dthat” to represent the demonstrative use of
“that”. It is worth stressing that Kaplan (1989, p. 528) focuses on what he calls “perceptu-
al demonstratives”. According to Reimer (1991, p. 189), what he has in mind are “expres-
sions traditionally classed as demonstratives (‘this’, ‘that’, ‘this F°, ‘that F°, ‘he’, ‘she’,
etc.), which are used to ‘pick out’ objects or individuals within the perceptual field of the
speaker and audience”. I thank one of the reviewers for suggesting that I make this point.
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refer to, gets secured as the referent of the relevant demonstrative expression.®
By contrast, Kent Bach (1992b, p. 295) argues that “[n]ot just any intention to
refer to something is a specifically referential intention”. According to his ver-
sion of the directing intention theory (1992a; 1992b), demonstrative reference is
determined by the speaker’s directing intention which is part of her reflexive
communicative intention: the intention whose “fulfilment consists in its recogni-
tion” (Bach, Harnish, 1979, p. 15). He claims that the speaker’s demonstrative
reference is determined by her reflexive intention to get the hearer to identify
a certain individual by getting them to think of it as the object she points at.
Viewed from this perspective, then, the object determined by Kaplan’s directing
intention behind his utterance of (2) is the portrait of Agnew, although what he has
in mind is the portrait of Carnap. In general—Bach (1992b, p. 300) argues—acts of
demonstration do not override directing intentions, but are incorporated in them.

4. Korta and Perry’s Solution to Kaplan’s Dilemma

In Critical Pragmatics, Korta and Perry (2011, pp. 46-58) offer an original
variant of the directing intention theory. They claim that the reference-
determining intention is the speaker’s directing “intention to refer to the object
[her] motivating belief is about, by using an expression, or some other intention-
indicating device, or a combination, that is associated, naturally or conventional-
ly, with some cognitive fix [she] has on that object” (Korta, Perry, 2011, p. 42)
or, in other words, with a role it plays in her life. For instance, the speaker who
utters (2)—that is, Kaplan from the hypothetical scenario discussed in “Dthat”
(Kaplan, 1979)—wants to make the audience believe that Carnap is one of the
greatest philosophers of the twentieth century. As part of his referential plan he is
convinced that the picture behind him—which he wrongly takes to depict Car-
nap—plays a certain role in his life, i.e., it is the object he can point at. He also
believes that the meaning of “that” makes its utterance a way of identifying the
object that plays this role. Therefore, he utters (2) with the directing intention to
get the audience to recognize that he intends to identify the object that plays this
“exploited” role. He also believes that the picture behind him plays a certain
“target” role in the hearers’ lives—i.e., that it is the object they can see—and that
by thinking of the picture in that way they are likely to come to believe that Car-
nap is one of the greatest philosophers of the twentieth century. As a result, he
has a further target intention to make the hearers recognize that he intends them
to think of the portrait as playing this role.

Like Bach, Korta and Perry conclude that the object fixed by Kaplan’s directing
intention is the very object he points at. Unlike Bach, however, they assume that in

61t is worth noting that in her paper, titled Three Views of Demonstrative Reference,
Reimer (1992) argues for a view she calls “quasi-intentional”. According to quasi-
intentionalism, both contextual features and intentions contribute to the determination of
demonstrative reference. I am grateful to one of the reviewers for drawing my attention to
this shift in Reimer’s views.
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forming his directing intention Kaplan represents the referent not as the object he
points at, but as the object he can draw the audience’s attention to by pointing.’

5. Careless Pointing and the Forensic Element

Korta and Perry discuss a modified version of the Carnap-Agnew case. They
consider a situation in which a professor of philosophy is standing in a lecture
hall and knows that there are two portraits hanging on the wall behind him: one
of Rudolf Carnap, which is closer to the podium, and the other of Dick Cheney.
His plan is to demonstrate the former and say:

(3) That is a painting of the greatest philosopher of the twentieth century.

However, his pointing gesture is careless and the “line drawn from his shoulder
through his forefinger and beyond” (Korta, Perry, 2011, p. 48) hits the portrait of
Cheney rather than that of Carnap. According to Bach’s model, the object fixed
by the professor’s directing intention would be the picture of Cheney. According
to Korta and Perry, by contrast, what gets secured as the referent is the picture of
Carnap; they maintain, namely, that the professor intends to make the audience
recognize his intention of identifying the object he can draw their attention to by
pointing; the fact that, as a result of his carelessness, he points at the picture of
Cheney, has no bearing on determining the referential or, as Korta and Perry call
it, “locutionary” content of utterance (3). In my view, however, it would be better
to call it the “intended rhetic content” of utterance (3) or, for short, “what is
intended”. According to the Austinian perspective, the locutionary meaning of an
act involves two elements: its rhetic meaning, which is composed of a more or
less definite sense and a more or less definite reference, and its grammatically or
linguistically determined illocutionary force potential (Section 2 above). For the
purpose of the present paper, then, I use the phrase “what is intended” to refer to
what Korta and Perry call “what is locuted”, i.e., to the intended referential con-
tent of an act.

Korta and Perry (2011, p. 49) consider also a situation in which the careless
professor is an eye-witness in a court case. There are two defendants: one seated
in the middle of the table and the other next to him. The professor is asked to tell
which of them is the culprit. He intends to point at the man in the middle, but
instead points at the co-defendant and says:

(4) 1saw that man do it.

7 Like Bach (1992a, 1992b; cf. Section 3 above), Korta and Perry posit that the speaker
who performs the act of demonstrative reference has a number of beliefs and intentions
that motivate and guide her communicative behaviour. Palle Leth (2021, p. 287) notes,
however, that “[t]he multiplicity of intentions is plausible, but in the absence of any argu-
ment as to why it is precisely the [...] intention [to refer to the object which is demonstrat-
ed] which is determinative the strategy does not really solve the intentionalist’s problem”.
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According to Korta and Perry, it is the man occupying the middle seat, not the
co-defendant, who becomes secured as the referent and contributes to the refer-
ential content of utterance (4): he plays the exploited role “the man the speaker
can see and can draw the hearer’s attention to by pointing” which is associated
with the demonstrative phrase “that man”.

By way of analogy, let us consider the following case discussed by Reimer
(1991a, pp. 190-191). She enters her shared office and finds her desk occupied
by her officemate. She can see her set of keys lying on the desk alongside her
officemate’s keys. As a result of her carelessness, however, she grabs her office-
mate’s keys and says:

(5) These are mine.

According to Bach’s model, the object fixed by Reimer’s intention is the set of
keys she grabbed. Korta and Perry would say, by contrast, that she has managed
to refer to her set of keys, because it played the exploited role “the objects the
speaker can see and demonstrate” associated with the demonstrative “these”.

According to Korta and Perry, cases of inept or careless pointing give rise to
what they call the forensic element. They claim, namely, that the way we use the
ordinary concepts of “what is said” and “what is referred to” is affected by our
judgements about the responsibilities speakers have for the unintended but fore-
seeable consequences of their careless utterances and awkward gestures. For
instance, the careless professor is responsible for the fact that some of the stu-
dents who were gathered in the lecture hall think that Cheney is the greatest
philosopher of the twentieth century. By the same token, the professor who utters
(4) in the courtroom is responsible for the fact that the jury members think that
he refers to the co-defendant and says that he saw him committing the crime.

Korta and Perry make two claims which I find problematic: first, that the ef-
fects of careless pointing are perlocutionary and, second, that they have no bear-
ing on determining the referential content of an utterance. I claim, by contrast,
that the consequences of inept pointing affect the illocutionary aspect of the
discourse dynamics. I also argue that there is a type of referential content—let us
call it “public”—which, unlike what Korta and Perry call “locutionary con-
tent”—i.e., what is intended in my sense—is sensitive to the hearer’s uptake or,
more specifically, to how competent interlocutors interpret the speaker’s words
and gestures.

6. Unintended Effects of Careless Pointing

In my view, the discursive effects of inept or careless pointing are illocution-
ary rather than perlocutionary and as such they affect the conversational dynam-
ics. As Korta and Perry (2011, p. 49) rightly note, a student who thinks that
Cheney is the greatest philosopher came to form this belief “by a perfectly legit-
imate process”. When challenged, then, he can reply, “with considerable justifi-
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cation”, that “professor so and so said he was”. By the same token, the jury mem-
bers are entitled to believe and assert that the eye-witness said that he had seen the
co-defendant committing the crime. Analogously, the speaker of (5) is responsible
for the way her utterance is read by her officemate, who is entitled to say:

(6) No, you are wrong. Those are not your keys; they are mine. (Reimer,
1991a, p. 191).

The effects of careless demonstrations discussed above are normative or,
more specifically, illocutionary. Let us recall that illocutionary acts take effect by
bringing about changes in the domain of commitments and entitlements of the
conversing agents and thereby put constraints on the scope of appropriate con-
versational moves that can be subsequently made. As Marina Sbisa puts it, the
characteristic effect of an illocutionary act

consists of a change in the entitlements and obligations of the participants with re-
spect to each other. This change is brought [...] on the basis of an agreement
among the relevant social participants: it is the conventional effect of an illocu-
tionary act as opposed to mere reception or a perlocutionary consequence. (Sbisa,
2002, p. 433)

The agreement by virtue of which the normative effect of a speech act comes
into existence is achieved through what Sbisa (2013b, p. 236) calls interactional
negotiation between the speaker, the hearer, and other relevant social agents (for
a more extensive discussion, see Witek, 2022; in press). The negotiation involves
the interaction of at least two factors: the speaker’s intention and the hearer’s
uptake. In formal language games—e.g., university lectures, court hearings,
etc.—it is the latter that plays a decisive role. This is what happens in the cases
of careless pointing discussed in Section 3.

Let us reconsider utterance (3). It will be instructive to stress that the utter-
ance occurs during a university lecture. By virtue of the role the professor plays
in this language game, he has a characteristic authority and a corresponding
responsibility for the effects his words have on what his students are entitled to
believe or, more specifically, on what the professor is legitimately taken to say
according to the shared communicative standards. In sum, the professor’s utter-
ance combined with his inept gesture affects what can be called, following Jane
Heal (2013, p. 140), the ,,nexus of second-personal normative relations” between
the professor and his students; in short, it takes effect as an assertion that the
portrait of Cheney depicts the greatest philosopher of the twentieth century. The
illocutionary physiognomy of the professor’s speech act, which involves his use
of sentence (3), his pointing gesture, and the situation in which it is performed, is
a positive condition under which one can attribute to him responsibility for giv-
ing his students a reason to think that Cheney is the greatest philosopher of the
twentieth century; in particular, it is a reliable criterion that his directing inten-
tion is to refer to the portrait of Cheney. As Navarro-Reyes (2010; 2014) points
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out, however, reliable criteria are defeasible. The students are entitled to believe
that Cheney is the greatest philosopher of the twentieth century, and believe that
this is what the professor has intended to say during his lecture. In spite of being
reliable and formed through a perfectly legitimate process, however, these two
beliefs are false.

Analogously, the eye-witness in a courtroom brings about the right of the jury
members to believe and claim that he said he had seen the co-defendant commit-
ting the crime; as a result, utterance (4) constitutes a binding assertion or testi-
mony to the effect that the co-defendant is the culprit. The same applies to utter-
ance (5): it takes effect as an assertion that the keys Reimer has grabbed belong
to her and, by the same token, invites the officemate’s response (6).

In sum, what the careless speakers are responsible for are illocutionary ef-
fects of their awkward gestures. In some respects, the speech acts they perform,
then, can be likened to what Navarro-Reyes (2014) calls “unintended illocu-
tions”. The actual force of an unintended illocutionary act is determined by the
hearer’s uptake rather than by the speaker’s illocutionary intention;® in other
words, it is reliably indicated by the illocutionary physiognomy of the speaker’s
utterance, where “reliably” does not mean “indefeasibly”. As a result, the speaker
who performs an unintended illocution is held responsible for what the physiog-
nomy of her utterance reliably indicates. It will be instructive to stress, however,
that the speech acts performed in uttering (3), (4) and (5) do not have unintended
illocutionary forces. That is to say, it is not the case that their actual forces differ
from the ones intended by their speakers. Rather, the crucial point is that their
actual referential contents differ from what their speakers want to say. Recall that
illocutionary acts are acts performed in saying something. As part of attributing
to the speaker the act of F-ing that p, then, we attribute to them the act of locut-
ing that p.

7. What Is Intended and What Is Public

The discussion in the previous section suggests a distinction between two
types of referential content attributable to the speaker’s utterance: what is intend-
ed, which is determined, as Korta and Perry propose, by her directing intention,
and what is public, which is sensitive to the way competent hearers would inter-
pret her words and gestures. Normally, the two contents coincide. However,
sometimes they differ. At least in some cases the public content of an utterance
differs from its intended rhetic meaning.

In short, there are two theoretically useful notions of referential content:
“what is intended” and “what is public”. We need both to account for the conver-
sational dynamics.

8 This idea plays a key role in a view that I call “externalism about illocutionary agen-
cy”; for a discussion, see Witek, 2015c, pp. 20-21.
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By way of illustration, let us consider the interaction between Reimer and her
officemate. Intuitively, utterances (5) and (6) constitute a coherent dialogue: as
Nicolas Asher and Alex Lascarides (2003, pp. 345-61) would put it, its turns are
rhetorically related to each other. More specifically, utterance (6) stands in the
rhetorical relation of Correction to utterance (5) (for a discussion of the relation
of Correction, see Asher, Lascarides, 2003, p. 345). This rhetorical link con-
strains our interpretation of the anaphoric expressions “those” and “they” used
by the officemate: they are naturally taken to be co-referential with the demon-
strative “these” used by Reimer. To account for the coherence of the dialogue
under discussion, then, we have to identify the actual referential content of utter-
ance (5) with its public rather than intended meaning.

However, it is possible to imagine a dialogue involving demonstratively used
pronouns, that sounds natural and coherent, but involves a turn to which two
contents are legitimately ascribed: what is intended and what is public. Imagine
a situation in which we are talking about two men standing in front of us: Laurel
to the left, and Hardy to the right. I say:

(7) a. Laurel fell.
b. He pushed him.

What I intend to convey in uttering (7b) is the proposition that Hardy pushed
Laurel—Ilet us call it “proposition #”—and thereby explain why the latter fell. To
make you recognize the intended referential content of turn (7b), I accompany
my utterances of “he” and “him” with appropriate pointing gestures which func-
tion as reliable criteria for my directing intentions and are, as such, elements of
what can be called the locutionary physiognomy of my utterance. As the result of
my ineptness, however, I point at the man on the left when uttering “he” and,
next, point at the man on the right when uttering “him”. You recognize my mis-
take and, as a result, identify proposition 4 as the one I want to convey. In re-
sponse to my utterance (7), then, you say:

(8) a. That explains why Laurel fell.
b. Butit is ze who pushed Aim.

Your utterances of “he” and “him” are prosodically marked and accompanied
with pointing gestures directed at Hardy and Laurel, respectively. The prosod-
ically marked focus on “he” and “him” signals that the current topic under dis-
cussion addressed by your utterance (8b) is the question of who pushed whom,;
this issue has been activated by your recognition of my inept acts of pointing (for
a discussion of the role of prosodically marked focus in indicating what question
is under discussion, see Beaver et al., 2017; Roberts, 1996). What is more, ac-
cording to the model of discourse proposed by Asher and Lascarides (2003,
p. 346), we use prosodically marked focus to signal that our current utterance
stands in the rhetorical relation of Correction to one of the previous contributions
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to the discourse. This is exactly what happens in the case under discussion: you
put stress on “he” and “him” to signal that the point behind your utterance (8b) is
to correct my utterance (7b).

The crucial point here is that in uttering sentence (8a), you use “that” to refer
to what is the intended referential content of my utterance (7b), i.e., to the con-
tent I intend to convey and thereby explain the event reported in my utterance
(7a). That is to say, to account for the coherence of discourse (7), you assume
that my utterance (7b) stands, by virtue of its intended referential content, in the
rhetorical relation of Explanation to my utterance (7a) (for a discussion of the
relation of Explanation, see Asher, Lascarides, 2003, p. 159). Your utterance
(8b), however, stands in the relation of Correction to my utterance (7b) by virtue
of the fact that the public content of the latter is the proposition that Laurel
pushed Hardy (let us call it “proposition /™). In sum, to account for the coherence
and dynamics of the discourse composed of segments (7) and (8), we have to
ascribe two contents to my utterance (7b): proposition /4, which is the intended
content of my utterance, and proposition /, which is its public content.

In my view, the distinction between what is intended and what is public
proves to be useful in explaining dialogues that involve no demonstrative refer-
ence, too. By way of illustration, let us consider the following variant of the
“John is turning red” example discussed by Korta and Perry (2011, p. 119).

(9) 4: a. Iwould like to talk to a communist.
B: b. John is turning red.
A: c. Thatis not true!
d. I talked to him this morning and must say he is an avowed anti-

communist.

B: e. Oh, sorry! I mean that his face is turning red from eating a hot
pepper.

After hearing B’s response, A is entitled to think that in issuing utterance (9b) her
interlocutor means that John is becoming a communist. This interpretation ena-
bles her to maintain the default interpretation that B contributes to the develop-
ment of a coherent discourse or, more specifically, that utterance (9b) is rhetori-
cally linked to utterance (9a). It is natural to assume, namely, that the former
stands in the relation of Plan-Elaboration to the latter or, more specifically, that
utterance (9b) provides information that would help A4 to elaborate a plan for
achieving her conversational goals (Asher, Lascarides, 2003, pp. 326, 410). Be-
ing a competent discourse participant, then, 4 ascribes the content “John is be-
coming a communist” to the utterance (9b). (Following Asher and Lascarides,
I take 4’s knowledge of the semantics of rhetorical relations to be part of her
discursive competence). The way A4 reads B’s remark is manifested in her re-
sponses, i.e., in utterance (9¢) followed by (9d): the former stands in the relation
of Correction to utterance (9b), whereas the latter stands to it in the relation of
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Counterevidence. In sum, the sequence of conversational turns from (9a) to (9d)
can be regarded as forming a coherent discourse, provided we take B to mean
that John is becoming a communist.

It turns out, however, that in making utterance (9b) B intended to say that
John’s face is turning red. The intended content of utterance (9b), then, differs
from its publicly recognizable meaning. Note that utterance of (9¢) is linked to
utterance (9b) with the relation of Clarification. To make sense of this rhetorical
link, however, we have to ascribe the content “John’s face is changing its colour
to red” to utterance (9b).

In sum, to account for the dynamics of discourse (9), we have to assume that
its second turn has two referential contents: one public, which can be para-
phrased as “John is becoming a communist”, and the other intended, which can
be expressed as “John’s face is changing its colour to red”. By virtue of the for-
mer, (9b) is rhetorically linked to contributions (9a), (9¢) and (9d); due to the
latter, in turn, it is rhetorically associated with contribution (9d).

So far I have argued that the proposed model, which distinguishes between
what is intended and what is public, enables us to account for cases of demon-
strative reference that involve inept or careless pointing. It is worth stressing,
however, that it applies to normal and typical cases, too; that is to say, it allows
us to explain situations in which there is no discrepancy between what the speak-
er intends to refer and the object she points to.” By way of illustration, let us
consider a modified version of the careless professor case discussed in Section 6.
Let us assume that the professor who utters (3) points to the portrait of Carnap,
which is the object he intends to refer to. His gesture is a positive condition un-
der which one can legitimately attribute to him the act of demonstrating the por-
trait of Carnap; by the same token, it is a reliable criterion (Navarro-Reyes, 2010;
2014) for the professor’s directing intention, i.e., his intention to refer to the
object that he can draw his audience’s attention to by pointing. In fact, there is no
divergence between the public content of his utterance and the singular proposi-
tion he intends to communicate.

8. Possible Objections

In this section I would like to discuss two objections that might be raised
against the action-based model presented above. First, one may argue that (a) the
contrast between what is intended and what is public simply mimics or even
repackages Kripke’s (1977; cf. Bach, 2017; Leth, 2020; Smit, 2012; 2018) fa-
mous distinction between speaker’s reference and semantic reference. Second,
one may point out that (b) the controversy between my account of the cases
involving inept pointing discussed in Section 6 and the one offered by Korta and
Perry is purely terminological.'?

%1 thank one of the reviewers for suggesting that I make this point.
10T thank one of the reviewers for raising these concerns.
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My response to objection (a) rests on two ideas. The first one has been put
forth and elaborated by a number of scholars (e.g., Bach, 2017, p. 65; Smit,
2012, p. 44) who have argued that demonstrative expressions do not have seman-
tic referents;!! if this is the case, and I believe it is, then the public content of the
speaker’s utterance cannot be identified with the semantically specified meaning
of the sentence they utter. According the second idea, the proposed notion of
what is public can be likened to what Lepore and Stone (2015, pp. 208-209) call
the “grammatically specified meaning” of an utterance. More specifically, the
public content of an utterance is registered by what Lepore and Stone, following
Richmond H. Thomason (1990), dub the “conversational record”: an abstract
data structure that tracks publicly recognizable effects of conversational moves,
i.e., recognizable by anyone who shares our conversational standards, norms and
rules (Lepore, Stone, 2015, pp. 250-256; for a discussion, see Matczak, 2016;
Witek, 2022, pp. 63—66). Lepore and Stone argue that the grammar responsible
for determining the meaning of an utterance goes beyond the bare bones seman-
tics and comprises rhetorical structure rules in Asher and Lascarides’s (2003)
sense, rules of appropriateness governing the use of presupposition triggers and
anaphoric expressions, and rules of information structure responsible for the
generation of scalar implicatures. I would like to go further and add that the
resulting “extended” grammar (Witek, 2022) or, more accurately, our “socially
constituted communicative competence” construed as a system of shared rules
and norms of meaning-making'? includes also socially accepted standards of
action-attribution which can be described along the Hartian lines, i.e., in terms of
positive and negative conditions. As competent communicators, we are able to
use a “wide range of interpretive constraints over and above semantics as tradi-
tionally assumed” (Lepore, Stone, 2015, p. 87), i.e., over and above the rules of
lexical and compositional semantics. Among other things, we are adept at using
public standards of action-attribution, which rely on our cognitive skills to repre-
sent goals and means of their achievement (Tomasello, 1999).

It will be instructive to stress that my main concern in this paper is not so
much with the meaning of demonstrative expressions, as with the role of the
speaker’s pointing gesture in determining the object that contributes to the refer-
ential content of their speech act. Like Ciecierski and Makowski (2022), I take
demonstrations to constitute a subclass of communicative actions. The key idea

1 Following Manuel Garcia-Carpintero (1998), Richard G. Heck (2014) and Allyson
Mount (2008), one may also add that demonstratives construed as referring expressions
are linguistic devices designed to pick out contextually salient objects and that pointing is
one of several available means for bringing an entity to salience. To say this, however, is
not to suggest that demonstrative expressions can be ascribed semantic referents in Krip-
ke’s sense.

12 To say that the shared rules, norms and standards of meaning-making are socially
constituted is to assume that they are objects of what Michael Tomasello (2014) calls
“collective intentionality”; they are public in that they are shared by “anyone who would
be one of us” (Tomasello, 2014, p. 64).
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behind the account proposed in this paper, however, is that the agentive nature of
demonstrations can be best understood along the Hartian lines. In other words,
I claim that what distinguishes an act of demonstrating an object from a mere
bodily movement is not the alleged ontological fact that the former, unlike the
latter, is caused by the speaker’s directing intention, but the normative fact that
the demonstrating agent can appropriately be held responsible for producing
a certain outcome or, more specifically, for affecting the state of conversation in
a certain way. Provided relevant positive conditions are fulfilled and no negative
condition occurs, the speaker’s pointing gesture constitutes a felicitous act of
demonstration that takes effect by contributing the object pointed at to the refer-
ential content of the utterance. For instance, Ann’s extending her arm in such
a way that the line drawn from her shoulder through her index finger hits object
x is one of the positive conditions under which her interlocutors may legitimately
attribute to her the act of demonstrating x; her arm moving because of a spasm,
in turn, is a negative condition that defeats the prima facie appropriateness of that
attribution. In short, demonstrative gestures combined with uses of demonstra-
tive expressions constitute sub-locutionary acts that contribute to the determina-
tion of what speakers refer to.

Interestingly, Smit (2018) introduces the idea of public reference and argues
that it is an attractive alternative to the Kripkean category of semantic reference.
He defines the public referent of a designator as “the object that best fits the
relevant public evidence at the time of utterance as to the speaker’s referent of
the designator” (Smit, 2018, p. 135). In other words, he takes the notion of public
reference to be parasitic on the notion of speaker’s reference (p. 137). In my
opinion, however, the opposite is the case. Following Paprzycka (2014), I would
say that the concept of intention-in-action piggybacks off the notion of action.
The notions of “speaker meaning” and “speaker reference” are defined along the
Gricean lines: one speaker-means that p in uttering u only if one utters u with an
appropriate communicative intention. Communicative intentions, in turn, are best
understood as intentions-in-action (Lepore, Stone, 2015, p. 206). According to
the Hartian perspective, however, the notion of intention-in-action is conceptual-
ly posterior to the notion of action: we use the latter to construct and define the
former (Paprzycka, 2014, p. 330). Paraphrasing Smit’s definition, then, I would
say that normally the object that best fulfils the relevant conditions of being the
public referent of a designator is taken by default to be its speaker referent. As
Navarro-Reyes (2010; 2014) would put it, the conditions under discussion are
reliable albeit defeasible criteria we use to attribute a certain referential inten-
tion-in-action to the speaker.

Appearances to the contrary, then, the proposed notion of what is public and
the related category of public referent are not variants of the notions of semantic
content and semantic referent, respectively. What 1 define as the public content
of an utterance is an aspect of the illocutionary act legitimately attributed to the
speaker, where “legitimately” means “by following the shared standards of ac-
tion-attribution”.
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Let me move to discussing objection (b). In my view, the difference between
the proposed account of cases involving inept pointing and the one offered by
Korta and Perry is substantial rather than verbal. Viewed from the Austinian
perspective, illocutionary effects, unlike perlocutionary ones, are normative; for
this reason, I am reluctant to describe the normative effects of inept pointing in
perlocutionary terms. Nevertheless, the argument presented in Section 6 relies on
something more than the terminological convention according to which perlocu-
tionary effects are consequential whereas illocutionary effects are normative. The
key idea behind the proposed account of cases involving careless pointing is that
in characterising the normative or illocutionary effect of an utterance we normal-
Iy have to refer to its more or less definite referential content. Therefore, to classi-
fy a certain effect of an utterance as illocutionary rather than perlocutionary is to
allow for the fact that it has a bearing on the utterance’s locutionary content.

By way of illustration, let us reconsider Ann’s utterance (1) discussed in Sec-
tion 2.

(1) Peter is a friend.

Let us assume that in uttering (1) Ann performs an illocutionary act of ranking
which belongs to what Mitchell S. Green (2009, p. 160) calls the assertive family
of speech acts. To say so is to hold Ann responsible for what she says. More
specifically, it is to attribute to her the responsibility for zow the locuted proposi-
tion that Peter is a friend affects the state of conversation by putting certain nor-
mative constraint on what she and her interlocutors can subsequently think, say
and do. In general, illocutionary acts are acts made in saying something or, more
technically, in locuting something; in consequence, in attributing a certain illocu-
tionary effect to one’s utterance we ascribe to it a certain more or less definite
locutionary content.

To argue that the effects I classify as illocutionary have no bearing on the se-
mantic content of the utterance which gives rise to them, one may use the follow-
ing example.'* Ann comes to a party with her friend Paul. At some point Ann
wants to introduce Paul, who she thinks is standing next to her, to some other
person, Mark. As a matter of fact, however, she fails to notice that Paul has gone
to the next table for a while to get his drink left there. Unaware of that, Ann
points at the person who she thinks is Paul, but who actually happens to be John,
and says:

(10) Mark, please meet my friend Paul.
One may conclude that Ann is clearly responsible for providing Mark with

a reason to think that John is her friend Paul, but it says absolutely nothing about
the semantics of proper names.

13 T thank one of the reviewers for suggesting this example.
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Even though I agree with this conclusion, I do not think that it speaks against
the model of demonstrative acts presented in Section 6. In my view, Ann’s utter-
ance (10) combined with her pointing gesture takes effect as the illocutionary act
of introducing Paul to Mark. In other words, she can legitimately be held respon-
sible for providing Mark with a reason to think that the demonstrated person is
named “Paul” and that he is Ann’s friend. In short, Ann’s pointing gesture takes
effect as the act of demonstrating the person standing next to her, who happened
to be John, and as such contributes to the determination of the public content of
Ann’s act of introducing her friend to Mark. I do agree that this demonstration
has no bearing on what the token of “Paul” produced by Ann refers to. Neverthe-
less, it contributes to the determination of the publicly attributable referential
content of her speech act.

9. Conclusions

By way of conclusion, let me make two points about demonstrative reference
construed as a speech act.

First, demonstrative reference can be understood as a sub-rhetic or sub-
locutionary act in that it contributes to the act of issuing an utterance “with
a certain more or less definite ‘sense’ and a more or less definite ‘reference’”.
(Austin, 1975, p. 93) Its referential content is subject to interactional negotiation
and, depending on which of the two possible perspectives prevails—i.e., that of
the speaker and her intentions or that of the linguistically competent hearer—it
takes the form of an intended or public meaning, respectively.

Second, the notion of public content enables us to allow for unintended acts of
demonstration. Consider, for instance, a situation in which the queen and her min-
isters are talking about possible locations of a new royal residence. At some point,
the prime minister asks “Where should we build it?”” and the queen accidently hits
the map with her finger. Let us assume that the ministers take this gesture to ex-
press the queen’s decision and she does nothing to oppose this interpretation. Alt-
hough her gesture has no locutionary content, it can be attributed a definite public
content and the queen is responsible for the results of her behaviour.
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Artykul jest proba ujecia zjawiska presupozycji, opisywanego w jednej
z dyscyplin pragmatyki logicznej: teorii presupozycji; w ramach drugiej nieza-
leznej dyscypliny zaliczanej do pragmatyki: teorii aktow mowy. Dzialamy
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jac od przeciwstawienia wypowiedzi konstatujagcych wypowiedziom performa-
tywnym, dochodzi do ujecia wypowiedzi konstatujgcych jako performatywnych
(czyli jednolitego ujecia wszystkich wypowiedzi jako performatywnych), tak my,
wychodzac od obecnego w literaturze przeciwstawienia propozycjonalnych pre-
supozycji Fregego-Strawsona warunkom przygotowawczym (preparatory condi-
tions) mocy illokucyjnych, dochodzimy do ujecia presupozycji jako warunkoéw
przygotowawczych (czyli jednolitego ujecia wszystkich zalozen w sensie Frege-
go-Strawsona jako warunkéw przygotowawczych czynnos$ci illokucyjnych).
Podajac szereg reprezentatywnych przyktadow, probujemy tu uzasadnic¢ nastepu-
jaca hipoteze: badz prawdziwos¢ kazdej presupozycji propozycjonalnej danego
zdania, badz domniemanie przez méwce prawdziwosci wszystkich presupozycji
propozycjonalnych danego zdania daje si¢ zinterpretowac jako odpowiedni wa-
runek przygotowawczy tej czynnosci illokucyjnej, do wykonania ktorej stuzy
wypowiedzenie tego zdania.

1. Semantyczna teoria presupozycji

Teoria presupozycji stanowi dzisiaj jedna z najbardziej obszernych dyscyplin
pragmatyki logicznej. Cho¢ zjawisko presupozycji zostalo zaobserwowane juz
przez Gottloba Fregego (1967), wlasciwy opis zyskato dopiero u Petera
Strawsona (1952).

Wedlug definicji Strawsona zdanie 4 presuponuje zdanie B (lub B jest presu-
pozycja zdania A4), gdy prawdziwo$¢ zdania B jest warunkiem koniecznym na to,
aby zdanie 4 miato denotacj¢ (byto prawdziwe lub falszywe; w oryginale:
»P presupposes Q if and only if Q is true provided P is true or P is false”
[Strawson, 1952, s. 175]).

Wedtug Fregego (1967), jesli uznajemy za prawde zdanie: ,,Ten, kto odkryt
eliptyczno$¢ orbit planetarnych, umart w nedzy”, to nie mozemy zaprzeczy¢, ze
,»Byt ktos, kto jako pierwszy wykryt eliptyczno$¢ orbit planetarnych”. Podobnie
w terminologii Strawsona, prawdziwo$¢ danego zdania implikuje prawdziwos¢
jego presupozycji. Jest tak nie dlatego, ze sad logiczny wyrazony presupozycja
jest czescia sensu zdania presuponujacego, ale dlatego, iz w przeciwnym wypad-
ku wyrazenie: ,,Ten, kto odkryt eliptyczno$¢ orbit planetarnych”, nie miatoby
denotacji i w konsekwencji zdanie wyjsciowe nie byloby prawdziwe. Co wigcej,
to, ze wyrazenie ,,Ten, kto odkryt eliptyczno$¢ orbit planetarnych”, kogo$§ desy-
gnuje, a wiec ze zdanie ,,Byl kto§, kto jako pierwszy wykryt eliptycznos¢ orbit
planetarnych” jest prawdziwe, jest zarowno zalozeniem twierdzenia: ,,Ten, kto
odkryt eliptycznos¢ orbit planetarnych, umart w nedzy”, jak i jego negacji.

Strawson (1950) za Fregem uznaje, iz istnieja zdania (wlasciwie w termino-
logii Strawsona: ,,uzycia zdan” lub ,,wypowiedzenia”, czyli w pozniejszej termi-
nologii: ,,zdania w kontek$cie”) majace sens, czyli wyrazajace sady, lecz niebe-
dace ani prawdziwe, ani falszywe. W szczegolnosci sg to te zdania, w ktdrych
wystepuja deskrypcje okreslone nieposiadajace denotacji, bowiem zgodnie
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z zasada ekstensjonalno$ci Fregego, gdy sktadnik zdania nie ma denotacji, to
zdanie to nie posiada denotacji.

W praktyce, zachodzenie relacji presuponowania >> mig¢dzy zdaniami A,
B (,,A >> B” znaczy ,,A presuponuje B”) ustala si¢, sprawdzajac, czy fatszywosé¢
zdania B powoduje (w znaczeniu ,,0znacza”, ,,implikuje”, w gre wchodzi tu intu-
icja jezykowa) uznanie tego, ze zdanie 4 nie ma wartosci logicznej. Przyktady
(por. Levinson, 2010, s. 206-210):

,»Obecny krdl Francji jest (nie jest) tysy” >>,,Obecnie Francja ma krola”,

,Marta zatuje (nie zaluje), ze wypita piwo domowej roboty Jana” >> , Marta
wypita piwo domowej roboty Jana”,

,Jan zdotal (nie zdotal) zatrzymac si¢ na czas” >> , Jan probowat zatrzymac
si¢ na czas”,

,,Latajacy spodek przybyt ponownie” >> | I atajacy spodek byl wczesniej”,
,»10 (nie) Jan ukradl rower” >> | Kto$ ukrad} rower”,

,.1o rower jest tym, co Jan ukradt” >> Jan co$ ukrad}”.

Relacja presuponowania >> nie jest relacja wynikania logicznego (konse-
kwencji logicznej). Gdy zdanie B jest konsekwencja logiczng zdania 4: 4 + B to
z fatszywosci zdania B wnosi si¢ o falszywosci zdania 4, nie o braku warto$ci
logicznej zdania 4. Dla Strawsona (1950, s. 330), ,,«implikuje» w tym sensie
[chodzi o sens, w jakim zdanie «Obecny krol Francji jest madry» implikuje swo-
ja presupozycje: «Obecnie istnieje krol Francji»] z pewnoscia nie jest rowno-
wazne «wynika logicznie» (lub «logicznie implikuje»)”.

Definicja Strawsona pozornie wskazuje na mozliwos¢ formalizacji relacji
presuponowania w sposob analogiczny do semantycznej formalizacji relacji
konsekwencji logicznej, a wicc odwotujac si¢ wylacznie do pojgcia wartosci
logicznej w danej interpretacji, czy mozliwym $§wiecie i uwzgledniajac trzecia
warto$¢ logiczna: ani prawda, ani falsz. Lecz proby takich formalizacji (do naj-
wazniejszych naleza Beaver, 1997; Kracht, 1994) sa nieudane (por. Malinowski,
2004). Relacja presuponowania, w przeciwienstwie do relacji konsekwencji
logicznej, nie zalezy bowiem od form logicznych elementow bedacych w relacji
(od sposobdow rozumienia wystepujacych w tych elementach statych logicznych).
Na ogot to, czy dane zdanie niesie presupozycje zalezy od wystgpowania w nim
pewnego sktadnika, zwanego presupposition trigger (w powyzszych przyktadach
wyzwalacze presupozycji sa wyrazeniami podkreslonymi: deskrypcja okreslona
»obecny krol Francji”, czasownik faktywny ,,zalowac”, czasownik implikacyjny
»zdota¢”, okres§lenie powtoérzenia ,,ponownie;” w ostatnich dwoch przyktadach
konstrukcje rozszczepiona i pseudo-rozszczepiona zdan presuponujacych sg
odpowiedzialne za zaistnienie relacji presuponowania — por. Levinson, 2010,
s.209). To sposob rozumienia tego skladnika wyzwala i wymusza zaistnienie
zatozenia zwanego presupozycja (propozycjonalng). Zwykle rozumienie stowa
»zaluje” w zdaniu ,,Marta zatuje, ze dzisiaj pada deszcz”, wymusza uznanie za
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prawdziwe zdania ,,Dzisiaj pada deszcz”. Tymczasem sposdb rozumienia wyra-
zenia ,,jest przekonana”, nie wyzwala presupozycji ,,Dzisiaj pada deszcz” dla
zdania ,,Marta jest przekonana, ze dzisiaj pada deszcz”.

Cho¢ nie zawsze relacja presuponowania zachodzi dzigki istnieniu wyzwala-
cza (bywa, iz presupozycja jest wymuszona przez rozumienie catosci zdania pre-
suponujacego), to jednak ta zalezno$é¢, obok samej definicji Strawsona, wskazuje
na réznice mi¢dzy relacjg presuponowania a relacja wynikania logicznego. Trzeci
argument za odmiennos$cig tych relacji, szeroko rozpowszechniony w literaturze,
to zjawisko projekcji presupozycji na zdania negacyjne (por. Karttunen, 1973).
Projekcja presupozycji B na zdanie zlozone 4 polega na presuponowaniu zdania
Bprzez A, gdy B jest presupozycja zdania bedacego wiasciwym sktadnikiem zda-
nia 4. Przykltadowo, w og6lnosci jest tak, ze gdy 4 >> B, to rowniez =4 >> B
(por. niektére przyktady powyzej; ,,=” jest tu symbolem tzw. negacji de re, nie-
powodujacej tzw. kasacji presupozycji). Naturalnie, zjawisko projekcji wniosku
dedukcyjnego, niebgdgcego prawda logiczng, na zdanie negacyjne nie zachodzi:
w sytuacji gdy 4 + B oraz —4 + B zdanie B jest logicznie prawdziwe.

Definicja Strawsona dopuszcza, aby dana prawda logiczna, a wigc deduko-
walna z dowolnego zdania, byta presupozycja dla innego zdania. Z drugiej stro-
ny, presupozycja danego zdania jest przyjetym zatozeniem przez kazdego, kto
uznaje to zdanie za prawdziwe. Eliminuje to prawdy logiczne jako mozliwe
presupozycje, bowiem prawdy logiczne, by¢ moze nie wszystkie, lecz te najbar-
dziej oczywiste, wlasnie z powodu swojej oczywistosci nie sa zalozeniami. Po-
nadto, niektore zdania prawdziwe w sposob oczywisty, tzn. niewymagajace uza-
sadnienia, niebedace prawdami logicznymi, rowniez nie sg zalozeniami przyj-
mowanymi $wiadomie jako istotne dla tego, aby inne zdanie miato wartos$¢ lo-
giczng iz tego powodu nie sg uznawane za presupozycje. Oto np. zdanie ,,Sam
zje obiad wieczorem takze w Nowym Jorku” presuponuje zatozenie: ,,Sam zje
obiad wieczorem poza Nowym Jorkiem”, lecz zdanie ,,Takze Sam zje wieczorem
obiad w Nowym Jorku” nie presuponuje zdania ,,Kto$§ oproécz Sama zje obiad
wieczorem w Nowym Jorku”, bowiem to ostatnie zdanie, jako oczywiste, nie jest
przez nikogo zaktadane jako prawdziwe. Anaforyczne wyrazenie ,takze” nie
zawsze uwalnia presupozycje (Kripke, 2009).

Jak widzieli$my, istniejg przekonujace argumenty za twierdzeniem, iz relacja
presuponowania nie jest relacja konsekwencji, ani logiki klasycznej, ani innej
nieklasycznej. Inng kwestia, nierozwiazang, jest to, czy w danym zbiorze zdan
relacje >>, - sa roztaczne (przez caly czas rozwazan obcinamy relacj¢ + do
jedno-elementowych zbiorow przestanek utozsamianych z tymi przestankami;
naturalnie nierozlgczno$¢ obu relacji, podobnie jak nieuznawanie za mozliwe
presupozycje oczywistych prawd, wptywa na niesciste rozumienie definicji pre-
supozycji Strawsona, bowiem przy jej Scistym rozumieniu sytuacja: 4 >> B oraz
A + B implikuje to, iz B nie jest zdaniem fatszywym). Czy niedopuszczenie
prawd logicznych do odgrywania roli presupozycji implikuje roztacznos¢ rela-
cji >>, ? Wydaje sie, ze nie. Istniejg bowiem przypadki, by¢ moze kontrower-
syjne, gdy $wiadomie zakladane nieoczywiste zdanie uznamy za presupozycje
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innego zdania, lecz jednoczes$nie zdanie to wynika logicznie z owego innego
zdania. Oto np. zachodzi: ,,Jan ukradl rower” F ,Kto$ ukradt rower”. Ponadto:
» 10 Jan ukradt rower” + Jan ukradf rower (co jednak moze by¢ kontrowersyjne;
nie kazdy godzi si¢ na forme¢ logiczng przestanki: wxU(x, a) = b, czyli ,,to jedyne
x, ktore ukradto rower jest identyczne z Janem”, ktdéra rzeczywiscie implikuje
logicznie U(b, a); por. np. Han, Hedberg, 2008 w kwestii formy logicznej dla
tzw. it-cleft-sentences). Wowczas wobec przechodniosci relacji - mamy: ,,To Jan
ukradt rower” F ,,Kto$§ ukradt rower”. Jednoczesnie zachodzi: ,,To Jan ukradt
rower” >>, Kto$ ukradl rower”.

Naturalnie, mozna by rozstrzygna¢ problem roztacznosci relacji >>, - twier-
dzac, ze s one okreslone na roztgcznych zbiorach obiektow, relacja konsekwen-
cji logicznej jest okreslona na zdaniach, natomiast relacja presuponowania na
sadach wyrazanych przez zdania. W przeciwienstwie do relacji konsekwencji,
relacja presupozycji nie zalezy od form logicznych zdan, ale od pozaformalnych
sposobow rozumienia tych zdan, determinujacych mysli nimi wyrazone.

2. Presupozycje (zalozenia) w teorii aktow mowy

Warunki przygotowawcze (preparatory conditions) to jeden z szeSciu para-
metrow cechujacych moc illokucyjna F, ustalajacy pewna relacje sadu P (lub
stanu rzeczy reprezentowanego przez ten sad) wyrazonego w elementarnej czyn-
nosci illokucyjnej F(P) z innymi sadami S, ..., S,, n > 1, bedacymi pewnymi
zatozeniami dotyczacymi sadu P. Zazwyczaj warunki przygotowawcze utozsa-
mia si¢ z zatozeniami S|, ..., S,. Bez spetnienia tych zalozen czynnos$¢ illokucyj-
na F(P) badz w ogdle nie moze by¢ wykonana, bgdz moze by¢ wykonana, ale
niepomyslnie, z pewnym defektem.

Na przyktad, warunki przygotowawcze obietnicy Ob(P) (czynnosci obiecy-
wania, ze P) zawieraja nastgpujace zatozenia:

1) Stan rzeczy reprezentowany przez P jest wartosciowy dla stuchacza, jest
korzystny dla niego.

2)  Jest mato prawdopodobne lub wrecz nieprawdopodobne, aby w normalnym
trybie zdarzen, bez ingerencji moéwcy, stan rzeczy reprezentowany przez
P zaistnial.

3) Mowca wykonujacy akt Ob(P) jest wladny spowodowad zaistnienie stanu
rzeczy P, w odpowiednim, przysztym w stosunku do chwili wykonywania
Ob(P), momencie czasowym lub okresie czasu (por. Searle, 1985, s. 84).

Warunki przygotowawcze prosby Pr(P) (czynnosci proszenia, aby P):
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1) Jest mato prawdopodobne lub wrecz nieprawdopodobne, aby w normalnym
trybie zdarzen, bez ingerencji stuchacza lub mowcy, stan rzeczy reprezen-
towany przez P zaistniat.

2)  Shuchacz, ktory jest adresatem aktu Pr(P), jest wiadny spowodowac zaistnie-
nie stanu rzeczy P, w odpowiednim, przysztym w stosunku do chwili wyko-
nywania Pr(P), momencie czasowym lub okresie czasu (Searle 1985, s. 88).

Warunki przygotowawcze czynnosci pytania zamknietego g, czyli czynno$ci
Pr(udzielenie odpowiedzi wlasciwej na pytanie zamknigte q) proszenia o odpo-
wiedZz wlasciwg na pytanie zamknigte g, oparte na teorii pytan Ajdukiewicza
(1938):

Warunki 1, 2 dla prosby Pr(P), gdzie P jest sadem: udzielenie odpowiedzi
wlasciwej na pytanie zamknigte q.
3) Zalozenie pozytywne pytania ¢: co najmniej jedna odpowiedZ wlasciwa na
pytanie g jest zdaniem prawdziwym.
4) Zalozenie negatywne pytania ¢g: co najmniej jedna odpowiedz wlasciwa na
pytanie g jest zdaniem falszywym.

Wazni autorzy, np. John Searle oraz Daniel Vanderveken, twierdza, ze niekto-
re warunki przygotowawcze danej mocy illokucyjnej sa zdeterminowane przez
najwazniejszy z jej parametrow: cel illokucyjny (illocutionary point). Tak oto
warunki przygotowawcze 2, 3 obietnicy sg zatozeniami koniecznymi do spetnie-
nia w dowolnym zobowigzaniu, tzn. sg warunkami przygotowawczymi kazdej
czynnosci illokucyjnej zobowiazania sig, czyli takiej, ktorej celem illokucyjnym
jest utworzenie stosunku: zobowigzanie moéwcy — uprawnienie stuchacza. Skadi-
nad, niektére warunki przygotowawcze danej mocy illokucyjnej sa determino-
wane przez inne jej parametry niz cel illokucyjny, np. przez warunki wstgpne
naktadane na klas¢ sadéow mozliwych do wyrazenia z ta mocg illokucyjna (pro-
positional content conditions). 1 tak warunki przygotowawcze 3, 4 czynnosci
zapytania ¢ sa wyznaczone warunkiem wstepnym nalozonym na sad P, bedacy
komponentem czynnosci prosby Pr(P), tozsamej z zapytaniem ¢; mianowicie
sad P reprezentuje stan rzeczy: udzielenie odpowiedzi wlasciwej na pytanie
zamknigte ¢ (tzn. moc illokucyjna aktu zapytania jest mocg illokucyjng czynno-
$ci prosby z tym specjalnym warunkiem wstgpnym i w konsekwencji z dodat-
kowymi warunkami przygotowawczymi). W ogolnosci, warunek wstgpny (nie
istnieje jednolita terminologia w jezyku polskim, np. w pracy Levinsona [2010]
to, co tu nazywamy ,,warunkami przygotowawczymi”, nazywane jest ,,warun-
kami wstepnymi”, za$ to, co tu okreslamy ,,warunkami wstgpnymi”, tam nazy-
wane jest ,treScig propozycjonalng”), jako parametr mocy illokucyjnej, opisuje
klas¢ dopuszczalnych sadow, z ktorych kazdy, wraz z tag moca illokucyjng, moze
stanowi¢ czynno$¢ illokucyjng wykonang z sukcesem. W tym szczegdlnym wy-
padku jest to klasa udzielania odpowiedzi wiasciwej na pytanie q. Bywaja wa-
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runki przygotowawcze danej mocy illokucyjnej, ktore nie sg zwigzane z zadnym
innym jej parametrem. Niezaleznie od innych parametréow determinujg one moc
illokucyjng, np. zdanie ,,Wasza Wysoko$¢, czy moge wejs¢?” stuzy do wykona-
nia czynno$ci pytania z dodatkowym warunkiem przygotowawczym (zatoze-
niem), iz odpowiedz winna by¢ udzielona przez wyjatkowa osobg o krolewskim
majestacie (por. Vanderveken, 1990, s. 116).

3. Presupozycje propozycjonalne
a warunki przygotowawcze mocy illokucyjnych

Prawie wszyscy autorzy piszacy o teorii aktow mowy, jak réwniez o teorii pre-
supozycji uznaja te teorie jako roztaczne, w tym sensie, iz z jednej strony, przed-
miotem teorii presupozycji nie sg zatozenia bedace warunkami przygotowawczy-
mi mocy illokucyjnych, z drugiej strony, zaden warunek przygotowawczy jakiej$
mocy illokucyjnej, czyli warunek przygotowawczy do wykonania czynnosci illo-
kucyjnej, nie jest presupozycja propozycjonalng. Np. Vanderveken pisze:

Warunki przygotowawcze okreslaja zbior zalozen stosownych dla mocy illoku-
cyjnej. Zalozenia te nalezy odréznia¢ od innych zalozen, dotyczacych samego sa-
du [propositional content]. 1 tak np. pomys$lne wypowiedzenia zdan takich jak
,Czy zobaczysz krolowa Anglii?” oraz ,,Zobaczysz krolowa Anglii”, zakladaja
istnienie krolowej Anglii jako denotacji deskrypcji okreslonej. Takie zatozenia,
stosowne dla samego sadu, byly dyskutowane we wspolczesnej filozofii jezyka
przez Fregego i Strawsona, sg one niezalezne od mocy illokucyjnej. Mowca, ktory
wyraza sad z dang mocg illokucyjng jest rzeczywiscie zobowiazany do przyjecia
tych propozycjonalnych zatozen, niezaleznie od specyfiki mocy illokucyjnej.
(1990, s. 115)

Podobnie, Levinson pisze:

Dalsze przyktady [presupozycji] stanowig ilustracj¢ niektorych potocznych zna-
czen tego terminu, ktore jednak nie sa przedmiotem zainteresowania pragmatycz-
nej teorii presupozycji, cho¢ wiele z nich doczekato si¢ analizy w ramach innej
galezi teorii pragmatyczne;j:

[...] Henryk poprosit Roberta o zamknigcie drzwi, zaktadajac, ze Robert jak zwy-
kle zostawil je niedomknigte. Tak jednak nie byto, wigc Robert rzucit w Henryka
krzestem.

Adolf zwrdcit si¢ do lokaja ,,Wielmozny Panie”, presuponujac, ze ma do czynie-
nia z samym ksigciem Anzelmem. (2010, s.194)

Naturalnie oba powyzsze zalozenia mozna analizowa¢ w ramach teorii aktow
mowy jako odpowiednie warunki przygotowawcze, w pierwszym przyktadzie
jako warunek nr 1. dla prosby, w drugim przyktadzie jako warunek przygoto-
wawczy czynnosci powitania wysoko sytuowanej spolecznie osoby.
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A jednak jeden z najwazniejszych autorow teorii aktéw mowy, John L. Au-
stin, nie jest tak rygorystyczny w odréznianiu presupozycji propozycjonalnych
od warunkow przygotowawczych mocy illokucyjnych. Co prawda, Austin nie
uzywa terminu ,,warunki przygotowawcze”, ale mowi o warunkach fortunno$ci
wykonania aktu illokucyjnego i wlasnie wsrod nich znajdujemy te, ktore poznie;j
zostang nazwane przez Searle’a warunkami przygotowawczymi (nie utozsamia-
my warunkéw fortunnosci Austina z warunkami przygotowawczymi Searle’a —
jeden z glownych trzech typoéw warunkow Austina, warunki dotyczace tzw. nad-
uzy¢ to warunki szczerosci Searle’a, a nie warunki przygotowawcze; por. Austin,
1962, s. 18). Otéz Austin na rowni traktuje niespetnienie presupozycji (propozy-
cjonalnej) ,,Obecnie Francja ma kréla”, jaka niesie zdanie ,,Obecny krél Francji
jest tysy”, jak niespelnienie zalozenia, iz mowca jest posiadaczem rzeczy daro-
wanej, bedacego warunkiem przygotowawczym czynno$ci darowizny. Sg to
wedtug niego niefortunnosci wykonania odpowiednich czynnosci illokucyjnych:
stwierdzania oraz darowania. Austin pisze:

Na koniec mozemy spytac [...] czy pojecie niefortunnosci ma odniesienie do wy-
powiedzi, ktore sq twierdzeniami? Jak dotad, przedstawialiémy niefortunnos¢ jako
ceche¢ wypowiedzi performatywnej, ktora zostala zdefiniowana przez kontrast
z rzekomo znanym pojeciem ,twierdzenia”. Zadowolg si¢ tu jednak wskazaniem,
ze jedna z tych rzeczy, jakie si¢ ostatnio zdarzyly w filozofii, polega na skupieniu
uwagi wilasnie na ,,twierdzeniach”, ktore — cho¢ nie sg $cisle biorac, fatlszywe ani
»wewnetrznie sprzeczne” — sg jednak skandaliczne. Na przyktad twierdzenia od-
noszace si¢ do czegos, co nie istnieje, powiedzmy, ,,Obecny krol Francji jest ty-
sy”. Mozna sktania¢ si¢ do powiedzenia, iz przypomina to zamiar przekazania
czegos, czego nie posiadasz. Czy kazde takie twierdzenie nie zawiera zalozenia
o istnieniu? Czyz nie jest tak, ze twierdzenie odnoszace si¢ do czegos, co nie ist-
nieje, jest nie tyle falszywe, co puste? (1962, s. 20; wyrdznienie w oryginale)

Dalej Austin pisze:

Rozwazmy nastgpujace zatozenie. Co mamy powiedzie¢ o twierdzeniu: ,, Wszyst-
kie dzieci Jana s3 tyse” wygloszonym w sytuacji, gdy Jan nie ma zadnych dzieci.
Dzi$ mowi sie¢ zazwyczaj, ze nie jest ono fatszywe, poniewaz jest pozbawione od-
niesienia; odniesienie jest konieczne by twierdzenie byto prawdziwe lub fatszywe.
[...] Porownajmy to z naszym przypadkiem niefortunnosci, gdy moéwimy ,,Nadaje
imi¢ ...”, ale nie sg spetnione niektore z warunkow (A1), (A2) [warunek fortun-
nosci (A1) moéwi o istnieniu pewnej konwencjonalnej procedury obejmujacej wy-
powiadanie stow przez pewne osoby w pewnych okolicznosciach, za$ (A2) o od-
powiednich do tej procedury osobach i okolicznosciach] [...]. Mogliby$my postu-
zy¢ sie tu formuly ,,zaktadania”: moglibySmy powiedzie¢, ze formutla [$lubnego]
»tak” zaklada mnostwo rzeczy: jesli nie sa one spetnione, formuta jest nieudana,
jest daremna — nie udaje si¢ jej petnic roli kontraktu, gdy brakuje odniesienia (lub
nawet, gdy jest ono dwuznaczne), tak jak tej innej nie udaje si¢ by¢ twierdzeniem.
(1962, 5. 50)
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4. Presupozycje propozycjonalne
a warunki przygotowawcze asercji i deklaracji

Zgodnie z Searle’owska definicja czynnosci mowy typu asercja (jednego
z pigciu gtdéwnych rodzajow elementarnych czynnosci illokucyjnych, por. Searle,
1975; Searle, Vanderveken, 1985, s. 51, 92), oparta na wzajemnym ustosunko-
waniu (direction of fit) §wiata i jezyka lub, precyzyjniej mowigc, stanu rzeczy
w $wiecie i reprezentujacego go sadu (bedacego sensem odpowiedniego zdania),
przez stwierdzenie (asercj¢) rozumie si¢ elementarng czynnos¢ mowy, ktorej cel
illokucyjny polega na dostosowaniu sadu do stanu rzeczy w $wiecie, a wigc
postuzeniu si¢ zdaniem, ktdrego sens ma opisa¢é 6w (domniemanie istniejacy
w $wiecie) stan rzeczy. Cel illokucyjny determinuje warunki przygotowawcze
czynnosci 4s (P) stwierdzania, ze P, majace nastepujaca postac:

1) ,M [méwca] ma dane (racje itd.) przemawiajace za prawdziwoscig [sadu]
Pﬁﬂ;

2) ,)Nie jest oczywiste zarowno dla M jak i dla S [sluchacza], ze S zna (ze nie
trzeba mu przypominac¢ itd.) P (Searle, 1985, s. 88).

Teraz zauwazmy, ze w relacji presuponowania badanej w teorii presupozycji
wystepuja zdania, z ktérych to, ktére presuponuje presupozycje, shuzy (by¢ moze
nie wylacznie) do wykonywania czynnosci asercji. Co prawda, w teorii presupo-
zycji nie mOéwi si¢ nic o tym, ze zdanie wyrazajace sad P, presuponujace dang
presupozycj¢, shuzy do wykonania czynnosci 4s(P). Przyktady relacji presupo-
zycji wskazujg jednak na to, ze zdania niosgce presupozycj¢ sa pierwotnymi,
w sensie Austina (1962, s. 69), zdaniami performatywnymi, shuzacymi do wyko-
nania wlasnie czynnosci asercji.

Wré¢my na chwile do zjawiska projekcji presupozycji na zdania negacyjne.
Zalézmy, ze zdanie A jest jedna z presupozycji propozycjonalnych zdania Z, wy-
razajacego sad P i shuzacego do wykonania aktu 4s (P). Czyli prawdziwo$¢ zdania
A jest koniecznym warunkiem na to, aby sad P byl prawdziwy lub fatszywy. Tym
samym, prawdziwo$¢ zdania 4 jest koniecznym warunkiem na to, aby sad —P,
wyrazony zdaniem —Z byt prawdziwy lub falszywy (bowiem przy przyjmowanym
tu klasycznym zatozeniu, iz sad —P ma przeciwng warto$¢ logiczng niz sad P,
koniunkcja dwoch implikacji: ,,jezeli P jest prawdziwy, to 4 jest prawdziwe, jezeli
P jest falszywy, to 4 jest prawdziwe”, jest rownowazna koniunkcji takich implika-
cji: ,jezeli =P jest prawdziwy, to A jest prawdziwe, jezeli —P jest falszywy, to
A jest prawdziwe”; w og6lnosci, dla dowolnych zdan Z, A zachodzi rownowaz-
nos¢ Z >> 4 wtedy i tylko wtedy, gdy —Z >> A4). Zatem zdanie 4 jest presupozycja
zdania —Z stuzacego do wykonania czynnosci asercji 4s (—P).

Co wigcej, relacja presuponowania ma charakter intuicyjny w tym sensie, iz
ten, kto nie ma danych (racji itd.) o prawdziwosci presupozycji 4, uzna tym
samym brak warto$ci logicznej sagdow P oraz —P. Zatem ani mdéwca probujacy
wykona¢ przez wypowiedzenie zdania Z czynno$¢ As(P), ani méwca probujacy
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wykona¢ przez wypowiedzenie zdania —Z czynno$¢ As(—P) nie majg racji prze-
mawiajacych za prawdziwoscig P, ani prawdziwosciag —P, o ile obaj nie maja
racji przemawiajacych za prawdziwoscia presupozycji 4. Stad niespetniony jest
warunek przygotowawczy nr 1. czynnosci As(P) i niespetniony jest warunek
przygotowawczy nr 1. czynnosci 4s(—P), o ile moéwca nie ma racji przemawia-
jacych za prawdziwoScig presupozycji A. Wniosek: nieposiadanie przez mowce
danych czy racji na rzecz spehienia jakiej§ presupozycji propozycjonalnej zda-
nia shizacego do wykonania czynno$ci asercji As(P) implikuje niespetnienie
warunku przygotowawczego nr 1. dla dwdch czynnosci asercji: As(P), As(—P).
Innymi stowy, alternatywa warunkéw przygotowawczych nr 1. dla czynnos$ci
odpowiednio, 4s(P), As(—P) implikuje akceptacj¢ (uznanie czy domniemanie
prawdziwosci) przez mowce wszystkich presupozycji zdania stuzacego do wy-
konania czynnosci asercji As(P).

Odwrotna implikacja nie zachodzi. Tzn. niespetnienie warunku przygoto-
wawczego nr 1. dla czynnosci As(P), As(—P), do ktérych wykonania uzyto zdan
Z, —Z, nie implikuje nieuznania (braku domniemania) prawdziwosci pewnej
presupozycji zdania Z wyrazajacego sad P (w szczegdlnosci, zdanie Z moze
niczego nie presuponowac). Np. warunki przygotowawcze nr 1. dla asercji wy-
konywanych przeze mnie przez wypowiedzenie zdan: ,,Obecny krdl brytyjski
jest bogatszy niz obecny krol Arabii Saudyjskiej”, ,,Obecny krol brytyjski nie
jest bogatszy od obecnego krola Arabii Saudyjskiej”, nie sg spetnione. Tymcza-
sem wszystkie presupozycje tych zdan: ,,Arabia Saudyjska jest obecnie krole-
stwem”, ,,Wielka Brytania ma obecnie kréla”, uznaje za prawdziwe (mam dane
przemawiajace za ich prawdziwos$cig). Ostatecznie, warunku mowiacego, ze
kazda presupozycja zdania stuzacego do wykonania asercji jest uznana przez
moéwcee za prawdziwg, nie mozna utozsamiaé z alternatywa warunkow przygo-
towawczych nr 1. dla dwoch czynnos$ci asercji. Jednakze mozna go traktowad
jako odrgbny warunek przygotowawczy, nr 3. czynnoS$ci asercji, tyle ze zalezny
od warunku nr 1., bo przez niego implikowany.

Czgstym zjawiskiem jest wykonywanie czynnosci illokucyjnych réznych ty-
pow, w szczegodlnosei, gdy jednym z nich jest asercja, przy wypowiadaniu jedne-
go zdania. Np. kazda czynnos$¢ deklaracji (drugi z pigciu glownych rodzajow
elementarnych aktow illokucyjnych), a wiec czynnos¢, w ktoérej w jednym mo-
mencie czasowym wzajemnie przystosowujg si¢ do siebie wyrazany sad i repre-
zentowany przez niego stan rzeczy, jest z tego powodu jednocze$nie czynno$cia
asercji (por. Vanderveken, 1990, s. 140; co wigcej, stan rzeczy reprezentowany
przez sad wyrazony w czynnos$ci deklaracji urzeczywistnia si¢, czy zostaje po-
wolany do istnienia, tzn. sad staje si¢ prawdziwy, w trakcie wykonywania czyn-
nosci 1 wytacznie dzigki jej wykonaniu z sukcesem). Zatem nasze ustalenia co do
ujecia presupozycji propozycjonalnych wyrazone w aparacie pojgciowym zwig-
zanym z czynno$cig illokucyjng asercji, obowigzuja dla presupozycji presupo-
nowanych przez zdania sluzace do wykonania czynno$ci deklaracji. A wigc
uznanie przez mowce (na podstawie jakich$§ jego danych czy racji), iz kazda
presupozycja propozycjonalna zdania stuzacego do wykonania deklaracji jest



ZJAWISKO PRESUPOZYCII ... 95

prawdziwa, jest warunkiem przygotowawczym tej deklaracji. Jest to warunek
przygotowawczy zupelie oczywisty, w przeciwienstwie do czynnosSci asercji
niebedacych deklaracjami. Bowiem w ogdlnoSci warunek przygotowawczy nr 1.
czynnosci asercji, bedacej jednoczes$nie czynnoscia deklaracji, jest w oczywisty
sposOb spetniony — istnienie racji mowcy przemawiajacych za prawdziwos$cia
deklarowanego sadu P jest gwarantowane tym, ze moéwca w trakcie wykonywa-
nia tej czynnosci ma $wiadomo$¢, iz to wlasnie on czyni sad P prawdziwym
(niezaleznie od tego sad P moze okaza¢ si¢ nieprawdziwym, gdy inne warunki
przygotowawcze deklaracji nie zostaly spetnione).

W pomyslnie wykonanej czynnosci deklaracji wyrazony sad jest prawdziwy
(dzigki pomys$lnemu jej wykonaniu). Zatem kazda presupozycja zdania, ktore
postuzyto do wykonania z sukcesem czynnosci illokucyjnej deklaracji, jest
prawdziwa. Naturalnie, wykonanie z sukcesem czynnosci deklaracji oznacza
spelnienie wszystkich jej warunkéw przygotowawczych. Zapytajmy: czy obiek-
tywny warunek, prawdziwo$¢ presupozycji propozycjonalnych zdania stuzacego
do pomysinego wykonania deklaracji (a nie tylko subiektywne domniemanie
tejze prawdziwosci przez moéwce), moze by¢ jej warunkiem przygotowawczym,
niezaleznie od tego, iz jest ona asercja? Sadzimy, ze odpowiedz jest twierdzaca.
Aby ja uzasadni¢, rozwazmy dowolny postulat znaczeniowy, tzn. zdanie stuzace
do wykonania czynno$ci deklaracji specjalnego typu: arbitralnego okreslenia
denotacji (a nawet sensu fregowskiego) ustalonego wyrazenia wystepujacego
w takim zdaniu. Dla postulatu znaczeniowego Z(a), definiujacego znaczenie
wyrazenia a, zdanie IxZ(x), jest presupozycja zdania Z(a) (Z(x) jest tu funkcja
zdaniowa otrzymana przez zastgpienie kazdego wystgpowania terminu a w zda-
niu Z(a)) zmienng nazwowg x; por. Ajdukiewicz, 1958). Mozna wiec, na podsta-
wie powyzszych rozwazan, uznaé istnienie w umysle méwcy danych na rzecz
prawdziwosci warunku egzystencjalnego danego postulatu znaczeniowego za
warunek przygotowawczy wykonania tej czynnosci asercji, ktorg jest czynno$é
postulowania znaczenia przy uzyciu tego postulatu. Lecz taka czynno$é asercji
ma specjalny charakter, jest bowiem jednoczes$nie czynnoscig deklaracji. Roz-
wazmy jej warunki przygotowawcze. Naszym zdaniem, opartym na rozwaza-
niach Ajdukiewicza (1958), istnieja dwa nast¢pujace warunki przygotowawcze
czynnos$ci postulowania znaczenia, przez wypowiedzenie zdania Z(a).

1)  Zaistnienie woli postulujacego przejawiajacej si¢ w uznaniu konwencji czy
dyrektywy terminologicznej, aby tak rozumie¢ wyrazenie o, izby zdanie
Z(a) bylo prawdziwe;

2) Istnienie obiektu bedacego denotacja terminu a.

Jak wida¢, warunek przygotowawczy nr 2. czynnosci postulowania znaczenia przy
uzyciu postulatu Z(e) jest synonimiczny z warunkiem: ,,presupozycja IxZ(x) te-
go postulatu, jest zdaniem prawdziwym”. W ten sposob prawdziwo$¢ presupozycji
egzystencjalnej postulatu znaczeniowego nalezy utozsami¢ z jednym z dwoch wa-
runkéw przygotowawczych czynnosci deklaracji postulowania znaczenia.
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5. Prawdziwo$¢ (badZ domniemanie prawdziwoS$ci) presupozycji
propozycjonalnej jako warunek przygotowawczy
elementarnej czynnosci illokucyjnej

W ogolnosci, proponujemy nastepujaca hipoteze: prawdziwosé kazdej presu-
pozycji propozycjonalnej danego zdania, bagdZ domniemanie przez mowceg praw-
dziwosci wszystkich presupozycji propozycjonalnych danego zdania daje si¢
zinterpretowac jako odpowiedni warunek przygotowawczy tej czynnosci illoku-
cyjnej F(P), do wykonania ktorej stuzy wypowiedzenie tego zdania.

Oznacza to, ze nie jest tak, jak twierdzi Vanderveken (1990), iz najpierw
moéwea (i pewnie roéwniez shuchacz) musi uznaé prawdziwos$¢ presupozycji pro-
pozycjonalnej, presuponowanej przez sad P (doktadniej, przez t¢ cze$¢ zdania,
ktéra wyraza ten sad), bedacy sktadnikiem czynnosci illokucyjnej F(P), aby
nastgpnie (chodzi o logiczny, nie chronologiczny porzadek) ustala¢ spehienie jej
warunkoéw przygotowawczych, lecz uznanie prawdziwosci presupozycji propo-
zycjonalnej jest tym samym (a przynajmniej bliskie temu), co spetnienie jednego
z warunkoéw przygotowawczych. Np. w przypadku czynno$ci obiecywania wy-
konanej przez wypowiedzenie zdania ,,Obiecuje, ze obecny krol Francji bedzie
bardzo bogaty” nieprawdziwa jest presupozycja propozycjonalna ,,Obecnie
Francja ma kroéla”, presuponowana przez zdanie ,,Obecny krol Francji bedzie
bardzo bogaty” (i rowniez, dzigki projekcji, presuponowana przez cale zdanie
stuzace do wykonania obietnicy), wyrazajace sad bedacy komponentem tej
czynnosci. Interpretujemy ten fakt jako niespelnienie warunku przygotowawcze-
go nr 3. czynnosci obiecywania: mowca wykonujacy akt Ob(P) jest wladny
spowodowac zaistnienie stanu rzeczy P, w odpowiednim, przyszlym w stosunku
do chwili wykonywania Ob(P), momencie czasowym lub okresie czasu. To
znaczy, ze mozemy uznaé, ze obietnica ta jest wadliwa nie z tego powodu, ze
presupozycja propozycjonalna nie jest prawdziwa, ale z tej przyczyny, ze 6w
warunek przygotowawczy nie jest spelniony.

Podobng sytuacje mamy w przypadku czynnosci illokucyjnych pytania. Tutaj
nalezy jednak by¢ bardzo ostroznym w analizie. Zacznijmy od rozwazanego juz
wczesniej przyktadu aktu illokucyjnego pytania, w ktérym prawdziwos¢ rzeko-
mej presupozycji propozycjonalnej wcale nie przektada si¢ na warunek przygo-
towawczy. Oto w cytowanym wyzej fragmencie Vandervekena (1990, s. 115)
pojawia si¢ zadanie autora, aby analizujac zdanie pytajne ,,Czy zobaczysz kro-
lowa Anglii?”, zajaé si¢ presupozycja propozycjonalng ,,Anglia ma krélowa”,
niezaleznie od mocy illokucyjnej pytania, do ktérego wykonania to zdanie stuzy.
Autor chyba nie sugeruje, ze zdanie ,,Anglia ma krolowa” jest presupozycja
propozycjonalng owego zdania pytajnego — definicja Strawsona dotyczy wyltacz-
nie zdan, ktoére moga by¢ prawdziwe lub fatszywe, zatem nie obejmuje zdan
pytajnych. Jednak chyba sugeruje, iz jest to presupozycja zdania wyrazajacego
sad bedacy sktadnikiem tej czynnos$ci pytania, tzn. nast¢gpujacego zdania Z: ,,Sthu-
chacz udziela odpowiedzi wlasciwej na pytanie, czy bedzie widzial krolowa
Anglii”. Lecz przeciez w przypadku fatszywos$ci zdania ,,Anglia ma krélowa”,



ZJAWISKO PRESUPOZYCII ... 97

zdanie Z moze by¢ prawdziwe, gdy stuchacz odpowiada na to pytanie ,,nie”.
To oznacza, iz zdanie ,,Anglia ma krolowa”, nie jest presupozycja zdania Z.
Zauwazmy ponadto, ze sama odpowiedz wilasciwa ,nie” (,,Nie bede widziat
krolowej Anglii”) nie presuponuje zdania ,,Anglia ma krélowa”. By¢ moze Van-
dervekenowi chodzi tu o to, ze druga odpowiedz wlasciwa, ,tak” (,,Tak, bede
widziat krolowa Anglii”) presuponuje zdanie ,,Anglia ma krolowa”.

Rozwazmy przypadek, gdy kazda odpowiedZ witasciwa na pytanie zamkniete
niesie t¢ samg presupozycje. Np. pytamy: ,.Ile lat ma obecnie krélowa Anglii?”.
Niewatpliwie zdanie: ,,Anglia ma obecnie krolowa”, jest presupozycja kazdej
odpowiedzi wlasciwej na to pytanie. Woéwczas zachodzi twierdzenie: prawdzi-
wos¢ presupozycji ,,Anglia ma obecnie krélowa”, jest rOwnowazna alternatywie
warunkow przygotowawczych nr 3. oraz nr 4. dla czynno$ci zadawania pytania
zamknigtego Pr(P). Bowiem jesli ta presupozycja jest prawdziwa, to istnieje
doktadnie jedna prawdziwa odpowiedZ wlasciwa na to pytanie, czyli spetniony
jest warunek nr 3., zatem réwniez jego alternatywa z warunkiem nr 4. Na od-
wrot, gdy owa presupozycja bylaby falszywa, to jakiekolwiek wypehienie cia-
giem cyfr funkcji zdaniowej ,,Obecnie krolowa Anglii ma x lat”, nie ma wartosci
logicznej, zatem alternatywa warunkow nr 3., 4. jest falszywa. W ogdlnosci,
przeksztatcajac odpowiednio powyzsze uzasadnienie mozna dowies¢ twierdze-
nia: alternatywa warunkow przygotowawczych nr 3., nr 4. czynnosci zapytania
q implikuje prawdziwos$¢ kazdego zdania presuponowanego przez kazda odpo-
wiedzi wlasciwg.

Na ogét odpowiedzi wlasciwe na pytanie zamknigte nie sg naturalnie cze-
$ciami zdania pytajnego shuzacego do wykonania czynno$ci zapytania (lub zda-
nia wyrazajgcego sad P, gdy czynno$¢ zapytania ma postaé: Pr(P)), wigc wyda-
je si¢ na pierwszy rzut oka, ze ich presupozycje niewiele majg wspdlnego z pre-
supozycjami zdania stuzacego do zapytania (lub zdania wyrazajacego sad P),
a wigc, cho¢ zwigzane z pewnymi warunkami przygotowawczymi czynnoSci
zapytywania, nie sg istotne dla naszej hipotezy. Jasne jest jednak, ze pewna cz¢$§¢
kazdej odpowiedzi wlasciwej jest czeScig zdania pytajnego (lub zdania wyraza-
jacego 6w sad P) i wlasnie ta czgs$¢ jest odpowiedzialna za wszystkie presupozy-
cje kazdej odpowiedzi wlasciwej. Presupozycje odpowiedzi wlasciwych na pyta-
nie zamkniete sa wywolane przez pewne cze$ci zdania shuzacego do zapytania.
Dla potwierdzenia glownej hipotezy zasadne jest wiec szukanie zwigzku migdzy
prawdziwosciag tych presupozycji a warunkami przygotowawczymi czynno$ci
pytania zamknigtego.

Zauwazmy zatem, ze przy oczywistym zatozeniu, ze odpowiedz wlasciwa na
pytanie zamkniete jest zdaniem prawdziwym lub fatszywym (zatozenie to jest
konsekwencjg definicji odpowiedzi wiasciwej jako powstatej z funkcji zdanio-
wej), zachodzi nastgpujgca prawidtowosc: jezeli kazda odpowiedZ wlasciwa na
pytanie zamknigte ¢ niesie t¢ samg presupozycj¢ 4, to falszywos¢ zdania 4 im-
plikuje fatszywos¢ zdania Z wyrazajacego sad P w czynnosci zapytania Pr(P),
tzn. zdania: Stuchacz udziela odpowiedzi wlasciwej na pytanie ¢ (bowiem sytua-
cja, gdy zdanie 4, bedace presupozycja kazdej odpowiedzi wlasciwej na pytanie
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q, jest falszywe, oznacza, ze nie istniejg odpowiedzi wlasciwe na to pytanie —
zastagpienie odpowiednim wyrazeniem niewiadomej pytania w danej pytania nie
tworzy odpowiedzi wiasciwej, lecz zdanie bez warto$¢ logicznej). Zas falszy-
wo$¢ zdania Z implikuje niespetnienie warunku przygotowawczego nr 2. czyn-
nosci prosby: stuchacz, ktory jest adresatem aktu Pr(P), jest wladny spowodo-
wac zaistnienie stanu rzeczy P w odpowiednim, przyszlym w stosunku do chwili
wykonywania Pr(P), momencie czasowym lub okresie czasu. Ostatecznie, spet-
nienie warunku przygotowawczego nr 2. dla czynnosci prosby o odpowiedz
wiasciwg implikuje prawdziwos¢ kazdego zdania presuponowanego przez kazda
odpowiedz wlasciwa.

Kolejne przyklady potwierdzajace hipotez¢ podamy objasniajac jednoczesnie
status wskazanej w hipotezie redukcji (domniemania) prawdziwos$ci presupozy-
cji do warunkoéw przygotowawczych. Uzyty w hipotezie zwrot ,,daje si¢ zinter-
pretowaé jako” ma sugerowac redukcj¢ presupozycji propozycjonalnej do wa-
runkow przygotowawczych mocy illokucyjnej. Redukcja ta nie jest zjawiskiem
prostym czy jednorodnym. Nie jest to redukcja ontologiczna w sensie Karttunena
i Petersa (1979), gdzie traktuje si¢ zjawisko presupozycji jako nieautonomiczne
i niejednorodne, a presupozycje propozycjonalne réznych typéw sa niczym in-
nym jak zdaniami implikowanymi w ramach implikatur: uszczegétowione;,
uogolnionej oraz konwencjonalnej; w jednym za$ przypadku — sa warunkami
przygotowawczymi specjalnego typu aktow illokucyjnych: ekspresji (jest to
jedyny znany nam w literaturze przyktad redukcji presupozycji do warunkow
przygotowawczych). Naszym zdaniem nalezy wyrdzni¢ kilka rodzajow redukcji
presupozycji do warunkdéw przygotowawczych, réznigcych si¢ stopniem spro-
wadzenia (zredukowania) jednego do drugiego (przy czym, by¢ moze, stopnie te
nie sg uporzadkowane liniowo). Minimalny stopien zredukowania mamy w sytu-
acji, gdy fatszywos¢ (lub brak domniemania prawdziwosci) presupozycji zdania
zwraca uwage kazdego (lub tylko moéowcy w przypadku braku domniemania
prawdziwosci) na niespelnienie pewnego warunku przygotowawczego odpo-
wiedniej czynnosci illokucyjnej. Przykladem moze tu by¢ rozwazane poprzed-
nio, presupozycja ,,Obecnie Francja ma krola” zdania ,,Obiecujg¢, ze obecny krol
Francji bedzie bardzo bogaty” oraz warunek przygotowawczy nr 3. aktu obiecy-
wania: mowca wykonujacy akt Ob (P) jest wltadny spowodowac zaistnienie stanu
rzeczy P, w odpowiednim, przyszlym w stosunku do chwili wykonywania
Ob(P), momencie czasowym lub okresie czasu. Naturalnie, spetnienie tego wa-
runku przygotowawczego implikuje prawdziwo$¢ owej presupozycji, choé nie na
odwrét. Wydaje si¢, ze redukcja minimalnego stopnia (mysle, ze da si¢ jg row-
niez ujac jako ,,zwrocenie uwagi’’) ma miejsce w rozwazanych poprzednio przy-
padkach implikowania, przy braku rownowaznos$ci, (domniemania) prawdziwo-
$ci presupozycji przez odpowiednie warunki przygotowawcze czynnoS$ci asercji
i pytania zamknigtego. W niektorych wypadkach mozna uzna¢, ze redukcja ma
wyzszy niz minimalny stopien, mianowicie gdy niespelnienie prawdziwosci
presupozycji propozycjonalnej, uswiadamianej przez mowceg (shuchacza) badz
nie uswiadamianej, jest rownowazne niespelnieniu pewnego warunku przygoto-
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wawczego aktu illokucyjnego. Np. presupozycja: ,,Drzwi sg otwarte” zdania
»Zamknij drzwi” (,,rzekoma presupozycja” wedlug Levinsona 2010, s. 214)
shuzacego do wykonania prosby, jest rownowazna warunkowi przygotowawcze-
mu nr 1. (por. wyzej) tej czynnosci: Jest mato prawdopodobne Iub wrecz nie-
prawdopodobne, aby w normalnym trybie zdarzen, bez ingerencji stuchacza lub
moéwcy, stan rzeczy polegajacy na zamknigciu drzwi, zaistnial. Wreszcie, naj-
wyzszy stopien redukcji wystgpuje w przypadku, gdy presupozycja propozycjo-
nalna jest po prostu fozsama (Synonimiczna) z warunkiem przygotowawczym
odpowiedniego aktu illokucyjnego. Np. warunek przygotowawczy: ,,Moéwca
spotkal wtasnie (lub zostal wprowadzony do itd.) stuchacza” (Searle, 1985,
s. 90), czynno$ci witania jest przeciez presupozycja propozycjonalng zdania:
»Witam ci¢”. Na identyczno§¢ warunku przygotowawczego (by¢ moze jednego
z kilku) aktu illokucyjnego typu ekspresja z presupozycja propozycjonalng zda-
nia stuzacego do wykonania tego aktu zwracajg uwagg Karttunen i Peters (1979),
powotujac si¢ na Searle’a (1977). Z jednej strony, warunek przygotowawczy
dowolnego aktu illokucyjnego ekspres;ji (czyli takiego, ktorego celem illokucyj-
nym jest prezentacja przez mowce¢ postawy propozycjonalnej — mentalnej —
okreslonego typu skierowanej na stan rzeczy reprezentowany przez sad wyrazo-
ny w tym akcie) w wigkszosci przypadkow zaklada istnienie obiektu intencjo-
nalnego tej postawy, czyli owego stanu rzeczy. Z drugiej strony, istnienie tego
stanu rzeczy jest presupozycja propozycjonalng zdania bgdacego narz¢dziem do
wykonania owej czynnosci ekspresji. Innym przyktadem redukcji najwyzszego
stopnia jest zwiazek pewnej presupozycji zdania shuzacego do wykonania czyn-
nosci ostrzezenia z pewnym warunkiem przygotowawczym tej czynnoSci.
Np. zdanie: ,,Uwaga, konieczne jest zalozenie maseczek (przeciwcovidowych)”,
umieszczone na drzwiach pomieszczenia, stuzace do wykonania czynnosci illo-
kucyjnej ostrzezenia, niesie migdzy innymi presupozycj¢ propozycjonalna:
,»W tym pomieszczeniu mozna si¢ zarazi¢ covidem”, ktoérej domniemanie praw-
dziwosci przez odbiorcg tego komunikatu jest identyczne z posiadaniem przez
niego racji za tym, iz zarazenie nastgpi i nie jest to dla niego korzystne. Jeden
z dwoch warunkow przygotowawczych aktu ostrzezenia ma postaé: ,,Shuchacz
ma racje by wierzy¢, ze zdarzenie, przed ktérym moéwca ostrzega nastapi i zda-
rzenie to nie jest w jego interesie” (por. Searle 1985, s. 90).

6. Kasacja presupozycji wedlug teorii aktow mowy

Aparat pojeciowy teorii aktéw mowy mozna zastosowac nie tylko do wyja-
$nienia zjawiska pojawiania si¢ presupozycji propozycjonalnej, ale rowniez do
innych zjawisk zwigzanych z relacja presuponowania, np. zjawiska kasacji pre-
supozycji. Polega ono na postuzeniu si¢ mocno akcentowang negacja de dicto
przytozong do zdania presuponujacego dang presupozycje. W efekcie presupozy-
cja znika, tzn. zdanie presuponowane przez dane zdanie przestaje by¢ presupo-
zycja tego zdania z negacja de dicto. Rozwazmy to zjawisko na nastgpujacym
przyktadzie. Oba zdania:
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1) ,,Wszystkie dzieci Jana sg tyse”,
2) ,,Nie wszystkie dzieci Jana sg tyse” (negacja de re),

presuponuja zdanie:
3) ,Jan ma dzieci”.
Lecz uzycie negacji de dicto:

4) ,)Nie jest tak, ze wszystkie dzieci Jana sg lyse” (w domysle, ,,bo Jan nie ma
dzieci”),

powoduje to, iz zdanie 3 nie jest presupozycja zdania 4.

Wyjasnienie jest nastepujace. Przy uzyciu zdan 1, 2, 4 wykonuje si¢ trzy rézne
czynnosci o nastgpujacych formach: As(P), As(—P), ~As(P). Zdanie nr 4 stuzy do
wykonania ztozonej czynnosci illokucyjnej, tzw. illokucyjnej denegacji czynnosci
stwierdzania (por. Nowak, 2000; Searle, Vanderveken, 1985, s. 74). Zdanie 4 nalezy
identycznie rozumiec jak zdanie:

4’) ,Nie stwierdzam, ze wszystkie dzieci Jana sg tyse”.

Niewatpliwie domniemanie méwcy (posiadanie przez méwce racji na rzecz)
prawdziwosci presupozycji 3 jest warunkiem przygotowawczym (zaleznym, bo
implikowanym przez warunek przygotowawczy nr 1. dla asercji) obu asercji
wykonanych przy uzyciu zdan 1, 2, lecz nie jest zadnym z warunkéw fortunnos$ci
wykonania zlozonej czynnosci illokucyjnej przez wypowiedzenie zdania 4 (wa-
runki przygotowawcze, jako parametr mocy illokucyjnej, mozna sensownie
przypisywaé¢ jedynie elementarnym czynnosciom illokucyjnym, tzn. tym
o schemacie F(P); w przypadku ztozonych czynnosci illokucyjnych mozna
moéwi¢ jedynie o warunkach fortunnosci ich wykonania). Stad presupozycja
3 jest skasowana.

7. Podsumowanie

Warunki przygotowawcze czynnosci illokucyjnych wszelkich typéw mozna
podzieli¢ na dwie roztaczne klasy: do jednej z nich naleza te warunki, ktore
wymagaja zaistnienia pewnych stanow psychicznych mowcey lub stuchaczy, do
drugiej te, ktore wymagaja zaistnienia pewnych standéw rzeczy w $wiecie, na
ogot instytucjonalnych (w sensie Searle’a, 1985, s. 69; 1995, s. 27). Juz nawet
pobiezny przeglad zawarto$ci pierwszej klasy pozwala stwierdzi¢, ze podstawo-
wym typem stanow mentalnych, ktorych zaistnienie jest wymagane
w warunkach z pierwszej klasy, jest domniemanie. Przedmiotem intencjonalnym
tej postawy propozycjonalnej moga by¢ wszelkie stany rzeczy (lub sady je repre-
zentujace) w §wiecie, surowe i instytucjonalne, jak rowniez zjawiska psychiczne.
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Wykonanie aktu illokucyjnego z tego typu warunkami przygotowawczymi ozna-
cza wyrazenie (implicite) stanu mentalnego domniemania (niektérzy uznajg
wyrazanie domniemania czegos$ za odrgbne akty illokucyjne réznych typow —
por. Witek, 2021). Przyktadem sg tu warunki przygotowawcze czynnosci illoku-
cyjnej asercji. Warunki przygotowawcze z drugiej klasy sa obiektywne, ich spet-
nienie nie zalezy od postaw mentalnych uczestnikow komunikacji jezykowe;j.
Warunki te ustalajg zazwyczaj elementy procedury lub specjalnych okolicznosci,
ktére winny towarzyszy¢ wykonywaniu czynnos$ci illokucyjnej, gdy jest ona
pomyS$lnie wykonywana. Przykladami sa warunki przygotowawcze czynnosci
obiecywania lub proszenia. Istnienie owych dwoch klas warunkéw przygoto-
wawczych powoduje niejednorodny charakter proponowanej tu hipotezy. Z jed-
nej strony sama prawdziwos¢ badz falszywos¢ presupozycji propozycjonalne;j,
bez domniemania tych wartosci logicznych przez kogokolwiek, jest przektadalna
na spetnienie, badz niespetnienie pewnego warunku przygotowawczego z drugiej
klasy. Z drugiej strony, dopiero domniemanie prawdziwosci presupozycji redu-
kuje si¢ do pewnego warunku przygotowawczego z klasy pierwszej. Samo ist-
nienie presupozycji i jej prawdziwos¢, bez swiadomosci jej istnienia i uznania za
prawdziwag, nie moze by¢ przektadalne na warunek przygotowawczy wymagaja-
cy zaistnienia postawy propozycjonalnej w umystach (stan umystu nigdy nie jest
catkowicie zdeterminowany obiektywnymi warunkami zewngtrznymi wzglgdem
umyshu). Interpretowalno$¢ presupozycji propozycjonalnych w ramach warun-
kéw przygotowawcezych czynnosci illokucyjnych nie nalezy rozumie¢ jako redu-
kowalnos$¢ ontologiczng (Searle, 2010, s. 118 wprowadza dystynkcj¢: redukcja
ontologiczna versus redukcja kauzalna). Nie unicestwia si¢ tu zjawiska opisane-
go jako relacja presuponowania jednego zdania przez inne zdanie. Jedynie pro-
buje si¢ to zjawisko objasni¢ czy wyjasni¢, podajac inny jego opis, traktujac je
jako szczegdlny przypadek zjawiska szerszego: wystgpowania zatozen niezbed-
nych do pomys$lnego wykonania aktow illokucyjnych. Ten typ redukcji mozna
okresli¢ jako redukcje epistemologiczng. W przeciwienstwie do redukcji ontolo-
gicznej, podlega ona stopniowaniu.
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SUMMARY: The paper is an attempt to express the concept of Strawsonian
presupposition in terms of speech act theory. A comparison of existing in prag-
matics two concepts of presupposition: Strawsonian propositional presupposition
with a presupposition as a preparatory condition of illocutionary force, leads to
the conclusion that both kinds of presuppositions are completely different.
Whereas in the light of linguistic intuition, additionally based on Austin (1962),
it might seem that only one kind of presuppositions exists: the preparatory condi-
tions. This means that a propositional presupposition presupposed by given sen-
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tence is reducible, in a sense, to a preparatory condition of the illocutionary act
performed by utterance of the sentence. Such hypothesis is justified here by
evoking some examples of propositional presuppositions presupposed by sen-
tences used to perform the elementary illocutionary acts of different types.

KEYWORDS: propositional presupposition, preparatory conditions of illocu-
tionary force, infelicities of performative utterances.
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Stating that the attitude to truth adopted by exponents of the pragmatic theory
is tainted by a note of cynicism would not be perhaps an inconsiderable under-
statement. Much as it is grossly imprecise to subsume all the pragmatic accounts
under one category, their authors indeed appear to be asking a question: “what do
I get from holding a given belief as true?”. By doing so, they go strongly against
common intuitions which would prompt to regard truth as some form of an un-
disputable, unchangeable shape of reality, rather than a source of benefit to be
discarded when proven inoperable. With their line of argument they also blow
the coals under the fire of the most fundamental objection to the theory (called as
such in Capps, 2019, Section 5.2)—an accusation of anti-realism.

At the same time it cannot be denied that in providing their explanation for
the concept they bring together a few crucial factors which seem to be playing
a significant role in how truth is actually treated by both the scientific circles and
the average members of society. Three such factors should be pointed out: an
ongoing investigation into the sense of the term, transformative character of its
reference and consent of a wider community as vital in establishing its meaning.

In the light of such a dilemma, there appears to be a need for softening the
unsentimental, somewhat hard-headed overtone of pragmatism, so that its ad-
vantages could be more readily appreciated. The three aspects mentioned above
already prefigure the existence of a promising mutual ground between the prag-
matic take on truth and translation process. As in the case of the previous theories,
this relation will be here exposed and defended. Enveloping pragmatism in the
translational framework will help it shed its calculative, relativist image, and sim-
ultaneously at least to some extent deflect the blade of “fundamental objection”.

While some elements of pragmatic tradition are carried on by several con-
temporary thinkers, their versions of the theory draw on ideas which appeared
later (such as deflationism), and therefore might obscure the analysis (see, for
example, Rorty, 1991 for the notion of solidarity). That is why the study will
focus on explanations proposed by two classical representatives of the theory:
Charles Sanders Peirce and William James. First, because they are unquestiona-
bly considered as fathers of pragmatism, and second, since their contribution still
differs in many respects. So what may be thereby shown is that irrespective of
how each account is nuanced, they invariably retain a translative character.

C. S. Peirce—The Semiotic Nucleus Under the Crust of Science

Thanks to the foundation he laid for the field of semiotics, numerous attempts
to combine translation with the thought of Peirce already have been made. His
tendency to organise all phenomena on the basis of triads immediately brings to
mind basic elements of translation process. One may for instance view the source
text, the target text and its reader as participants in the Peircean “signifying rela-
tion” or the activity of translator as following the steps of abduction, deduction
and induction (e.g., Hartama-Heinonen, 2008; Robinson, 2016). These studies
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hint that there should be meaningful analogies also between translation and
Peirce’ remarks on truth.

These remarks should be briefly gathered against the background of his wider
philosophical system. Its grounds were clearly idealist and, as Burch observes,
characterised by strong affinities with the thought of Kant and Hegel (Burch,
2018, p. 4). In his view, the world was a realm of appearances, which he called
phaneron, and which consisted entirely of signs. Human consciousness, in its
cognitive activity was constantly interpreting these signs, creating their mental
representations. Simultaneously, in the act of interpretation consciousness itself
was turning into a sign—this triggered an endless chain of reading and represent-
ing (Peirce, 1994, Section 1.339).

On such an unstable, idealist foundation Peirce develops a surprisingly firm,
scientific approach—also towards the concept of truth. According to his pragmati-
cism, the conception of a given object could be reduced to “conceivably practical
effects” which this conception might have. These practical effects were the con-
ception’s meaning (Peirce, 1905, p. 165). Out of such building blocks of meaning
one could later construct beliefs. In order to confirm them and expand knowledge,
one had to explore practical effects of one’s experiments within the realm of expe-
riential data (Peirce, 1905, p. 165), following the steps of what Peirce called the
Scientific Method—a process of enquiry which consisted in formulating hypothe-
ses, making generalisations on their basis and subsequent testing their validity.
Beliefs confirmed in this way could be ultimately called true. Hence his idea of
truth is often summarised as “the end of enquiry”.

Peirce specifies his definition in How To Make Our Ideas Clear (1878), com-
bining semantics and ontology (Legg, 2014). He states that “the opinion which is
fated to be ultimately agreed to by all who investigate is what we mean by the
truth, and the object represented in this opinion is the real” (Peirce, 1878, p. 15).
In The Collected Papers he further adds that it is “a character which attaches to
an abstract proposition”; its

concordance with the ideal limit towards which endless investigation would tend
to bring scientific belief, which concordance the abstract statement may possess
by virtue of the confession of its inaccuracy and one-sidedness, and this confes-
sion is an essential ingredient of truth. (Peirce, 1994, Section 5.565)

This concordance ultimately consisted in the strength in which the statement
forced itself upon one’s mind together with practical enquiry (Section 5.566).

The Scientific Method as a Translational Workshop

Fragmentariness of Peircean reflections makes any attempt to arrange them
into a decisively coherent whole a questionable venture. His mysterious remarks
have provoked a number of critical voices. Among the most famous objections
there are those formulated by Russell, who argued that one does not observe
a tendency in the human history for beliefs to gradually converge into a unified
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theory (Russell, 1939, p. 146). Field was among those who noticed that Peirce’s
vision excludes a possibility of arriving at a plurality of opinions, while such an
outcome would seem quite likely, being essentially proper to human nature and
not requiring any further agreement (Field, 1982, p. 554). Quine noticed that it is
possible to approximate numbers, but not theories, since in their case one cannot
be “nearer” a given limit than the other (Quine, 1960, p. 23). And echoing the
“fundamental objection” mentioned above, Horwich expresses the obvious fear
of relativism. Dependence upon the agreement of community and evolving,
personal beliefs of its members make “truth” changeable, disprovable and hence
forever unreliable—while for the majority the idea should be conveying a sense
of ultimate, autonomous stability (Horwich, 1990, p. 12).

In the face of such in interpretative riddle, the notion of translation is offering
itself as one possible solution. Recognising its role is not an attempt to posit that
there is an ultimate reading of his entire theory, but merely suggest that when
viewed from at least one such angle, his vision presents a consistent picture. In
that picture, objections recalled above seem to fade and it becomes easier to
explain how the idealism of phaneron might underlay a world of reliable science.

External reality, the source of appearances, was providing people with their
sense perceptions. It could be therefore considered as a source text. Each person
was then becoming a translator who approached the original through the prism of
their own understanding. Because the original consisted entirely of signs, its
reception was naturally subjectivised in the act of interpretation. Beliefs formed
in such a personalised way, if they were to be called “true”, had to be acknowl-
edged as an intermittent stage, a work in progress towards obtaining an ideal
representation of reality. With their cognition expanding thanks to employment
of the Scientific Method, the individual would continually find their beliefs dis-
cordant with those held by others or with their own still newly acquired percep-
tions. Hence they would recognise a need to adjust them. So taking any such
original claim as a basis, they would transform it into a target text—a new repre-
sentation of reality—which might again undergo further transformations in an
analogous way.

This activity has a translative character. The source text is formulated in the
language of perceptions acquired from the external reality, modified by the indi-
vidual’s reading. The target text is to be formed in a different language—a medi-
um which would be intersubjective and which could be shared with other com-
munity members. Construction of the target text was a process determined by
a series of choices involved in applying individual creativity on the one hand,
and responding to external requirements or expectations on the other. The subject
first needs to decide how to articulate information about their experience of reali-
ty, and then what changes they would accept to introduce, in order to make the
target text operable within a larger community. The “practical effects” of a given
belief, the consideration of which according to the Peircean “pragmaticism”
accompanied the conception of every object, function as norms and conditions
regulating the translator’s creative process; every person who intends to coordi-
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nate their vision of the world with others is not free to hold it as originally con-
ceived. Possible unwanted consequences of their belief, inconsistencies with opin-
ions of others and obstacles in functioning within the world act as still new re-
strictions which the translator uses as criteria of adjustment. The finally created
target text has to be a balance between what is preserved from the original and what
is modified by the translator, to make the original content understood and accepted.

Another translative feature in the Peircean theory is the fact that the opinion
agreed upon by the community does not mark the end of the process. Just as the
translated text is not taken to be the ultimate rendering of the original and better
solutions may always be suggested, together with the ongoing scientific enquiry
every belief held as true remains subjectable to revisions. Moreover, similarly to
discrepancies that occur between different target texts, changes which are intro-
duced to scientific beliefs tend to be small and gradual, with a major break-
through being rather a rarity. What is more, Peirce significantly stresses that a true
belief is necessarily accompanied by “confession of its inaccuracy and one-
sidedness”. This brings it even closer to the target text, the latter being inevitably
imperfect and offering only one of many possible interpretations of the original.

In this way, verification process can be regarded as constant translation of
one’s beliefs, in order to make them better suit the results of scientific enquiry.
When the finally established opinion is viewed as a target text, elements of Peirce-
an definition fall into place. Truth as “concordance with an ideal limit” becomes
translation equivalence with the original—external reality—which the target text
of its human representation forever strives to yet never actually achieves.

By supplementing the theory in such a way, several points may be gained.
The unreliability objection seems to be losing its force. The changeable nature of
truth should not be considered as its relativism, but rather as its inherent adapta-
bility, with various translations remaining appropriate in the respective circum-
stances for which they were produced. In response to Russell and Field, transla-
tional workshop of the Scientific Method could acknowledge plurality of opin-
ions or theories as its outcome. This would not expose the Method as unreliable.
Even less so—if the source text was to be a dynamically evolving phaneron which
not merely breeds multiple interpretations, but literally consists of interpretation
itself, then applying different tools for its analysis and obtaining diverse results
appears inevitable. The translational framework allows one to justify the Method
employed on such mutable ground and legitimise variety of “truths” it yields. And
finally, the theory might perhaps defend itself against the accusation of antireal-
ism. When phaneron is understood by analogy to a source text, even though it
begets endless process of signification, there should still remain faith in a certain
primitive, mind-independent root which gives rise to interpretative chains—"the
original”—whose reading Peirce believed to be an ideal goal of science.
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William James’s Propitious Venture Through the Stream of Experience

It is Jamesian comments on truth which came to be considered as exemplary
slogans of pragmatism. Fame notwithstanding, their provocative and rebellious
overtone can hardly pass unnoticed, and criticism they may ignite becomes all
the more fierce upon exposing their notorious, mutual inconsistency. As in the
case of Peirce, James theory seems to be rather a nebula of ideas, if not a sign-
post leading to plainly opposite directions (contradictions are pointed by, e.g.,
Gale, 1999; Hu, 2016; Kirkham, 2001). Again therefore, as it was done in the
previous section, his statements will be gathered and set against a relevant back-
ground of his philosophy, not so much to forcefully synthesise them into a uni-
fied model, but perhaps to prove that using the concept of translation it is possi-
ble to draw within the nebula a line which reveals the shape of a logical constel-
lation. And as it will turn out, the choice of metaphor is not coincidental.

Similarly to the Peircean account, James’s theory of truth rests on a particu-
lar, astoundingly fluxional ontology. Its most crucial assumptions were drafted in
The Principles of Psychology (James, 1890) and Essays on Radical Empiricism
(James, 1912). For the purpose of the following study, what should be recalled is
that James discarded any division into mental and material substance, claiming
that the universe was built of a unity which he called “pure experience”. It con-
stituted the content of each individual consciousness, which was realising itself
in the famous “stream of thought”, neither physical nor spiritual—the idea for
which he was perhaps most distinctly remembered. One’s mental activity was to
be an incessant, interchangeable succession of moments when cognition rested in
a certain state of contemplation and when it proceeded to another by following
a thread of multiple relations: the “substantive” and “transitive parts” respective-
ly (James, 1890, p. 120). These relations were to be experienced by the individu-
al as directly as the contemplative moments and were themselves an inherent
element of the experience (James, 1912, pp. 95-96). At the same time, James
underscores the difficulty in grasping the real mechanics behind the “transitive
parts”, stating that there is no name which could exhaustively describe the com-
plexity of a process wherein the stream matched one state with another, only “by
an inward colouring of its own” (James, 1890, p. 121).

James’s most significant remarks were included in the preface to The Mean-
ing of Truth (1909) and can be roughly subsumed under two categories; those of
descriptive and those of evaluative nature. As far as description goes, in tribute to
the reverend correspondence tradition he states that truth is a property of certain
ideas which “means their agreement with reality”. In the light of James’s ontolo-
gy however, reality is not independent of the mind. The stream of “pure experi-
ence” which linked consciousness with the world seemed to be exerting its influ-
ence bidirectionally, in that the individual was constantly structuring perceptual
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data according to the prompts given by their conceptual scheme.! Consequently,
the belief might agree with reality in different ways, and the property of truth
was not “stagnant”. Instead, it “happened to an idea” and was made jointly by
events and human beings (“like health, wealth or strength”). What also clearly
follows is that truth would be relative (as it “varies with the standpoint who
holds it”). Lastly, the human contribution to truth-making consisted not only in
structuring the reality with which the belief was to correspond. The idea needed
to be practically tested: “its verity is in fact an event, a process, the process
namely of its verifying itself, its verification” (James, 1909).

What may in turn open the list of evaluative claims is James’s strong insist-
ence that whatever was labelled “true” was “one species of good”. True beliefs
were leading people to other parts of their experience through transitions which
should feel “progressive, harmonious, satisfactory”. “This function of agreeable
leading” was precisely what James meant by an idea’s verification (James, 1909,
Section VI). Moreover, the degree of truth which a given belief might possess
would be measured by its “cash value”, which meant how successfully it would
allow one to “ride” into further aspects of reality, and how useful an instrument
of action it would prove to be in the course of this venture. Hence his account is
often described as “instrumentalism” (cf. Stanford, 2015, p. 319). Kirkham dis-
tinguishes four senses in which an idea could be useful on James’s view. It al-
lowed one to properly manipulate physical objects around them, it facilitated
communication with other people, it enabled to make accurate predictions and
provided explanations for various phenomena (Kirkham, 2001, p. 94). As a sum-
mary of these functions one might consider James’s famous statement: “‘The
true’ is only the expedient in the way of our thinking” (James, 1909).

Russell demeaned such emphasis on utility as reducing the concept of truth to
that which has good effects, and objected that it would be impossible to deter-
mine an overall practicality of a given belief—all its effects being infeasible to
embrace or evaluate in the absence of any universal benchmark. Putnam however
defends James, arguing that Russell’s interpretation does not do justice to the
theory. He argues that it is misguided to trivialise James’s idea of truth as what-
ever makes one satisfied. Rather, for different types of claims there would be
various kinds of expediency; in science for instance, satisfaction with a belief
would be measured by how well it preserved the past discoveries, the degree of
its simplicity and coherence with other claims (Putnam, 1995, pp. 8-10). Indeed,
James says that for a satisfactory opinion to be formed, “first and object must be
findable in the world [...] and second, the opinion must not contradict everything
else of which one is aware” (James, as cited in Hu, 2016, p. 3). Hence in conclu-
sion to James’s evaluative characteristic it must be observed that the philosopher
seemed to have intended one’s judgement of truth as a balance between personal

1 “We carve out groups of stars in the heavens, and call them constellations, and the
stars patiently suffer us to do so [...]. We make an addition to some sensible reality, and
that reality tolerates the addition” (James, 1909, Section VII).
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contentment and empirical basis together with logical consistency, where the
latter two take in fact precedence.

Translation Ensuring Agreeable Continuity

It appears in place to ask how truth of an opinion could consist in agreement
with reality and at the same time be made by human beings. How to accept the
fact that to any true belief there would be a necessary admixture of subjective
satisfaction, as well as that its truth has an expiry date? And how truth could
always be considered good, if there seem to be claims towards which one might
remain indifferent? These are but a few concerns which the theory may raise, and
several prominent commentators have naturally grappled with reconciling
James’s mutually exclusive postulates. Yet they usually address only selected
aspects of the theory, and even if they analyse its entirety, then to the recognised
dilemmas they propose different solutions (for instance, Haack, 1984 deals with
the problem of correspondence; Russell, 1939 addresses the notion of usefulness;
Chisholm, 1992 defines the purpose of James’s overall project; Gale, 1999 inter-
prets each problem separately). By contrast, here a single notion will be suggest-
ed as a way to accommodate the majority of conflicting claims.

A good initial premise which may prompt one to view James’s idea of truth
as grounded in translation is his emphasis on processuality of the concept (“[the
opinion’s] verity is in fact a process”). As in the case of Peirce, a true belief is for
James merely a starting point, an incentive for action and a material which will
be subjected to further transformations. This event is defined as the belief’s veri-
fication, which James in turn attempts to explain better by introducing a notion
of “agreeable leading”. So this notion turns out to be lying at the heart of his
model of truth. The idea remains sketched rather vaguely and seems difficult to
grasp in terms other than metaphorical. Arguably, it can be specified as consist-
ing in a form of translation.

Any opinion which is a potential candidate for truth should be then consid-
ered a source text. As such, it constitutes an inextricable combination of data
which the person receives externally and their own immediate interpretation of it.
This would remain in perfect accord with the basic postulate of James’s ontolo-
gy, by which there is no subject-object distinction, and only the flow of experi-
ence. Let us take as an example a belief that “In Westminster Abbey there is
atomb of king Henry III”. The individual forms such a belief on the basis of
information gathered from history teachers, books, or the media. They hold it as
a certain mental construct, which is a resultant of images they may have seen or
words they have heard and their own visualisations of the place which they con-
sequently created. The belief as the original text represents what was in James’s
theory called the “substantive part”. When the person acknowledges the belief as
true, they move further in the experiential stream.

In his analysis, this movement was regarded as the elusive “transitive part”,
which may be explained as initiating a process of translation. The individual
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engages in practical actions: they may personally visit Westminster, notice
a crowd gathering around it, prepare money for the ticket and in the end see the
tomb with their own eyes. Each of these events would provide an example of
how the belief became a useful instrument (explaining the phenomenon of the
crowd, enabling to make a correct prediction of a ticket requirement and finally
corresponding visually with the image they saw). Turning the opinion into
a useful tool consisted therefore in changing it into events. This change is carried
out in a translative manner.

Firstly, in this process the person makes a series of semi-determinate deci-
sions regarding how the belief should be transformed (which place to visit, how
it explains the crowd outside or whether the picture they had in mind matches the
view they ultimately faced). They choose from a repository of available experi-
ences, checking how they reflect the content of belief by enabling to perform
successful actions; the decisions are largely free, yet they have to conform to the
external conditions, as long as they are to yield a successful venture. Secondly, in
the case of translation, when a new language is applied, on the surface the target
medium is different, however essentially remains the same in the sense of still
being an information carrying system. Similarly in James’s vision, mental con-
tent becomes translated into events, yet both phenomena happen within uniform
“pure experience”, constituting a fusion of the objective and the subjective.

Moreover, just as the target text is an effect of the translator’s creative work
with the original, it is up to a person how they interpret the belief and to what
practical uses it inspires them—consequently, the target text of events initiated
by the individual will be different for each person. Still more significantly, in
both cases, whatever these practical effects turn out to be, the process is aimed at
establishing a certain type of equivalence. For the translator it should be primari-
ly the equivalence of meaning, with simultaneous preservation of the text’s struc-
ture whenever it is possible. By analogy, the individual strives to achieve corre-
spondence between what the belief means and how it works in practice, where
the relation of sense is of primary importance, while the structural similarity
desirable, yet secondary (as the example above shows, what influences the per-
son’s actions making them successful is the sense of opinion they hold, while the
question to what extent the image which accompanies the belief copies reality
remains less relevant).

In this way, James’s idea of verification process as “agreeable leading” would
mean translation of judgements into their satisfying effects—establishing a rela-
tion of equivalence which links two “substantive parts” of the experiential stream.
A “transitive” movement is performed translatively, in that it is driven and
shaped by factors coming from both inside and outside of the individual. Transla-
tors are incentivised by the desire to externalise their “reading” of the original
text and at the same time confined to the resources available in the target lan-
guage as well as norms imposed by the community for which they translate. In
the same way the subject’s action is motivated by their personal beliefs, yet must
conform to the conditions imposed by the environment. Just as the translator’s



114 GIULIA CIRILLO

aim is to make the original understandable for a certain community, the transla-
tion process behind truth is aimed at making mental content of individuals oper-
able within the world and manifest for other people, so that they have but some
degree of insight into one another’s minds—a passage opened by a bridge of
equivalence, which always rests merely on a frail benefit of the doubt granted to
the translator.

There is yet another highly significant property of the “transitive part” in-
volved in truth which it shares with translation, namely simultaneous reliance
and dependence of the person on the conceptual scheme. Creative material which
the translator uses is the way they have come to understand and organise the
indivisible totality of meaning offered by the target language. They remain under
its unavoidable influence, since this semantic whole inspires and utterly deter-
mines their work. As noted above, James himself acknowledges that a similar
phenomenon can be recognised in the individual’s interaction with reality—
hence also in the way they give rise to practical effects of their beliefs. The ex-
ternal world, though somehow removed from the person further in the experien-
tial stream, is nevertheless to a certain extent also a product of the subject. They
continually structure perceptual data according to the patterns prompted by their
language. So they construct the target text of practical consequences not only by
initiating different events, but also in every arranging act of perception, turning
a scattered randomness of stars into a meaningful order of constellations.

Now it also seems easier to account for James’s postulate regarding the un-
failing “goodness” of truth. When viewed as consisting in translation, truth could
be considered good in a way demonstrated above—it consists in a continuous
strife to lift the veil of secrecy from the individuals’ mind, even if there be facts
towards which they remain indifferent. Moreover, “goodness” can be understood
in terms of translation quality; no matter how personally irrelevant the content of
the source text may seem, the way in which it was turned into the target one is
always subjected to the translator’s evaluation, and may be deemed “good” upon
conclusion of the process. Accordingly, such a sense of evaluative attitude would
also accompany each instance of “truth making”.

Finally, translation process inherent in truth enables to explain and waive the
burden of relativism to which the pragmatic theory seemed condemned. It came
to be accepted that the choices made by the translator as to which rule to honour
and when to enrich the target text with uniquely creative elements would vary for
each transformation they carry out. Consequently, their works differ—and yet it
does not preclude having a common concept as a name for all the instances of
their activity. And so the same would apply to the pragmatic truth, if the idea is
acknowledged as grounded in translation process. Furthermore, neither of the
phenomena involves a completely unpredictable and hence utterly relativised
action. If the translator wishes his work to be officially recognised as the target
text, it is adherence to the norms and social expectations that has to take priority.
A similar assumption can be found in James’s theory, in the form of empirical
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anchor the role of which, as pointed above, was to prevent the belief from falling
into total subjectivism.

Another aspect of pragmatic relativism was temporariness of truth (since it
merely “happens to an idea”). Again, this feature also seems easier to accept if
one keeps the suggested framework in mind. Translations are made to serve
specific communities at a specific point in time. It is natural that together with
societies” development and transformation not only of their language, but also
their general living conditions, target texts would gradually cease to be relatable
and there would continue to arise a need for their actualisation. The new ones do
not invalidate the old, but rather further contribute to exploring a full scope of the
original meaning. The previous ones remain accurate in the circumstances for
which they were produced. Transience of truth could be understood in the same
way. Beliefs do not have to be considered unreliable merely in view of the prospect
of losing the property of truth, and truth itself need not be deemed worthless. On the
contrary, each such opinion, before it is updated, has a role of delivering one of nu-
merous components which together fulfil the truth’s ever growing capacity.

Ultimately, this is how on the firmament of James insight it is possible to de-
lineates the constellation of truth theory which forms itself in the shape of source
and target texts, linked with translation process in its still new manifestations.

Summary

The two thinkers laid different corner stones to the theory; Peirce elaborated
the concept of enquiry in establishing truth, while James focused on practicality
of holding true beliefs. Yet they both constructed their visions on comparably
fluid, dispersive ontology (phaneron in the case of Peirce, and “pure experience”
for James), which coupled with a rather hard-headed approach to truth exposed
their analyses to similar objections (most grave of which would be conflict with
intuition, relativism and anti-realism). Recognising translation at heart of their
systems made it possible to reconcile incompatible postulates and took the edge
off the pragmatic blade. It was demonstrated that true beliefs apprehended sub-
jectively by the individual could be viewed as a source text, which was subse-
quently translated into a target text of actions—chains of interpretations, physi-
cally performed events, etc. The notion of satisfaction which disassociated true
beliefs from reality was revisited as the one which accompanies translational
equivalence, where a relative sense of aesthetic approval arises on the grounds of
a properly performed, specific procedure, and which additionally remains regu-
lated by the norms of a target community. Truth’s finite lifespan was in turn re-
understood as an enduring role that each act of translation plays in unearthing
still new significance layers of the original for a continually changing audience
of different times and places.
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TEORIA PRAWDY HAIMA GAIFMANA.
WATPLIWOSCI I ZARZUTY

STRESZCZENIE: W artykule omawiam teori¢ prawdy zaproponowana przez Haima
Gaifmana z perspektywy radzenia sobie z r6znymi problematycznymi zdaniami. Zamie-
rzam pokazaé, ze koncepcja ta narazona jest na powazne zastrzezenia, tak samo jak zwig-
zana z nig teoria Saula Kripkego. Gaifman punktem wyjscia swojej teorii czyni fami-
glowke silnego ktamcy. W celu jej rozwigzania postuluje, by wartosci logiczne przypisy-
wac nie zdaniom-typom, lecz ich egzemplarzom. Przyjmuje ponadto, ze warto$¢ logiczna
danego zdania-egzemplarza zalezy nie tylko od leksykalnych i strukturalnych wiasnosci
odpowiadajacego mu zdania-typu, ale takze od jego umiejscowienia w sieci powigzan
zachodzacych pomiedzy poszczegdlnymi zdaniami-egzemplarzami. Dwa egzemplarze
tego samego zdania-typu moga mie¢ rézne wartosci logiczne. Przedstawiona teoria jest
wigc paradygmatem kontekstualnej teorii prawdy. Pojecie zdania-egzemplarza Gaifman
zastepuje ogolniejszym od niego pojeciem znacznika. Warto$¢ logiczna jest przypisywana
znacznikowi przez odpowiedni algorytm (tzw. pointer semantics). Artykut zawiera omo-
wienie zard6wno aparatu technicznego teorii Gaifmana, jak i jego wad.

SLOWA KLUCZOWE: prawda, lamigtowka silnego ktamcy, znacznik, czarna dziura.

1. Preliminaria

W artykule omawiam teori¢ prawdy zaproponowana przez Haima Gaifmana
z perspektywy radzenia sobie z réznymi zdaniami problematycznymi (Gaifman,
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tworak@amu.edu.pl. ORCID: 0000-0002-0563-5721.
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1988; 1992; 2000).! Z jednej strony zdania owe inspirujg konstrukcje nowych
teorii prawdy, z drugiej za$ stanowig dla nich swego rodzaju experimentum cru-
cis. Glownym jednak celem, ktory sobie stawiam, jest pokazanie, iz koncepcja ta
narazona jest na rOwnie powazne zarzuty, co pokrewna jej teoria Saula Kripkego.
Teoria prawdy Gaifmana oferuje — podobnie jak teorie Saula Kripkego oraz
Anila Gupty i Nuela Belnapa — analize predykatu bycia prawdziwym w postaci
modelu opisujacego mechanizm, za pomoca ktorego uzytkownicy jezyka pozna-
ja jego ekstensje i unieszkodliwiajg rézne paradoksalne wypowiedzi. Autor Poin-
ters to Truth zgadza si¢ z tezg o semantycznej uniwersalnosci jezyka naturalne-
go. W nastepstwie tego podziela poglad Kripkego, ze ,,adekwatna teoria musi
dopuszczaé, aby nasze stwierdzenia zawierajace pojecie prawdy byly ryzykow-
ne: ryzykuja obroceniem si¢ w paradoks w skrajnie (i nieoczekiwanie) niesprzy-
jajacych okolicznosciach” (Kripke, 1975, s. 100). Zdanie ,,Wszyscy Kretenczycy
(zawsze) ktamia”, wypowiedziane przez Kretenczyka Epimenidesa, jest popraw-
ne gramatycznie i sensowne, ale wilasnie ,,ryzykowne”. Gdyby okazato si¢ Epi-
menides jest jedynym Kretenczykiem, a przytoczone zdanie jest jedyna rzecza, jaka
w ogole powiedzial, wowczas staloby si¢ ono antynomialne. Zadowalajaca teoria
prawdy powinna ponadto umozliwia¢ wyrazanie patologicznosci pewnych zdan za
pomoca predykatow prawdziwosciowych. Tymczasem teoria prawdy Kripkego
spehia tylko pierwszy wymog, co sprawia, Ze nie jest wystarczajgco dobra.’
Gaifman punktem wyjscia swojej teorii czyni nast¢pujaca dwuzdaniowa ta-
miglowke (bedaca pewna wersja antynomii klamcy, nazwang silnym klamcq):

! Korzystam tu gléwnie z dwoch pierwszych tekstow. Prezentuja one w sposob prost-
szy i filozoficznie atrakcyjniejszy gtowne idee propozycji Gaifmana.

2 Przypomnijmy, jednym z gléwnych zarzutdw Kripkego pod adresem teorii prawdy
Tarskiego bylo ,rozwarstwienie” predykatu prawdy wedle hierarchii metajezykow, co
jego zdaniem jest niezgodne z potocznym dyskursem. Zamierzal wigc pokazaé, ze mozli-
wa jest konstrukcja jezyka zawierajacego swoj wlasny predykat prawdy. Zaproponowany
przez niego model odwzorowujacy proces stopniowego poznawania ekstensji i antyeks-
tensji predykatu prawdy przez uzytkownikéw danego jezyka zmierza do osiggnigcia tzw.
punktu statego, w ktorym wszystko, co si¢ dato, zostato rozstrzygnigte jako prawdziwe
badz fatszywe. Model 6w unieszkodliwia rdzne zdania samoodnosne (jako nieugruntowa-
ne w najmniejszym punkcie statym) oraz dostarcza pewnej zasady klasyfikacji zdan
z uwagi na ich patogennos¢, lecz nie pozwala na formulowanie konstatacji rozpoznaja-
cych problematyczny charakter danych zdan (jesli sa problematyczne). Wedlug niego
pojecie paradoksalnosci (i inne tego typu pojgcia), w przeciwienstwie do poj¢é prawdy
i falszu, nie wystgpuje w uzyciu potocznym, natomiast wiaze si¢ z filozoficzng refleksja
nad jezykiem wraz z jego semantyka (w szczegélnosci z refleksja nad paradoksami se-
mantycznymi). Z tego powodu jest ono pojeciem metajezykowym (Kripke, 1975, s. 129,
przypis 35). A. Gupta i R. L. Martin pokazali, Ze jesli reguty warto§ciowania zmienimy na
reguly zgodne ze staba logika trojwartosciowa Kleenego, to jezyk moze zawieraé nie
tylko wihasny predykat prawdy, ale takze wiasny predykat stwierdzajacy nieokreslonosé
zdania (Gupta, Martin, 1984).
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(1) Zdanie w wierszu (1) nie jest prawdziwe.

(2) Zdanie w wierszu (1) nie jest prawdziwe.

Zdanie z wiersza (1) — bgdac zdaniem klamcy — jawi si¢ jako semantycznie zde-
fektowane: wikla nas na podstawie dobrze znanego rozumowania w niekonczacy
si¢ cykl, w ktorym jego warto$¢ logiczna oscyluje miedzy prawda a falszem.
Z tego powodu nie jest ono prawdziwe. Konkluzja ta zostala zapisana w wierszu
(2) i1 sprawia wrazenie zdania prawdziwego (a tym samym nieproblematyczne-
g0). Poniewaz jednak jest ona identyczna ze zdaniem ktamcy z wiersza (1) (tj.
w wierszach (1) i (2) wystepuje to samo zdanie-typ), wigc wydaje si¢ by¢ zda-
niem tak samo problematycznym jak owo zdanie (jest zarazem prawdziwa
i nieprawdziwa).? Trudno$¢ polega na tym, ze chcieliby$my zachowa¢ konkluzje
bez akceptacji zdania klamcy. Intuicyjnie trafna teoria prawdy powinna sobie
z tym dylematem poradzi¢. Powinna sklasyfikowa¢ zdanie z wiersza (1) jako
problematyczne, a zdanie z wiersza (2) — jako prawdziwe. Powinna tez wyjasnic,
dlaczego zdania roznig si¢ pod wzgledem przekazywanej tresci. Zdaniem Gai-
fmana trudno znalez¢ satysfakcjonujace rozwigzanie powyzszego dylematu, jesli
za no$niki prawdy uznaje si¢ zdania-typy.*

Warto wspomnie¢, ze tamigléwka ta wprowadza do teorii prawdy Kripkego
hierarchi¢ metajezykow w stylu Tarskiego wraz z rozwarstwieniem predykatu
prawdy. Suponuje ona bowiem, ze nasz j¢zyk zawiera co najmniej dwa predyka-
ty prawdy, ktérymi postugujemy si¢ w roznych kontekstach. Z pierwszym mamy
do czynienia w zwyktych, codziennych aktach komunikacyjnych (w ktérych
moga pojawiac si¢ wypowiedzi paradoksalne), z drugim — podczas prob opisu i wy-
jasnienia pewnych klopotliwych zjawisk jezykowych. Mozna to uznaé za stabosc
konstrukcji Kripkego, zwlaszcza w kontekscie twierdzenia, ze ,nasz jezyk
z pewnoscia zawiera tylko jedno stowo «prawdziwe»” (Kripke, 1975, s. 103).

3 Pogladowg wersje tej famiglowki podaje Anil Gupta i zwie jg ,,przeczuciem Chryzy-
pa” (Gupta, 2001, s. 109-110). Przypusémy, ze Zenon w momencie czasu ¢ stwierdza:
(Z) To, co Zenon mowi w ¢ nie jest prawdziwe.

Przypusé¢my nastepnie, ze Chryzyp przypadkiem ustyszat t¢ wypowiedz i po zastanowie-
niu stwierdza, iz ,,nie posiada ona w ogodle znaczenia”. Opini¢ swoja wyraza mowiac:

(C) To, co Zenon moéwi w ¢ nie jest prawdziwe.

Na mocy przeswiadczenia (przeczucia) Chryzypa (Z) jest patologiczne, co usprawiedliwia
uznanie (C) za prawdziwe. ,,Przeczucie Chryzypa” mozna utozsamié z twierdzeniem, ze
wypowiedz Chryzypa (C) jest prawdziwa (chociaz wyst¢puje w niej to samo zdanie-typ,
ktore wystepuje w wypowiedzi Zenona (Z)). Wedlug Gupty tamigtéwka ta lezy u podstaw
tzw. kontekstualnych teorii prawdy.

4 Przypomnijmy, Ze zaréwno teoria prawdy A. Tarskiego, jak i teoria punktu statego
S. Kripkego oraz rewizyjna teoria prawdy A. Gupty i N. Belnapa przyjmuja za nosniki
prawdy wlasnie zdania-typy. Probe rozwigzania tego dylematu, zachowujaca zdania-typy
jako nosniki prawdy, przedstawil Brian Skyrms (Skyrms, 1984). Propozycja ta jest
w istocie pewng modyfikacja teorii Kripkego.
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Gaifman rozwigzuje przytoczona tamiglowke postulujac, aby warto§é praw-
dziwosci lub falszywosci przypisywac nie zdaniom-typom, lecz ich egzempla-
rzom oraz zezwalajac, aby rozne zdania-egzemplarze tego samego zdania-
typu mogly by¢ réznie oceniane.’ Przypomnijmy w zwigzku z tym, ze zdania-
egzemplarze charakteryzuje si¢ zazwyczaj jako jednostkowe przedmioty mate-
rialne bedace konkretnymi napisami lub sekwencjami dzwigkow wytworzonymi
w okreslonym miejscu i czasie. Mowiac w skrocie, sg one faktycznie wygloszo-
nymi wypowiedziami. Z kolei zdania-typy pojmuje si¢ najczesciej jako klasy
abstrakcji odpowiedniej relacji réwnowaznosci okre§lonej na zbiorze zdan-
egzemplarzy (tj. zbiory réwnoksztattnych napisow lub réwnobrzmiacych se-
kwencji dzwigkdéw). Roéznice miedzy zdaniem-typem a zdaniem-egzemplarzem
mozna tez wyjasni¢ za pomoca pochodzacych od Charlesa Sandersa Peirce’a
kategorii legisignum i sinsignum.® Legisignum to znak bedacy typem ogdlnym
(a nie pojedynczym przedmiotem), a znaczenie nadaja mu dopiero jego zastoso-
wania, zwane replikami (do legisignum nalezg znaki konwencjonalne, w szcze-
goInosci znaki jezykowe).” Kazda taka replika jest sinsignum (przedrostek sin
znaczy tu ,,by¢ tylko raz”), a jako jednostkowe pojawienie si¢ legisignum jest
konkretna, realnie istniejacg rzecza (lub zdarzeniem). Sinsignum, jak pisze Peir-
ce, materializuje legisignum. Posiada ono znaczenie dzigki temu, ze jest replika
(egzemplifikacja) legisignum (Peirce, 1997, s. 126, 138).

Zdanie-egzemplarz wystepujace w wierszu (2) wyraza co$ zupelnie innego
(fakt, twierdzenie, sad) niz zdanie-egzemplarz wystepujace w wierszu (1). Nale-
zy przyja¢, ze komunikowana tre$¢ i warto$¢ logiczna danego zdania-
egzemplarza zalezy nie tylko od leksykalnych i strukturalnych wtasnosci odpo-
wiadajacego mu zdania-typu, ale takze od jego umiejscowienia w sieci powigzan
zachodzacych pomiedzy poszczegdlnymi zdaniami-egzemplarzami. Owo umiej-
scowienie jest kluczem do wlasciwej oceny logicznej danego zdania-egzem-
plarza. Jest to powod, dla ktorego prezentowang koncepcj¢ prawdy mozna zaliczy¢

5 Idea, ze prawdziwo$¢ i falszywos¢ sa cechami zdan-egzemplarzy nie jest nowa. Zna-
lez¢ ja mozna np. w Sophismata Jeana Buridana.

¢ Kategorie te shuzg do opisu znaku jako $rodka przekazu.

7 Legisignum Peirce charakteryzuje tez jako ustanowione przez ludzi prawo bedgce
znakiem. Idac tym tropem, z pojeciem zdania-typu mozna by zwiazaé pojgcie wzorca
dostarczanego przez reguly gramatyczne.
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do koncepcji kontekstualnych.® Kontekst zdania tworzy jego lokalizacja we
wspomnianej sieci powigzan (ustalenie tej lokalizacji ma zasadniczy wptyw na
interpretacje wygloszonego zdania). Z punktu widzenia owej sieci powigzan
zdanie-egzemplarz z wiersza (1), w przeciwienstwie do zdania-egzemplarza
z wiersza (2), jest samoodno$ne, co mozna zobrazowac nastgpujaco:

Rys. 1.

Sie¢ powigzan pomiedzy zdaniami-egzemplarzami (1) i (2).

Wiersz 1

Wiersz 2

Jak zauwaza Gaifman, predykat prawdy ma szczeg6lny potencjat tworzenia
sieci (jest rodzajem predykatu ,,siecio-tworczego™): za pomocg fraz nazwowych
bedacych jego argumentami, np. ,,to, co ona wczoraj powiedziata”, ,,wszystko,
co on stwierdzil”, ,,zdanie napisane na stronie ...”, ,tamto zdanie”, ,,poprzednie
zdanie”, odsyla nas do pewnych zdan-egzemplarzy czy stwierdzen (Gaifman,
1992, s. 251). Wymienione frazy — jako pewien specyficzny rodzaj wyrazen —
Gaifman okresla angielskim stowem pointer, ktére mozna by przethumaczy¢ jako
,»wskaznik” lub ,.znacznik”. W Pointers to Truth daje on nastgpujace ogdlne

8 Z tego tez powodu Gaifman swojg propozycje kwalifikuje jako ,.semantyke nie-
tarskianska” (Gaifman, 1992, s. 235-236). Dla poréwnania teori¢ prawdy Kripkego — jako
catkowicie kompozycyjng — mozna zaliczy¢ do ,,semantyk post-tarskianskich”. Kwestia
takiej kwalifikacji omawianej teorii jest jednak dyskusyjna. Gaifman nie kwestionuje
bowiem roli zasady kompozycyjnosci w ocenie logicznej zdan. Postuluje natomiast swego
rodzaju holistyczny punkt widzenia, tj. zatoZenie, Ze w ocenie prawdziwosciowej stwier-
dzen nalezy bra¢ pod uwage calo$¢ w sensie sieci powigzan z innymi stwierdzeniami,
poniewaz oderwane od niej i rozwazane w izolacji moga by¢ niewtasciwie ocenione.

Generalnie, podejscie kontekstualne kaze nam rozumienie zdania relatywizowaé do
kontekstu towarzyszacego jego wypowiedzeniu. Przyjmuje ono zasade: zdanie-typ jest
wrazliwe na kontekst wtw jego poszczegolne egzemplarze maja odmienne tre$ci seman-
tyczne relatywnie do réznych towarzyszacych im kontekstow. Istnieje wiele kontekstual-
nych teorii prawdy, ktore réznie charakteryzuja poje¢cie kontekstu. W kwestii kontekstual-
nych teorii prawdy zob. np. Simmons 2018. Dodajmy, ze Simmons polemizuje z kwalifi-
kacja teorii Gaifmana jako teorii kontekstualnej z uwagi na catkowicie apragmatyczny
charakter kontekstu (w szczegdlnosci, zadnego znaczenia nie odgrywaja w nim intencje
moéwigcego).
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wyjasnienie tego pojecia: ,,Znacznik jest dowolnym obiektem uzywanym w celu
wskazania na pewien obiekt” (Gaifman, 1992, s. 226). Zdania-egzemplarze sa
specjalnym rodzajem znacznikdéw — kazde z nich wskazuje na pewne zdanie-typ,
a mianowicie to, ktdrego jest egzemplarzem. Ale przeciez mozemy chcieé si¢
odnie$¢ do jakiego$ zdania bez jego wypowiedzenia (bo np. nie potrafimy go
przytoczy¢ lub ze wzgledow stylistycznych). Przypusémy, ze w wierszu n dane-
go tekstu wystepuje pewne zdanie. Mozemy odnies¢ si¢ do jego zaprzeczenia np.
za pomoca frazy: negacja zdania w wierszu n. Chociaz na mocy przytoczonej
definicji zakres pojecia znacznika obejmuje kazde wyrazenie wskazujace jakis$
obiekt z uniwersum dyskursu, autor Pointers to Truth uzywa go wezszym zna-
czeniu, a mianowicie w odniesieniu do wyrazen wskazujacych zdania-typy, tj.
w odniesieniu do zdan-egzemplarzy i ich ré6znego rodzaju nazw (tzw. znaczni-
kéw nazwowych). W zasadzie prezentowang teori¢ mozna okresli¢ jako ,,system
znacznikow”. Krotko mowige, pojecie zdania-egzemplarza Gaifman zastgpuje
ogo6lniejszym od niego pojgciem znacznika, nie tylko ze wzgledow technicznych,
ale rowniez aby przyblizy¢ proponowana teori¢ do praktyki jezyka potocznego,
w ramach ktorej zdarza nam si¢ komentowac czyje$ wypowiedzi. Argumentami
predykatéow semantycznych sa znaczniki begdace nazwami zdan-egzemplarzy,
a nie nazwami zdan-typow.

Sie¢ powigzan pomigdzy znacznikami tworzacymi pewien zbidr obrazuje
graf skierowany, w ktorym wierzchotki odpowiadaja poszczegdlnym znaczni-
kom, a krawedzie reprezentujg relacj¢ odnoszenia si¢ (ang. calling relation).’
Wilasciwie jest ona relacja semantycznej zalezno$ci w tym sensie, ze znacznik
p zalezy bezposrednio do znacznika ¢, gdy ocena logiczna p zalezy od oceny
logicznej g. Z tego powodu bede ja nazywat relacja zaleznosci, a graf reprezentu-
jacy sie¢ powigzan — grafem zaleznosci. Mdwigc swobodnie, znacznik p zalezy
bezposrednio od znacznika ¢, gdy ¢ wskazuje na komponent logiczny zdania-
typu wskazywanego przez p (w szczegdlnosci ¢ wskazuje na argument jakiego$
spojnika wystepujacego w zdaniu-typie wskazywanym przez p) lub zdanie-typ
wskazywane przez p jest semantycznym zdaniem atomowym postaci 7r(g) lub
Fa(q) (gdzie Tr i Fa sa, odpowiednio, predykatami prawdy i fatszu). Na przy-
ktad, jezeli p wskazuje na alternatywe 7r(q) v Fa(r), gdzie g i r sa nazwami
pewnych zdan-egzemplarzy, to p ma dwa znaczniki ,,potomne” p; i p», ktore
wskazuja, odpowiednio, na sktadniki owej alternatywy i od ktoérych p bezpo-
$rednio zalezy. Z kolei znacznik p, wskazujacy na 7r(q) zalezy bezposrednio od
znacznika ¢, za$ znacznik p, wskazujacy na Fa(r) zalezy bezposrednio od
znacznika r. Niech X bedzie pewnym zbiorem znacznikéw, a S grafem zalezno-
sci w X. Jezeli p zalezy bezposrednio od ¢, to (p, ¢q) jest krawedzia w S (i na
odwro6t). Znacznik p zalezy od znacznika ¢, gdy istnieje $ciezka w S skierowana

° Poniewaz zdania-egzemplarze sg rodzajem znacznikéw, w szczegdlnym przypadku
wierzchotki w grafie moga odpowiada¢ owym zdaniom. Propozycja Gaifmana jest intere-
sujaca rowniez z tego powodu, ze kresli zwigzek pomigdzy semantyczng analizg paradok-
sOw a teorig graféw skierowanych i posrednio logika programowania.
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z p do g. Znacznik p jest samoodnosny, gdy p zalezy od samego siebie, tj. gdy
istnieje cykl w S, ktdrego elementem jest p.

Modelujac funkcje oceny znacznikow trzeba uwzglednié oba wymienione
wyzej komponenty: kompozycyjny (zwiazany ze strukturg wskazywanego przez
znacznik zdania-typu) i kontekstualny (zwigzany z jego lokalizacja w sieci po-
wigzan). Gaifman oparl swoj system na trzech wartosciach logicznych: ¢ (praw-
da), f (falsz) i n (ani prawda, ani falsz). O znacznikach (w szczego6lnosci zda-
niach-egzemplarzach) przyjmujacych warto$¢ n mozna powiedzieé, ze tworza
luke warto$ci prawdziwosciowej (z tego powodu wartos¢ t¢ Gaifman oznacza
przez GAP). Zostaje ona przypisana danemu znacznikowi, gdy reguly oceny nie
pozwalaja mu przypisa¢ wartosci klasycznej (¢ lub f). Autor Pointers to Truth
odrdznia jednak sytuacje, w ktorej znacznikowi zostaje przypisana wartos¢ n od
sytuacji, w ktorej znacznik 6w nie zostat jeszcze oceniony (tj. jego wartos$¢ jest
nieokreslona). Z tego powodu funkcja oceny logicznej znacznikdw jest czescio-
wa.!® Dwa znaczniki wskazujgce na to samo zdanie-typ nigdy nie moga przyjaé
wartosci ¢ i f (inne kombinacje sa mozliwe). Znacznikowi (lub weziej: zdaniu-
egzemplarzowi) wystepujacemu w wierszu (1) opisanej wyzej tamigtowki przy-
pisana zostaje warto$¢ n, za$ znacznikowi (zdaniu-egzemplarzowi) wystgpuja-
cemu w wierszu (2) przypisana zostaje warto$¢ ¢. Jak zauwaza Gaifman, nawet
jesli w stosunku do pewnego zdania-egzemplarza — w pewnych niekorzystnych
okoliczno$ciach — zwykla procedura przypisania mu (klasycznej) wartosci lo-
gicznej zawiedzie (jak w przypadku zdania z wiersza (1)), to mozna uzy¢ innego
zdania-egzemplarza, ktory rozpozna t¢ sytuacje i ja wyrazi. Przypomnijmy, ze na
gruncie teorii prawdy Kripkego zdanie klamcy L jest nieugruntowane i z tego
powodu tworzy luke wartosci prawdziwosciowej. Wilasnosé te posiada tez kazda
sekwencja orzeczen prawdy lub falszu o tym zdaniu, np. 7r(L), Fa(L),
Tr("Tr(L)Y), Fa("Tr(L)") itd."" Z tego powodu Gaifman nazywa zdanie L ,,czar-

19 Przypomnijmy, f jest funkcja czeSciowa ze zbioru X w zbidr Y (symbolicznie:
f: X+ Y) wtw przyporzadkowuje ona kazdemu elementowi x pewnego podzbioru D =
dom(f) < X (1. dziedziny f) doktadnie jedng warto$¢ z Y. Tak wigc, gdy f: X » Y, wow-
czas dla niektorych elementéw x € X warto§¢ f(x) moze nie by¢ okreslona (tj. nie istnieje
w Y doktadnie jedno y takie, ze f(x) = y). Piszemy x ¢ dom(f), gdy warto$¢ f(x) jest nieo-
kreslona. Funkcja f'ze zbioru X w zbior Y jest catkowita, gdy dom(f) = X.

"W teorii Kripkego no$nikami prawdy (falszu) sa zdania-typy. Zdanie Tr('al) jest
semantycznie zalezne od zdania a (na mocy schematu (T)). W przypadku, gdy zdanie
a zawiera jaki$ predykat semantyczny, np. ma posta¢ 7r('87), dla jego oceny trzeba odwo-
ta¢ si¢ do kolejnego zdania, mianowicie f itd. Jezeli ostatecznie ta procedura zatrzyma si¢
na zdaniu bez predykatu semantycznego, tak ze prawdziwos¢ (falszywos¢) zdania wyj-
Sciowego bedzie wymuszona przez fakty niesemantyczne, to woéwczas nazwiemy owo
zdanie ugruntowanym; w przeciwnym przypadku — nieugruntowanym. Na przyktad,
warunek prawdziwosci zdania 7r(70 = 07) opisuje zdanie 0 = 0 i w efekcie jest ono ugrun-
towane na pewnym fakcie arytmetycznym. W przypadku zdania ktamcy, ustalenie jego
warto$ci logicznej w opisany wyzej sposob jest niemozliwe. Ocena jego zmienia si¢
bowiem w kolejnych krokach rozumowania prowadzac do zapetlenia: zatozenie, ze 7r(L)
prowadzi do wniosku, ze —7r(L), a zatozenie, ze —Tr(L) — do wniosku, ze 7r(L) (4.
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ng dziurg” (ang. black hole). Twierdzi on, ze Kripke tylko rozpoznat problem
czarnych dziur, ale nie przypisal mu wiasciwej wagi.'? ,,Uzytkowanie jezyka —
komentuje Gaifman w Pointers to Truth — zawiera mechanizm rozwigzywania
dylematu czarnych dziur. A jesli naszym celem jest modelowanie jezyka natural-
nego lub jakich$ jego podstawowych aspektow, to eliminacja czarnych dziur —
przynajmniej ich prostszych wariantow — powinna by¢ sprawa nadrzedng” (Gai-
fman, 1992, s. 242). Obok zjawiska czarnych dziur nie mozna przej$¢ obojetnie,
gdyz s3 one symptomami tego, ze nasze rozumienie poje¢ prawdy i falszu jest
wadliwe, a w rezultacie zalamuja si¢ one w pewnych nietypowych sytuacjach
komunikacyjnych (Barwise, Etchemendy, 1987, s. 4).

Ustalenie wartos$ci logicznej znacznikdw tworzacych pewna sie¢ powigzan
stanowi zwykle — podobnie jak w teoriach Kripkego oraz Gupty i Belnapa —
pewien proces zwany ,,procedurg ewaluacyjng”. Jest ona formalnie reprezento-
wana przez niemalejacy cigg wartosciowan taki, ze dla danego warto$ciowania
inicjujgcego (z zasady takiego, przy ktorym wartosci wszystkich znacznikow
tworzacych dang sie¢ sa nieokreslone, tj. nie maja przypisanej wartosci logicz-
nej) kazdy kolejny wyraz powstaje z wyrazu bezposrednio go poprzedzajacego,
w wyniku zastosowania ktores$ z przyjetych regut oceny. Reguty owe sktadaja si¢
na wspomniany wyzej mechanizm eliminacji czarnych dziur.

2. Semantyka: sie¢ znacznikoéw i procedura ewaluacyjna

Niech Ly = Lp + {Tr, Fa} bedzie jezykiem pierwszego rzedu z niepustym
zbiorem P znacznikoéw nazwowych odnoszacych si¢ do zdan-egzemplarzy (wy-
roéznionych ze zbioru wszystkich stalych nazwowych) oraz wzbogaconym o dwa
predykaty semantyczne 7 i Fa, a Lp jego nieproblematyczng czg¢scia (wolng od
predykatow semantycznych). Argumentami predykatow 7r i Fa sa znaczniki
(denotujace zdania-egzemplarze i wskazujace na formuty jezyka L}) lub zmienne
nazwowe.'? Jako metazmiennych reprezentujgcych znaczniki nazwowe bedzie-
my uzywac liter p, g, r (w razie potrzeby z indeksami). Formule 7r(p) mozna
odczytywaé: ,p oznacza prawde” lub ,,zdanie-egzemplarz (nazywane przez)
p jest prawdziwe”. Podobnie odczytywaé mozna formute Fa(p): ,,p oznacza
falsz” lub ,,zdanie-egzemplarz (nazywane przez) p jest falszywe”. Formuly niea-
tomowe tworzy si¢ w znany sposob przez kompozycj¢ przy pomocy spojnikow
i kwantyfikacje. Zbior wszystkich formut jezyka Lj oznaczamy przez For(Lp).
Zaktadamy, ze cze$é Lp jezyka L posiada ustalong interpretacje, a jej uniwersum

warto$¢ zdania L oscyluje miedzy ¢ i f). Oznacza to, Ze nie jest ono ugruntowane na zad-
nym fakcie niesemantycznym.

12 Dotyczy to tez semantyki rewizyjnej rozwinietej przez A. Gupte i N. Belnapa
w ksiazce The Revision Theory of Truth (1993).

13 Dla wygody, zamiast ,,znacznik nazwowy” bede méwit po prostu ,,znacznik”.
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U zawiera wszystkie zdania-egzemplarze.'* Zakladamy ponadto, ze kazdy obiekt
z U (a wigc i1 kazde zdanie-egzemplarz) ma w Lp swojg nazwe.

System znacznikéw dla jezyka Lp tworzy uktad postaci PS = (P, Typ, Neg,
Dis", Con", Gen), w ktorym:'3

e P jest niepustym zbiorem znacznikdw nazwowych;

e Typ: P - For(L}) jest funkcja, ktora kazdemu znacznikowi z P przyporzad-
kowuje pewne zdanie-typ, tj. dla p € P, Typ(p) € For(L});

e Neg: P » P jest czgSciowa funkcjg taka, ze jezeli Tip(p) = —a, to Neg(p) jest
znacznikiem dla a, tj. Typ (Neg(p)) = a;

e Dis": P » P jest czeSciowa funkcjg taka, ze jezeli Tip(p) = a v B, to
Dis"(p) jest znacznikiem dla n-tego sktadnika Byp(p) (. Bp(Dis'(p)) = a,
Typ(Dis*(p)) = B);

e Con"™: P P jest czgsciowa funkcja taka, ze jezeli Tip(p) = a A S, to Con”(p)
jest znacznikiem dla n-tego czynnika Typ (p);

e Gen: P -» 27 jest czeSciowy funkcijg taka, ze jezeli Tip(p) = Vx(a), to Gen(p)
jest zbiorem znacznikéw wszystkich uszczegotowien Typ(p), czyli zdan po-
staci a(x/a).

Przyklad 1. Oto prosty przyktad charakteryzujacy (w ramach jezyka L)) znacz-
niki wystepujace w tzw. kole ktamcow: Typ(p) = Fa(q), Typ(q) = Tr(p).'® Znacz-
nik p wskazuje na zdanie-typ Fa(g), w ktorym wystepuje znacznik g wskazujacy
na zdanie-typ 7r(p). Zmodyfikujmy nieco ten przyktad i przyjmijmy, ze Typ(p) =
—Tr(q). Wowczas Neg(p) jest znacznikiem (,,potomnym” wzgledem p) wskazuja-
cym na zdanie-typ 7r(q) bedace argumentem negacji wystepujacej w lip(p). O

14Oznaczmy przez & funkcje przypisujacg znacznikom nazwowym zdania-egzem-
plarze (nazywane przez te znaczniki). Wowczas &P) < U. Dla interpretacji jezyka Lp
mozna zaadoptowa¢ standardowa semantyke teoriomodelowa w stylu Tarskiego.

15 Charakterystyka ta rozni si¢ (cho¢ nieistotnie) od definicji podanej przez Gaifmana.

16 Przypomnijmy, w kole klamcow bierzemy pod uwage skoficzony—co najmniej
dwuwyrazowy—ciag stwierdzen, z ktdrych kazde, oprocz ostatniego, oznajmia, ze stwier-
dzenie nastgpne jest falszywe, ostatnie zas oznajmia, ze pierwsze jest prawdziwe. Przypa-
dek najprostszy ma wigc posta¢ dwdch stwierdzen wzajemnie odno$nych.
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Definicja 1.

(1) Mowimy, ze p zalezy bezposrednio od q (p odnosi sig¢ bezposrednio do q)
wtw zachodzi jedna z nastgpujacych ewentualnosci: (a) ip(p) = ~aiq =
Neg(p), (b) Typ(p) = a ® f (gdzie ® jest 2-argumentowym spojnikiem)
i g jest znacznikiem dla jednego z argumentow a lub £, np. gdy Bp(p) =
a v B, wowczas g = Dis'(p) lub Dis*(p), (¢) Tip(p) = Vx(a) i ¢ € Gen(p),
(d) Bp(p) = Tr(q) lub Fa(g).

(2) Sciezkq (skierowana) z p do ¢ nazywamy sekwencje p = pi, ..., p. = ¢ (dla
n > 1) taka, ze kazdy p; zalezy bezposrednio od p; + .

(3) Mowimy, ze p zalezy od q wtw istnieje $ciezka z p do q.

Przez Dir(p) bedziemy oznaczaé zbior znacznikow, od ktorych p zalezy bez-
posrednio. Zauwazmy ze relacja bezposredniej zaleznosci zostata okreslona
w sposob czysto syntaktyczny, tj. niezaleznie od tego, czy i w jaki sposob znacz-
niki tworzace Dir(p) wptywaja na oceng logiczna p.

Definicja 2. Sie¢ znacznikow (nad zbiorem X # ) jest oznaczonym grafem
skierowanym (digrafem), w ktorym wierzchotki sg znacznikami (z X), za$ kra-
wedzie (p, q) reprezentuja relacj¢ bezposredniej zaleznosci. Kazdy wierzchotek
p jest oznaczony (etykietowany) przez Typ(p)."”

Sie¢ generowana przez dany znacznik p zawiera p (jako wierzchotek poczat-
kowy) oraz wszystkie znaczniki, od ktoérych p zalezy.

Przyklad 2. Ponizszy digraf reprezentuje sie¢ znacznikow generowana przez
znacznik p wskazujacy na zdanie 7r(q), tj. Typ (p) = Tr(q). Znacznik g, od ktérego
p bezposrednio zalezy, wskazuje na koniunkcje 7r(p) A (0 = 0), tj. Tip(gq) =
Tr(p) A (0 = 0). W rezultacie g zalezy bezposrednio od Con'(q) i Con?(q), gdzie
Con'(q) jest znacznikiem wskazujgcym na zdanie Tr(p), a Con’(g) jest znaczni-
kiem wskazujgcym na zdanie 0 = 0. Con'(q) zalezy bezposrednio od p, natomiast
Con*(q) od niczego juz nie zalezy (gdyz wskazuje na niesemantyczne zdanie bazowe).

17 Rysujac digraf reprezentujacy sie¢ nad danym zbiorem znacznikdéw stosujemy na-
stepujace zasady: (1) wierzchotki digrafu odpowiadajace poszczegdlnym znacznikom
reprezentujemy jako punkty, (2) krawedz laczaca wierzchotek p z wierzchotkiem g przed-
stawiamy jako strzatke skierowang z p do ¢ (jesli p jest bezposrednio zalezny od ¢), (3)
zadne dwa ro6zne wierzchotki nie mogg by¢ reprezentowane przez te same punkty oraz
zadne dwie rozne krawedzie nie moga byc¢ reprezentowane przez ta sama strzatke. Etykie-
ta przy wierzchotku informuje o wskazywanym przez niego zdaniu-typie i tym samym
powiadamia, jaka reprezentuje on konstrukcje.
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Rys. 2.

Sie¢ znacznikow generowana przez p.

o Typ(p)=Tr(q)

v Typ(g)=Tr(p) A{0=10)

Typ(Con'(g)) = Tr(p) ® ® Typ(Con*(p))=(0=0)
Adnotacja. Typ(p) = Tr(q) oraz Tip(q) = Tr(p) A (0 =0). m

Definicja 3. Mowimy, ze (niepusty) zbior znacznikow X tworzy petle wtw dla
wszystkich p, g € X istnieje $ciezka z p do ¢.'8

Zauwazmy, ze zbior {p} tworzy petle wtw p zalezy bezposrednio od samego
siebie, a wigc Typ(p) = Tr(p) lub Fa(p).

Definicja 4. Niech X < Y. Mowimy, ze X jest zamkniety w Y (ze wzgledu na
relacj¢ zalezno$ci) wtw kazdy p € Y ktory zalezy bezposrednio od pewnego
znacznika z X, jest elementem X.

Definicja 5. X tworzy petle zamknietq w Y wtw X < Y, X jest zamknicty w Y'i X
tworzy petle.

W przykladzie 2. zbior utworzony ze znacznikoéw p, g i Con'(g) tworzy petle,
ale nie jest to petla zamknigta w zbiorze wszystkich znacznikow: ¢ zalezy od
znacznika Con?*(q), ktory jednak znajduje si¢ poza zbiorem znacznikow tworza-
cych petle.

Z kazdym etapem procesu wyznaczania (stopniowego poznawania) ekstensji
predykatow semantycznych zwigzana jest cze$ciowa funkcja warto$ciowania
v: P » {f, n, t}. Nadrzgdnym celem owego procesu jest ocena wszystkich znacz-
nikow powigzanych ze sobg w ramach danej sieci. Funkcje v okre$lajg nastepu-
jace trzy rodzaje regut (reguly interpretacji statych logicznych sa zgodne z regu-
fami, ktore obowiazuja w silnej logice Kleenego). Sa to: reguly przypisywania
warto$ci klasycznych, reguly przypisywania wartosci n oraz tzw. reguta przeska-
kiwania (ang. Jump Rule).

18 Zachowuje tu oryginalng terminologie Gaifmana. Zazwyczaj taki zbidr nazywa sig
cyklem. Natomiast petla nazywa si¢ cykl zawierajacy tylko jedng krawedz.
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Reguly przypisywania wartoS$ci klasycznych (z, f):

1. Jezeli Tip(p) = a i a jest formula atomowa bez predykatow semantycznych
(tzw. formulq bazowq), to warto$¢ v(p) jest zgodna z warto$cia, jaka uzy-
skuje a w interpretacji czesci Lp jezyka Lj.

2. Jezeli Typ(p) = Tr(q) i v(q) jest klasyczna (czyli v(q) € {f, t}), to W(p) =
v(g)."”

3. Jezeli Bip(p) = Fa(q) i v(q) jest klasyczna, to v(p) = —v(g).%°

4. Jezeli Typ(p) jest formulg nieatomows, to warto§¢ v(p) oblicza si¢ zgodnie
z nastgpujacymi regutami:

4.1. Jezeli Tip(p) = ~a i wartos¢ v(Neg(p)) € {f, t} (czyli jest okreSlona i kla-
syczna), to v(p) = —v(Neg(p)).

4.2. Jezeli Tip(p)=a v p, to

jesli w(Dis'(p)) = ¢ lub W(Dis*(p)) = t, to v(p) = ¢, natomiast
jesli w(Dis'(p)) = v(Dis*(p)) = £, to v(p) = f.
4.3. Jezeli ip(p)=a A B, to
jesli w(Con'(p)) = v(Con*(p)) = t, to v(p) = ¢, natomiast
jesli v(Con'(p)) =f lub w(Con*(p)) =f, to v(p) = f.
4.4. Jezeli Typ(p) = Vx(a), to
jesli v(Gen(p)) < {t}, to v(p) = ¢, natomiast
jesli dla pewnego g € Gen(p), v(q) =f, to v(p) =f.
(Reguly interpretacji pozostatych statych logicznych, tj. spojnikéw i kwantyfika-
tora 3, mozna otrzymac poprzez zdefiniowanie ich za pomoca —, v, A 1 V).

Zauwazmy, ze jezeli g jest znacznikiem takim, ze Typ(gq) = — Tr(p) A ~Fa(p),
to otrzyma on warto$¢ ¢, gdy p przyjmie wartos¢ n. Kolejne reguty dotycza wigc
przypisywania wartosci n.

Reguly przypisywania warto§ci n:?!

5. Jezeli funkcja v jest okreslona dla wszystkich znacznikéw nalezacych do
Dir(p) oraz zadna z regut 14 nie stosuje si¢ do p (tj. p nie mozna przypi-
sa¢ klasycznej warto$ci), to v(p) = n.2

19 Warunek ten mozna uznaé¢ za pewng wersje schematu (T) Tarskiego.

20 —y(p) oznacza warto$¢ opozycyjna do v(p): —t =f, za§ —f = t.

21 Reguly te Gaifman nazywa odpowiednio: Simple-Gap Rule, Close-Loop Rule, Give-
Up Rule.

22 Reguta ta pozwala przypisaé warto$¢ n zgodnie z warunkami obowigzujacymi
w silnej logice Kleenego. Na przyktad, jezeli Tip(p) = a A B oraz v(Con'(p)) = t, za$
W(Con*(p)) = n, to v(p) = n.
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6. Jezeli X jest zbiorem znacznikéw tworzacych petle zamknieta w zbiorze
znacznikow dla ktorych funkcja v jest nieokreslona oraz zadna z poprzed-
nich regul nie stosuje si¢ do zadnego znacznika z X, to v(X) < {n} (czyli
kazdy element X przyjmuje warto$¢ n i tym samym tworzy luke warto$ci
prawdziwosciowej).

7. Jezeli X # O jest zbiorem znacznikéw, dla ktérych funkcja v jest nieokre-

$lona oraz nie stosuje si¢ do nich zadna z poprzednich regut, to v(X) < {n}
(czyli kazdemu z owych znacznikdéw przypisuje si¢ warto$¢ n).

Reguta ta (zwana Give-Up Rule) wymaga komentarza. Mowimy, ze sie¢
znacznikdw S jest lokalnie skonczona, jesli kazdy wystepujacy w niej znacznik
zalezy od jedynie skonczonej liczby sktadnikéw S. Gaifman formutuje twierdze-
nie, ze jezeli sie¢ znacznikoéw jest lokalnie skonczona, to Zadne warto$ciowanie
nie dopuszcza reguly 7. Dowod tego twierdzenia opiera si¢ na obserwacji, ze kaz-
dy skonczony zbidr znacznikow X zawiera jako swoj podzbior zamknigta petle
badz zawiera znacznik, ktory nie zalezy od zadnego elementu X. Stad dla lokalnie
skonczonych sieci mozemy pomina¢ te regute. Stosuje si¢ ona natomiast do
zbiorow znacznikow, ktore tworza zstgpujacy ciag nieskonczony i nieugrunto-
wany. Zbior znacznikdw X tworzy nieskonczony zstepujacy ciag wtw zaden jego
podzbidr nie tworzy zamknigtej petli oraz kazdy element X zalezy bezposrednio
od pewnego innego elementu z X. Prostym przyktadem takiego ciagu jest zbior
ztozony ze znacznikow pi, po, ..., pi, ... wskazujacych na zdania, z ktorych kaz-
de oznajmia, ze nastepne jest prawdziwe: Typ(p1) = Tr(p2), Tvp(p2) = Tr(p3), ...,
Tp(p) = Tr(pi+1), .. >

Ostatnia reguta (zwana Jump Rule) jest specyficzna dla propozycji Gaifmana.
Pozwala ona przejs¢ (przeskoczy¢) z danego poziomu do meta-poziomu w taki
sposOb, ze atomowym zdaniom-egzemplarzom z predykatami semantycznymi
zostaje przypisana warto$¢ klasyczna w oparciu o pewne wczesniejsze rozstrzy-
gnigcia.?*

8. Jezeli Tip(p) = Tr(q) lub Fa(q), W(g) = n iv(p) # n (czyli v(p) jest nieokre-
$lona lub klasyczna), to v(p) = .2

23 Nieco bardziej ztozonym przykladem jest tzw. sekwencja Yablo, ktérg mozna
przedstawi¢ jako nieskonczony zstepujacy ciag znacznikow takich, ze dla kazdego i € w,
Tp(pi) = Vn > i Fa(ps). Nieskoficzony zstgpujacy ciag znacznikOw jest reprezentowany
przez digraf seryjny, w ktorym dla kazdego wierzchotka x istnieje wierzcholek y taki, ze
(x, y) jest krawedzig.

24 Gaifman charakteryzuje ja piszac, Ze jest to ,,reguta za pomocg ktorej wznosimy si¢
w hierarchii Tarskiego” (Gaifman, 1988, s.52). Dodaje tez, ze hierarchia owa daje si¢
zrekonstruowaé w ramach jego propozycji.

25 Intuicyjnie, jezeli ¢ zostala wczesniej przypisana warto$é n, to (meta)stwierdzenie,
ze q jest prawdziwe lub falszywe, jest falszem i stad p (wskazujacemu na zdanie, ktore
wlasnie to stwierdza) nalezy przypisa¢ wartosc f.
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Wriasnie ta reguta pozwala unieszkodliwi¢ (rozwigzac) tamigtowke silnego
ktamcy. Niech p i g beda znacznikami wystgpujacymi, odpowiednio, w wierszu
112,t. ip(p) = Tyip(q) = ~Tr(p). Znacznikowi p przypisana zostaje — w opar-
ciu o regule 6 — wartos¢ n, gdyz zbior zawierajacy tylko p i Neg(p) tworzy za-
mknigta petle (Neg(p) jest znacznikiem wskazujacym na zdanie 7r(p) bedace
argumentem negacji wystepujacej w zdaniu 7yp(p)). Znacznik g uzyskuje wow-
czas warto$¢ £: na mocy reguly 8 znacznikowi Neg(q) (wskazujacemu na zdanie
Tr(p)) przypisana zostaje wartos¢ f, a na mocy reguty dla negacji 4.1 znacznik
q uzyskuje wartos¢ ¢. Generalnie, regula ta stosuje si¢ wytacznie do znacznikow
wskazujacych na zdania atomowe z predykatami semantycznymi w sytuacji, gdy
znaczniki bedace argumentami tych predykatéw tworza luke wartosci prawdzi-
wosciowej (tj. zostala im przypisana warto$¢ n, np. na mocy reguly 6), natomiast
same majg warto$¢ klasyczng badz sg nieokreslone. Zauwazmy, ze reguly owej
nie mozna zastosowa¢ do oceny zadnego znacznika wspottworzacego zamknigta
petle z przypisang mu — na mocy reguly 6 — wartoscig n.

Proces ustalania wartos$ci znacznikow tworzacych pewng sie¢ S — tzw. proce-
dura ewaluacyjna — daje si¢ opisa¢ w postaci niemalejacego ciggu wartoSciowan
(ve: € jest liczbg porzadkowa) takiego, ze dla danego wartosciowania inicjujace-
go, powiedzmy wartosciowania pustego (przy ktorym wartosci wszystkich
znacznikow tworzacych S sa nieokreslone), kazdy kolejny wyraz powstaje
z wyrazu bezposrednio go poprzedzajacego w wyniku zastosowania jednej
z wyrdznionych wyzej regut, przy czym dla A begdacego liczbg graniczng, vi =
Us< 2 ve. Warto$ciowanie bedace nastgpnikiem danego wartosciowania nazywa-
my wartosciowaniem pochodnym. Moze ono by¢ — tak jak warto$ciowanie je
poprzedzajace — funkcja czgséciowa. Mozna powiedzie¢, ze procedura ewaluacyj-
na polega na stopniowym dookre§laniu znacznikéw tworzacych dang sieé¢.?¢
Warto$ciowanie, przy ktorym wszystkie elementy sieci S maja przypisang war-
to$¢ logiczng nazywamy wartosciowaniem totalnym. Pojecie warto§ciowania
pochodnego okresla ponizsza definicja:

Definicja 6. Warto§ciowanie v’ jest pochodne wzglgdem warto§ciowania v wtw
v’ zostato otrzymane w wyniku uzycia jednej z konkurencyjnych regut, ktérych
zastosowanie jest dopuszczone przez v oraz przez usuniecie z dom(v) tych
znacznikow, do ktorych nie jest mozliwe zastosowanie zadnej reguty. Formalnie:

dom(v’) = {p € P: v dopuszcza pewna regul¢ umozliwiajaca oceng p}
v’(p) = wartos$¢ przypisana p przez jakas regule, zastosowanie ktorej v dopuszcza
Przyklad 3. (a) Powro¢my do sieci z przyktadu 2. Procedure ewaluacyjng dla

znacznikdw tworzgcych owg sie¢ — tj. p, g, Con'(q), Con’*(q) — mozna przedsta-
wi¢ w postaci nastepujacej tabeli:

26 Nie wyklucza si¢ korekty (rewizji) warto$ci weze$niej ustalonych. Z tego powodu
procedura ewaluacyjna nie ma charakteru kumulatywnego.



TEORIA PRAWDY HAIMA GAIFMANA ... 133

Vo Vi V2 V3
p - - n n
q - - n n
Con'(q) - - n n
Con*(q) - t t t

Warto$ciowanie inicjujace vy jest wartosciowaniem pustym — zaden znacznik
nie ma przypisanej wartosci logicznej. Warto§ciowanie vy dopuszcza jedynie
regute 1, tj. regule pozwalajaca przypisac¢ klasyczng wartos¢ logiczng znaczni-
kom wskazujacym na zdania bazowe. Znacznikiem takim jest Con?(q), ktory
wskazuje na zdanie ,,0 = 07, tj. p(Con’*(g)) = (0 = 0). Na mocy owej reguly
znacznikowi temu warto$ciowanie v; przypisuje warto$¢ ¢, czyli vi(Con*(q)) = t.
Oczywiscie, zadne kolejne wartoSciowanie nie moze zmieni¢ tego przyporzad-
kowania. Poniewaz przy v, zadna regula nie stosuje si¢ do pozostatych znaczni-
kow, sytuujg si¢ one poza dom(v;) kreujgc zbidr {p, g, Con'(q)}. Jest to zbior
znacznikow nieokreslonych przy vi, a przy tym tworzy petle zamknigta w owym
zbiorze. Sprawia to, ze dopuszczalna staje si¢ reguta 6. Na jej mocy w nastep-
nym kroku wszystkim tym znacznikom zostaje przypisana warto$¢ n, tj. vo(p) =
va(q) = vo(Con'(q)) = n. Kontynuujgc te procedure ewaluacyjng, do Con*(q)
stosuje si¢ stale regula 1, natomiast do pozostalych znacznikoéw stosuje si¢ teraz
regula 5. Z oczywistych powodow do g nie mozna zastosowac reguty 4.3, doty-
czacej znacznikdw wskazujacych na koniunkcje (moze ona by¢ stosowana, gdy
czynniki wskazywanej koniunkcji sa okreslone przy danym warto$ciowaniu,
a przy tym oba przyjmuja warto$¢ ¢ badz przynajmniej jeden z nich przyjmuje
warto$¢ f). Rowniez reguta 2 nie znajduje zastosowania, gdyz znaczniki p i ¢
bedace argumentami predykatu prawdy nie majg klasycznej wartosci logicznej
(t lub f). Na koniec regula 8 nie znajduje zastosowania, gdyz ani p, ani Con'(q)
nie spetniaja warunku tej reguly (powinny by¢ nieokreslone lub mie¢ wartosé
klasyczna). Pozostaje wigc reguta 5.

(b) W literaturze odrdznia si¢ dwie wersje stwierdzenia klamcy: stwierdzenie
zwykle i wzmocnione. Stwierdzenie zwykle orzeka o sobie samym tylko, ze jest
falszywe (,,Niniejsze stwierdzenie jest falszywe”), natomiast stwierdzenie
wzmocnione oznajmia o sobie samym tylko, ze nie jest prawdziwe (,,Niniejsze
stwierdzenie nie jest prawdziwe”). Innymi slowy, pierwsze z nich co$ sobie
przypisuje, natomiast drugie — czego$ sobie odmawia. Obie wersje sg réwno-
wazne, o ile przyjmuje si¢ zasade dwuwartosciowosci. Natomiast w uktadzie
trojwarto§ciowym, z jakim mamy do czynienia w przypadku propozycji Gaifma-
na, stwierdzenie konstytuujgce wzmocnionego ktamce oznacza, ze jest ono fat-
szywe lub tworzy luke wartosci prawdziwosciowe;j.
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Wzmocnione stwierdzenie ktamcy charakteryzuje warunek: Typ (p) = —~Tr(p).
Ponizszy graf zaleznosci reprezentuje sie¢ znacznikOw generowang przez owo
stwierdzenie (wierzchotki tworza znaczniki p i Neg(p)):

Rys. 3.
Sie¢ znacznikow generowana przez stwierdzenie wzmocnionego klamcy.

Typ(p)= ~Tr(p) o e Typ(Neg(p))=Tr(p)

Oto tabela reprezentujaca procedurg ewaluacyjna dla znacznikéw tworzacych
sie z rys. 3:

Vo Vi V2
p - n n
Negp) | - | n | m

Wartoéciowanie vy (bgdace wartosciowaniem pustym) dopuszcza jedynie regute
6 odnoszacg si¢ do zbioru znacznikéw tworzacych zamknietg petle. Na jej mocy
w nastgpnym kroku znacznikom p i Neg(p) przypisana zostaje wartos¢ .
W kolejnych krokach zastosowanie znajduje reguta 5.

Zwykle stwierdzenie ktamcy charakteryzuje natomiast warunek: Typ(p) =
Fa(p). Sie¢ znacznikow generowana przez to stwierdzenie ma postaé prostej petli:

Rys. 4.
Sie¢ znacznikow generowana przez stwierdzenie zwyklego ktamcy.

Typ(p) = Fa(p)
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Procedura ewaluacyjna w tym przypadku przebiega podobnie jak wyzej
i rowniez stabilizuje si¢ na n:

Tak jak poprzednio warto§ciowanie vy dopuszcza jedynie regule 6, co sprawia,
ze vi(p) = n. W kolejnych krokach zastosowanie znajduje reguta 5.

Jezeli natomiast jako inicjujace przyjmiemy wartoSciowanie przypisujace
p wartos$¢ klasyczna, to zastosowanie znajdzie wowczas reguta 3. Gdy vo(p) = ¢,
wtedy w wyniku jej uzycia vi(p) = f. W kolejnych krokach ponownie stosujemy
owga regule. W rezultacie wartosci # i f zmieniajg si¢ na przemian:

Analogicznie, gdy vo(p) =f.

(c) Stwierdzeniem prawdomoéwcy nazywa si¢ stwierdzenie orzekajace o sobie
samym (tylko), ze jest prawdziwe. Charakteryzuje je wigc warunek: Typ(p) =
Tr(p). Sie¢ znacznikdow generowang przez to stwierdzenie obrazuje graf majacy —
jak w przypadku zwyklego stwierdzenia ktamcy — posta¢ prostej petli. Oto tabela
odzwierciedlajaca procedurg ewaluacyjng dla tworzacego ja znacznika zainicjo-
wana wartosciowaniem pustym:

Tak jak w przypadku zwyktego stwierdzenia ktamcy, wartosciowanie vy dopusz-
cza jedynie regule 6. Stad vi(p) = n. W kolejnych krokach zastosowanie znajduje
regula 5.

Jezeli jednak przyjmiemy, ze vo(p) = t (f), to zastosowanie znajdzie wowczas
reguta 2. W wyniku jej uzycia vi(p) = ¢ (f). Kolejne kroki beda takie same. Za-
leznie od wyboru inicjujacego wartoSciowania procedura stabilizuje si¢ wigc na
tlub f.

Dwa ostatnie przyktady pokazuja, Zze same reguly przypisywania warto$ci
n nie pozwalajg na odseparowanie stwierdzenia ktamcy od stwierdzenia praw-
domoéwcey. Dla ich rozrdznienia (jesli nas ono interesuje) potrzebne sa inne pro-
cedury ewaluacyjne.
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(d) Na koniec rozwazmy tamigtowke silnego ktamcy bedaca punktem wyj-
Scia propozycji Gaifmana:

Rys. 5.
Siec¢ znacznikow dla silnego ktamcy.

o PP(@)="Tr(p)

o [P (Neg(q)) =Tr(p)

l Typ(p)=—Tr(p)
[ ]

[ ]
Typ(Neg(p)) = Tr(p)

Procedurg ewaluacyjng dla tworzacych ja znacznikow — tj. g, Neg(q), p, Neg(p) —
przedstawia nastgpujaca tabela:

Vo Vi V2 V3 2
q - - | - t t
Neg(q) i A Y A R A Y
P - n n n n
Neg(p) - n n n n

Warto$ciowanie vy dopuszcza jedynie regule 6, co sprawia, ze p i Neg(p)
otrzymuja warto$¢ n (tworza one zamknietg petle). Warto§ciowanie v; dopuszcza
regute 8 (Jump Rule) dla Neg(q) (bo Typ(Neg(q)) = Tr(p), vi(p) = n oraz
vi(Neg(p)) jest nicokreslona). Stad v2(Neg(q)) = f. Wartosciowanie v, dopuszcza
w stosunku do ¢ regule dla negacji 4.1. Z tego powodu v3(g) = t. W kolejnym
i nastgpnych krokach zastosowanie znajduje reguta 5 w stosunku do znacznikoéw
tworzacych petle, tj. p 1 Neg(p). W efekcie procedura ewaluacyjna stabilizuje si¢
na tak uzyskanych wartosciach. o

Kazde warto$ciowanie v, ktore nie jest totalne, dopuszcza pewna regule dajaca
si¢ zastosowa¢ do znacznikéw nieokreslonych przy v. Gaifman formutuje na tej
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podstawie twierdzenie, ze dla kazdego wartosciowania v istnieje sekwencja ewa-
luacyjna zainicjowana przez v i konczaca si¢ warto§ciowaniem totalnym (w kto-
rym wszystkie znaczniki tworzace dang sie¢ majg przypisang warto$¢ logiczng).

Mowimy, ze warto§ciowanie v’ rozszerza wartosciowanie v wtw v < v’. Ge-
neralnie, w danej procedurze ewaluacyjnej warto§ciowanie ve + | nie musi rozsze-
rza¢ wartosciowania ve (wartos¢ logiczna znacznika moze zosta¢ zrewidowana).
Jednakze jesli vz jest wartoSciowaniem ,,dobrym”, to ve + | rozszerza ve, czyli dla
kazdego znacznika p € dom(ve), warto$é ve(p) jest zgodna z wartoscig ve + 1(p).
Wartosciowanie ,,dobre” to takie, ktére utwierdza si¢ — via warto$ciowanie po-
chodne — w swoich rozstrzygnieciach (Gaifman okre$la je terminem self-
supporting valuation).

Definicja 7. Wartosciowanie v nazywamy: (a) potwierdzonym na p wWtw p €
dom(v) (czyli wartos¢ v(p) jest okre§lona) oraz v(p) = v’(p) (gdzie v’ jest warto-
Sciowaniem pochodnym wzgledem v); (b) potwierdzonym wtw v < v’ (czyli
v jest potwierdzone dla kazdego znacznika nalezacego do dom(v)); (c) zupetnym
wtw v =1v’.

Jezeli Typ(p) = Tr(p), to dowolne wartoSciowane ve takie, ze p € dom(ve),
jest potwierdzone na p (zob. przyklad 3c).?” Jest tak niezaleznie od tego, czy
p zostanie przypisana warto$¢ n, t lub f. W przypadku stwierdzen ktamcy mamy:
(a) jezeli Typ(p) = Fa(p), to ve jest potwierdzone na p tylko, gdy v:(p) = n, (b)
jezeli Typ(p) = ~Tr(p), to ve jest potwierdzone tylko, gdy vi(p) = ve(Neg(p)) =
n (zob. przyklad 3b).2® Rozwazmy procedure ewaluacyjng dotyczaca wzmocnio-
nego stwierdzenia klamcy zainicjowana przez warto§ciowanie vy przypisujace
p warto$¢ f, a Neg(p) wartos¢ n:

Vo Vi %) V3 V4 Vs V6
P f | n t t f|f t
Neg(p) n f f t t f S

Woéwczas vi(p) = n na mocy reguly 5 oraz vi(Neg(p)) = f na mocy reguty 8.
Nastepnie v2(p) = t na mocy reguly dla negacji 4.1 oraz va(Neg(p)) = f na mocy
reguty 8. W kolejnych krokach stosujemy regulg 4.1: v, + 1(p) = —v.(Neg(p)) oraz

27 Rzecz jasna, jest ono rOwniez potwierdzone.

28 Oczywiscie, w obu przypadkach jest ono rowniez potwierdzone. Zauwazmy przy
okazji, ze Gaifman nie odroznia przypadkow (a) i (b): wartoSciowanie ve bedzie potwier-
dzone na p (bez wzgledu na to, czy p wskazuje na zdanie zwyklego ktamcy, czy na zdanie
wzmocnionego ktamcy), o ile v¢(p) przyjmie warto$¢ n (Gaifman, 1988, s. 55). W odnie-
sieniu do stwierdzenia wzmocnionego ktamcy ustalenie to — w ogdlnym przypadku — nie
jest trafne.
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regule 2: v, + 1(Neg(p)) = va(p). Warto$ciowanie vy nie jest potwierdzone ani na p,
ani na Neg(p), gdyz vo(p) # vi(p) 1 vo(Neg(p)) # vi(Neg(p)). Innymi stowy, war-
tosci vo(p) 1 vo(Neg(p)) zostaja w nastgpnym wartosciowaniu v, zrewidowane
(poprawione). Potwierdzone na p sa warto$ciowania v, i v4 (ogolnie: vy, dla n >
0), natomiast na Neg(p) potwierdzone sa wartoSciowania vi, v3 1 vs (ogoélnie:
van + 1, dla dowolnego n). W rozwazanym przypadku nie ma wigc warto§ciowania,
ktore bytoby potwierdzone dla obu znacznikow (czyli zadne wartosciowanie nie
jest ,,dobre”).

Kazde potwierdzone wartoSciowanie mozna rozszerzy¢ do totalnego po-
twierdzonego warto$ciowania (konstruujac stosowng procedure ewaluacyjng).
Niech v bedzie dowolnym warto§ciowaniem zupelnym (tj. v =v"), za$ p i g ele-
mentami jednej sieci. Jezeli Tip(p) = Tip(q) (tj. p 1 ¢ wskazuja na to samo zda-
nie-typ), to albo v(p) = v(q), albo ktoras z wartosci v(p) lub v(g) rowna si¢ n.%
Dowdd tego twierdzenia przebiega przez indukcje wzgledem budowy zdan-
typow. Nastgpnie mozna pokazac, ze kazde zupelne warto§ciowanie v posiada
skorelowang z nim klasyczng interpretacje w zbiorze formut jezyka Lp. Oznacz-
my przez 0. A(Lp) = {f, t} klasyczng interpretacje (wartoéciowanie) formut
atomowych jezyka L (niezaleznie od tego, czy zawieraja one predykaty seman-
tyczne) i niech v bedzie warto$ciowaniem zupetlnym. Mowimy, Ze o jest skore-
lowana z v, jesli dla wszystkich p takich, ze Typ(p) € At(Lp) oraz v(p) jest kla-
syczna, to o(Typ(p)) = v(p). Interpretacj¢ o mozna w zwykly sposob rozszerzy¢
na wszystkie formuly jezyka Lp. Oznaczmy jg przez o*. Wowczas dla wszystkich
znacznikow p, jezeli v(p) jest klasyczna, to o (Typ(p)) = v(p).

Podsumowujac, na gruncie propozycji Gaifmana proces poznawania predy-
katu prawdy ograniczony jest zawsze do znacznikow tworzacych okreslong sie¢
powiazan i polega na dookres$laniu jego ekstensji (oraz antyekstensji). Jest on
formalnie reprezentowany przez ciag warto§ciowan — tzw. procedur¢ ewaluacyj-
ng — ktdry w swej podstawowej wersji zaczyna si¢ od warto§ciowania pustego
i konczy sie potwierdzonym warto§ciowaniem totalnym. Inne procedury ewalua-
cyjne mogg by¢ wykorzystane do klasyfikacji zdan, np. odrdznienia stwierdzenia
ktamcy od stwierdzenia prawdomoéwcy. Dany znacznik zostaje zaliczony do
ekstensji predykatu prawdy 7r, je$li w opisanej wyzej procedurze (zainicjowanej
przez warto$ciowanie puste) zostanie mu przypisana ostatecznie wartos¢ ¢. Jesli
natomiast znacznikowi owemu zostanie ostatecznie przypisana warto$¢ f, to
zaliczony on zostanie do ekstensji predykatu falszu Fa. Znaczniki osiagajace
warto$¢ n tworza luke.

29 Oznacza to, ze dwa znaczniki wskazujgce na to samo zdanie-typ nie moga przyj-
mowac roéznych wartosci klasycznych, np. wykluczony jest przypadek, w ktorym v(p) = ¢,

av(g)=f.
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3. Czarne dziury

Zajmijmy si¢ jeszcze kwestig czarnych dziur. Pojecie czarnej dziury zostato
wprowadzone przez Gaifmana w zwigzku z teorig prawdy Kripkego. Najlepiej
wyjasni¢ je na przyktadzie. Przypomnijmy, na gruncie teorii prawdy Kripkego
czarng dziurg jest np. zdanie ktamcy, ktore oznaczyliSmy przez L. Poniewaz nie
mozna mu przyporzadkowac zadnej wartosci klasycznej, tworzy ono luke warto-
$ci prawdziwosciowej i méwimy, ze formuje dziurg na poziomie 0. Ten sam los
dzielg stwierdzenia orzekajace o L, ze jest prawdziwe lub falszywe, czyli zdania
postaci 7r(L) i Fa(L). Rowniez im nie mozna przyporzadkowaé zadnej klasycz-
nej warto$ci logicznej i tworza w zwigzku z tym luke warto$ci prawdziwoscio-
wej. To czyni z L dziur¢ na poziomie 1. To samo w przypadku orzeczen o praw-
dziwosci lub falszywo$ci poprzednich stwierdzen, czyli zdan postaci
Tr("Tr(L)Y), Fa("Tr(L)Y), Tr("Fa(L)") i Fa("Fa(L)"), co sprawia, ze L formuje
dziurg na poziomie 2. Zdanie jest czarng dziurg, jesli formuje ono dziurg na kaz-
dym poziome n. W tym wiasnie sensie L jest czarng dziurg na gruncie teorii praw-
dy Kripkego. Latwo zauwazy¢, ze kazde zdanie tworzace luke wartosci prawdzi-
wosciowej jest czarng dziura, jesli przyjmiemy nastgpujace zatozenia: (1) nosni-
kami prawdy i fatszu sa zdania-typy, (2) zdania a i ,,'a! jest prawdziwe” sg row-
nowazne, (3) relacja rownowaznosci spetnia zasade Leibniza, na mocy ktorej jesli
zdania a i f s3 rOwnowazne, to rOwnowazne sg rowniez zdania ,,'a! jest prawdzi-
we” 1,,/1 jest prawdziwe” (jak i zdania ,,’a! jest falszywe” 1,,757 jest falszywe”).

Gaifman okresla zdania bedace czarnymi dziurami jako ,,semantycznie nie-
dotykalne” (ang. semantic untouchables), gdyz w zaden sposob nie mozna prze-
kaza¢ semantycznej informacji na temat ich wartosci logicznej (Gaifman 1992,
s. 241). Jak wspomniatem wczeséniej, jego propozycja zmierza do wyeliminowa-
nia czarnych dziur tak wielu, jak to tylko jest mozliwe. Zdaniem autora Pointers
to Truth rozumowanie przeprowadzone w zwiagzku z tamigtdwka silnego ktamcy
(o ile jest poprawne) ma $wiadczyé, ze jezyk naturalny zawiera mechanizm uni-
kania czarnych dziur. O sukcesie w realizacji zamiaru usunigcia czarnych dziur
maja $wiadczy¢ nastepujace dwa twierdzenia. Przy zalozeniu, ze dla kazdego
zdania-typu istnieje nieskonczenie wiele niezaleznych znacznikéw wskazujacych
na owo zdanie, mamy:*° (1) dla kazdej formuly a istnieje wskazujacy na nig
znacznik p taki, ze warto$¢ v(p) jest klasyczna, tj. v(p) € {¢, f} ; (2) jezeli v(p) =
n, to istnieje znacznik ¢ taki, ze Typ(q) = ~Tr(p) A —Fa(p) (czyli wskazujacy na
zdanie stwierdzajace, ze p tworzy luke wartosci prawdziwosciowej) oraz v(q) =t.
Twierdzenia te implikujg, ze w ramach lokalnie skonczonych sieci mozemy
zawsze o znaczniku majacym warto$¢ n sformutowaé prawdziwe (meta)stwier-

30 Znacznikami niezaleznymi nazywamy znaczniki, ktére nie majg wspdlnych pod-
znacznikow. Pojecie podznacznika jest analogonem pojecia podformuty. Na przyktad,
jezeli Typ(p) = a A —P, to podznacznikami p s3: p, Con'(p), Con?(p), Neg(Con?(p)).
Nieskonczonosé, o ktorej mowa w tym ztozeniu, nalezy raczej rozumiec jako nieskonczo-
no$¢ potencjalna.
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dzenie, ze tworzy on luke wartosci prawdziwosciowej. Stanowi to warunek wy-
starczajacy pozbycia si¢ czarnych dziur. W przypadku jednak znacznikéw beda-
cych elementami pewnego zstgpujacego ciagu nieskonczonego i nieugruntowane-
go beda one wszystkie czarnymi dziurami. Inne czarne dziury moga pojawiac si¢
w jezykach o wickszej mocy ekspresywnej, np. w jezyku mogacym reprezentowac
zbiory i funkcje rekurencyjne, co prowadzi do reprezentowalno$ci wtasnej sktadni
(tj. relacji i operacji syntaktycznych). Przy zalozeniu, ze w jezyku takim reprezen-
towalna jest funkcja kojarzaca ze znacznikami wskazywane przez nie zdania-typy,
czarne dziury mozna konstruowa¢ wykorzystujgc metode diagonalizacji.’!

4. TrudnoS$ci i problemy

Przejdzmy do wskazania wybranych trudnosci i probleméw teorii Gaifmana.
Zacznijmy od pewnych probleméw konceptualnych. Przypomnijmy, ze teoria
Gaifmana oparta jest na silnej tréjwartosciowej logice Kleenego. Logika ta cha-
rakteryzuje si¢ tym, ze jej zbior tautologii jest zbiorem pustym. Moze si¢ to wy-
dawac nieintuicyjne, gdyz tautologie czesto uwazane sg za uniwersalne prawdy
a priori (prawdy konieczne). Mozna jednak argumentowac, ze ustalenie zakresu
tego typu prawd nie jest wlasciwym przedmiotem badan logiki. Podstawowym
zadaniem logiki jest ukazanie zwiazkow logicznych miedzy wyrazeniami,
zwlaszcza za$ okreSlenie relacji wynikania zachodzacej pomiedzy zdaniami.
Z drugiej strony, ,,usterka” owa daje si¢ tatwo usunaé poprzez zaadoptowanie do
teorii Gaifmana semantyki superwaluacyjnej pochodzacej od Basa van Fraasse-
na.>* Osobnym problemem jest sam wybor takiej czy innej logiki nieklasycznej
w celu rekonstrukcji pojecia prawdy. Kwestii tej nie bedg¢ tu jednak rozwazal.

Zaproponowane uj¢cie nie zachowuje standardowego statusu no$nikow
prawdy jako obiektow propozycjonalnych (zdan, stwierdzen, sadéw itp.). Funk-
cja v jest okreslona na znacznikach nazwowych, co moze budzi¢ sprzeciw. Zada-
jac pytanie ,,Czy to, co on powiedzial jest prawda?” (ewentualnie: ,,Czy to, co on

31 Niech p bedzie znacznikiem takim, ze Tp(p) = Ix(Tp(x) = Tp(p) A ~Tr(x))
(zmienna x przebiega po zbiorze znacznikéw). Zdanie Ix(Typ (x) = Typ (p) A —Tr(x)) jest
diagonalizacja formuty — 7r(x).

32 Koresponduje to z koncepcja logiki jako operacji konsekwencji.

3 W ujeciu wykorzystujagcym semantyke superwaluacyjng przyjmuje sie, ze predykat
prawdy jest nieostry — nie dysponujemy precyzyjnym kryterium pozwalajacym w przy-
padku dowolnego zdania okresli¢, czy nalezy ono do ekstensji predykatu prawdy, czy nie.
Semantyka ta opiera si¢ na nast¢pujacej idei. Kazde zdanie atomowe zawierajace predykat
nieostry jest wartosciowane jako prawdziwe lub fatszywe ze wzgledu na dang precyzacje.
Tym samym kazda dopuszczalna precyzacja wyznacza pewne klasyczne wartosciowanie.
Z drugiej strony, to samo zdanie moze mie¢ rézne klasyczne wartosci logiczne zaleznie od
przyjetej precyzacji. Zdanie zawierajace predykat nicostry jest superwaluacyjnie praw-
dziwe (superwaluacyjnie fatszywe), gdy jest ono prawdziwe (falszywe) przy kazdej do-
puszczalnej precyzacji owego predykatu. Ujgcie superwaluacyjne zachowuje wszystkie
klasyczne tautologie, za$ sprzecznosciom przyporzadkowuje falsz.
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powiedziat jest falszem?”’) mamy zwykle na mysli to, co dana osoba stwierdzita,
czyli pewne zdanie-egzemplarz (lub zdania-egzemplarze). Mankament ten sto-
sunkowo tatwo naprawi¢, gdyz kazdy znacznik bedacy argumentem funkcji
v denotuje (nazywa) okreslone zdania-egzemplarz, za$ zdania-egzemplarze same
stanowia rodzaj znacznikdéw (kazde z nich wskazuje na zdanie-typ, ktorego jest
egzemplarzem). Wszystkie wazne dla przedstawionej propozycji okreslenia
mozna przeformutowaé tak, by dotyczyly bezposrednio zdan-egzemplarzy. Z tej
perspektywy nie ma wigkszego znaczenia, czy funkcja v dziata na znacznikach
nazwowych, czy na zdaniach-egzemplarzach.

Wspomniatem wcze$niej, ze same reguly przypisywania warto$ci # nie po-
zwalaja na odseparowanie stwierdzenia ktamcy od stwierdzenia prawdomoéwcy.
Uogolniajac, nie jest mozliwe na ich gruncie przeprowadzenie rozrdznien mig-
dzy réznymi typami patologii (w szczeg6lnosci odseparowanie zdan antyno-
mialnych od innych zdan wzbudzajacych kontrowersje). Rozwazmy na przyktad
zbior znacznikow {p, g}, gdzie w pierwszym przypadku Typ(p) = Fa(q) oraz
Dp(q) = Tr(p), zas w drugim przypadku Bip(p) = Fa(q) oraz Typ(q) = Fa(p).
W obu przypadkach zbior 6w tworzy zamknieta petle. Stad w obu przypadkach
znacznikom p i g zostaje przypisana wartos¢ n, ktora stabilizuje si¢ w kolejnych
krokach ich procedur ewaluacyjnych (zainicjowanych przez warto$ciowanie
puste). Chociaz oba sa problematyczne, r6znia si¢ jednak charakterem — przypa-
dek pierwszy stanowi koto ktamcéw i ma charakter antynomialny, natomiast
przypadek drugi nie ma takiego charakteru. Jesli wigc interesuje nas wyrdznienie
roznych kategorii zdan problematycznych, nalezy zbada¢ zachowanie si¢ zdan
w réznych procedurach ewaluacyjnych (a nie tylko w procedurze zainicjowane;j
przez warto$ciowanie puste).>*

Pewien klopot sprawia nast¢pujgca wersja stwierdzenia wzmocnionego ktam-
cy: ,,Niniejsze stwierdzenie jest falszywe lub tworzy luke wartosci prawdziwo-
sciowej”. Stwierdzenia tego nie mozna jednak sformutowa¢ w ramach jezyka
L (a tym bardziej oceni¢), poniewaz predykat ,,tworzy luke wartosci prawdziwo-
$ciowej” do niego nie nalezy (jest predykatem metajezykowym).>> Mozna temu
zaradzi¢ wzbogacajac jezyk Ly o predykat Gap i odpowiednio modyfikujac regu-
ly przypisywania wartosci logicznej. W szczegolnosci zmodyfikowaé nalezy
regute 8, dodajac warunek: jezeli Tip(p) = Gap(q), v(q) = n 1 v(p) # n (czyli v(p)
jest nieokreslona lub klasyczna), to v(p) = t.

Zadawalajaca teoria prawdy powinna by¢ empirycznie adekwatna. Znaczy to
w szczeg6lnosci, ze nie powinna przypisywaé wartosci logicznych zdaniom
W sposob niezgodny z intuicjami uzytkownikow jezyka. Wydaje sie, ze propozy-
cja Gaifmana nie zawsze reprezentuje w sposob adekwatny potoczne rozumowa-
nia majace na celu ustalenie wartosci logicznej pewnych znacznikéw (czy zdan-

34 Pod tym wzgledem projekt Gaifmana przypomina propozycje Gupty i Belnapa.

35W ramach rozwazanego jezyka sformulowaé mozna jedynie nastepujgca (rowno-
wazng) jego wersje: ,,Niniejsze stwierdzenie jest falszywe lub ani nie jest prawdziwe, ani
nie jest fatszywe”.
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egzemplarzy). Rozwazmy stwierdzenie prawdomowcy oznajmiajace o sobie
samym tylko, ze jest prawdziwe i zal6zmy, ze zostato ono sklasyfikowane jako
tworzace luke wartosci prawdziwosciowej. Oczywiscie nie jest ono wowczas
prawdziwe, a wigc stwierdzenie przypisujagce mu prawdziwosé jest fatszywe.
Wydaje si¢ wiec, ze stwierdzenie prawdomowcy jest falszywe. Jezeli teraz
przyjmiemy, ze stwierdzenie owo jest falszywe, to nie jest tak, jak ono glosi,
czyli jest falszywe. Innymi stowy, startujac od uznania stwierdzenia prawdo-
moéwey jako tworzacego luke warto$ci prawdziwosciowej, rewidujemy to zato-
zenie w kierunku uznania go za fatszywe, a kolejne kroki tylko potwierdzaja to
przyporzadkowanie. Podobnie dla zwyktego stwierdzenia ktamcy oznajmujacego
o sobie samym tylko, ze jest falszywe. Startujac od uznania go za tworzace luke
warto$ci prawdziwosciowej, w nastepnych krokach rozumowania kwalifikujemy
je na przemian jako falszywe i prawdziwe. Tymczasem na gruncie teorii Gai-
fmana w obu przypadkach dochodzi do ustabilizowania si¢ procedury ewalua-
cyjnej na n (poprzez regule 5).3

Kolejna obiekcja dotyczy — uzywajac terminologii Gottloba Fregego — praw
prawdziwosci. Niech Bip(p) = Vx—(Tr(x) A —Tr(x)). Zdanie to nie wydaje si¢
problematyczne. Gtlosi bowiem, ze zadne zdanie nie jest zarazem prawdziwe
i nieprawdziwe. Tymczasem z uwagi na jego samostosowalnos¢, znacznikowi
p nalezy przypisa¢ warto$¢ n.%’

Rozwazmy teraz tzw. lamiglowke Gupty. Miata ona pokazywaé, ze teoria
prawdy Kripkego oparta na konstrukcji punktow statych ma istotne wady — nie
zawsze adekwatnie reprezentuje potoczne rozumowania, ktérych celem jest
ocena logiczna pewnych zdan. Skladaja si¢ na nig trzy zdania, z ktérych pierw-
sze stwierdza, ze zdanie trzecie jest prawdziwe, drugie stwierdza, ze trzecie nie
jest prawdziwe, natomiast trzecie oznajmia, ze przynajmniej jedno z poprzednich
twierdzen nie jest prawdziwe (Gupta, 1982). W ramach propozycji Gaifmana
mozemy je sformalizowac nastepujaco:

Tip(p) = Tr(r), p(q) = ~Tr(r),
Typ(r)=(Tr(p) A ~Tr(q)) v Tr(p) A Tr(q)) v CTr(p) A~ Tr(q)).

36 7 drugiej strony, jezeli na wstepie znacznikowi wskazujacemu na stwierdzenie
prawdomoéwcey lub stwierdzenie kltamcy przypiszemy klasyczna warto$¢ logiczna, wow-
czas dotyczaca go procedura ewaluacyjna zachowuje si¢ zgodnie z oczekiwaniami: war-
to$¢ znacznika wskazujacego na stwierdzenie prawdomowecy stabilizuje si¢ na inicjujacej
wartosci logicznej, natomiast warto§¢ znacznika wskazujacego na stwierdzenie ktamcy
jest niestabilna, tj. oscyluje pomigdzy 71 f.

37 Przez Gen(p)[x/p] oznaczmy znacznik wskazujacy na uszczegdlowienie zdania
Bip(p) wzgledem p. Znacznik p wraz z Gen(p)[x/p] oraz znacznikami, od ktoérych
Gen(p)[x/p] zalezy tworzag zamknigte petle. W procedurze ewaluacyjnej zastosowanie
znajduje najpierw regula 6, a nastepnie reguta 5. Zauwazmy, ze wsréd Gen(p) nie ma
falszow (znaczniki wskazujace na uszczegolowienia wzgledem zdan zwyktych, tj. niese-
mantycznych, majg zawsze warto$¢ f).
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Rozumujgc w sposob potoczny, mozemy bez trudu przypisa¢ tym stwierdze-
niom wartosci klasyczne. Poniewaz stwierdzenia pierwsze i drugie wykluczaja
si¢, oba nie mogg by¢ prawdziwe. Z tego powodu stwierdzenie trzecie jest praw-
dziwe. To wiasnie glosi stwierdzenie pierwsze, przeto rowniez ono jest prawdzi-
we. Stwierdzenie drugie musi wigc by¢ fatszywe. Tymczasem wprowadzony
przez Gaifmana algorytm nie pozwala na dokonanie takiej oceny. Sie¢ znaczni-
kow zawierajaca te trzy stwierdzenia i generowana przez r tworzy bowiem za-
mknigta petle. Stad na mocy reguly 6 wszystkie znaczniki w owej sieci otrzyma-
ja warto$§¢ n. Mozna na tej podstawie wysunaé wniosek, ze reguta 6 nakazujaca
wszystkim znacznikom tworzacym zamknieta petle przypisaé wartos$¢ n jest zbyt
mato subtelnym narzgdziem oceny znacznikéw. Wystgpowanie w zamknigtej
petli nie powinno wyklucza¢ mozliwosci przypisania znacznikowi klasycznej
wartos$ci logiczne;j.

Rozwazmy jeszcze nastgpujacy nieskonczony ciag znacznikow: pi, pa, ...,
Di, ... wskazujacych na zdania, z ktérych kazde oznajmia, Ze nast¢pne jest praw-
dziwe: yp(p1) = Tr(p2), Dp(p2) = Tr(p3), ..., Bp(p:) = Tr(pi+1), ... Na mocy
reguly 7 kazdy tworzacy go znacznik uzyskuje warto$¢ n. Powiedzmy, ze — ana-
logicznie jak w przypadku tamigtowki silnego klamcy — zamierzamy teraz sko-
mentowaé status (zdania-egzemplarza nazywanego przez) pi. Niech wigc
po bedzie znacznikiem takim, ze Typ (po) = —Tr(p1). Przez analogi¢ z tamiglowka
silnego ktamcy py powinno uzyska¢ wartos¢ ¢. Tymczasem poniewaz ciag po, pi,
D2, ---» Di, ... tOWNIieZ spelnia zatozenia reguly 7, w wyniku powtornego jej zasto-
sowania po — wbrew oczekiwaniom — uzyskuje wartos¢ .

Wedhug Gaifmana uzycie znacznika wskazujacego na jakie$s zdanie zawsze
wigze si¢ z wygloszeniem stosownego metastwierdzenia czy metakomentarza.
Wielu filozoféw, zwlaszcza reprezentujacych deflacyjne podejscie do pojecia
prawdy, zwraca uwagg na inne jeszcze funkcje predykatéw prawdziwosciowych
w jezyku potocznym, np. potwierdzania pewnych wczesniejszych stwierdzen,
zastgpowania w wypowiedziach wygloszonego wczesniej zdania, likwidowania
cudzystowow itp. Dla przyktadu rozwazmy rozmowe Alfy z Beta, w ktorej Alfa
wyglasza zdanie ,,6 jest liczba doskonata”, za$ Beta stwierdza ,,To, co powiedziat
Alfa jest prawda”. Mozna argumentowac, ze Beta potwierdzit jedynie stwierdze-
nie Alfy bez intencji wygloszenia metakomentarza (wlasciwie powtdrzyt on
stwierdzenie Alfy, ale w inny sposob). Chociaz stanowiska deflacyjne budza
szereg watpliwosci, nie nalezy jednak ignorowa¢ wskazywanych przez nie uzy¢
predykatu prawdy. Propozycji Gaifmana mozna zarzuci¢, ze nie uwzglgdnia
owych uzy¢. Z drugiej strony, wspomniane uzycia predykatu prawdy nie maja
charakteru czysto semantycznego, lecz raczej naleza do przedmiotu zaintereso-
wan pragmatyki.

5. Zakonczenie

Propozycja Gaifmana jest krokiem w kierunku zbudowania satysfakcjonuja-
cej teorii prawdy, ktora bylaby zorientowana nominalistycznie i respektowata
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fizykalistyczny punkt widzenia. Autor Pointers to Truth realizuje to poprzez
uznanie za podstawowe nosniki prawdy zdania-egzemplarze ($cislej rzecz bio-
rac, argumentami funkcji wartosciowania w przedstawionej propozycji sg znacz-
niki bedace jednostkowymi nazwami zdan-egzemplarzy).’® Richard L. Kirkham
w swojej ksigzce Theories of Truth wyroznia kilka zalet takiego podejscia: ist-
nienie zdan-egzemplarzy (w przeciwienstwie do sadow) nie budzi watpliwosci,
nie jest dyskusyjny status ontologiczny nich samych ani ich czg¢$ci, nie wywotuja
zadnego sprzeciwu kryteria, za pomoca ktorych identyfikuje si¢ numerycznie
rozne zdania-egzemplarze (Kirkham, 1992, s. 63-64).% Mozna jeszcze dodaé, ze
poniewaz zdanie-egzemplarz zawsze pojawia si¢ w pewnym kontekscie konwer-
sacyjnym, sktadniki jego maja zawsze wyraznie ustalone odniesienie przedmio-
towe. Nieche¢ wielu autorow do uznania zdan-egzemplarzy za no$niki prawdy
ma rozne zrodla. Jedni autorzy zwracajg uwagg na ich kontekstualng wrazliwo$¢
(wartos$¢ logiczna zdania-egzemplarza moze si¢ zmienia¢ wraz z kontekstem),
inni natomiast podnosza kwesti¢ istnienia niewyrazonych prawd (tak jak istnieje
wiele nienazwanych przedmiotéw; Dummett 1999, s. 264; Gupta, 1982, s. 4).
Obiekcja druga stwarza wigkszy problem. Wigze si¢ z niemozliwoscig oceny
logicznej egzemplarza danego zdania dopoki nie zaistnial on w czyjes wypowie-
dzi.* Nie zagraza ona jednak propozycji Gaifmana, poniewaz funkcja warto-
$ciowania v jest w niej okreslona na znacznikach odnoszacych si¢ do zdan-
egzemplarzy, a nie na samych zdaniach-egzemplarzach. Znacznik poprzez funk-
cj¢ Typ wskazuje na dane zdanie-typ, ktorego pewien egzemplarz jest nazywany
przez 6w znacznik i moze by¢ zdaniem takim, ze nikt nigdy go nie wypowiedziat
(np. z powodu jego skomplikowania czy dlugosci). Reguty opisujace funkcje
v nie eliminujg takich przypadkow. Problem pojawia si¢, gdy podejmiemy probe
okreslenia statusu ontologicznego takiego niezmaterializowanego zdania-egzem-
plarza. Wydaje si¢, ze kategoria zdan-egzemplarzy jako no$nikoéw prawdy po-
winna obejmowac nie tylko takie, ktore aktualnie istnieja, ale rowniez takie,
ktére moga zaistnie¢. Rozwiazanie tej kwestii wymaga poglebionej analizy onto-
logicznej, na ktorg brak tu miejsca.

38 Przypomnijmy, nominalizm jest stanowiskiem negujgcym istnienie w rzeczywisto-
Sci pozaumystowe] przedmiotow abstrakcyjnych — istnieja jedynie obiekty jednostkowe
i konkretne. Tego typu obiektami sg zdania-egzemplarze. Dodajmy, Ze reistyczna wersja
nominalizmu za nazwy rzetelne uznaje jedynie nazwy rzeczy i postuluje uzywanie tylko
takich nazw w wypowiedziach. Prezentowanej teorii nie mozna uzna¢ za pelnokrwista
teori¢ nominalistyczng. Nie kwestionuje ona istnienia zdan-typow, jak i wlasnosci opisy-
wanych przez predykaty, w szczegdlnosci za$ przez predykat prawdy.

39 Stanowisko Kirkhama na temat bezdyskusyjnego statusu ontologicznego zdan-
egzemplarzy wydaje si¢ zbyt optymistyczne. Przyktadowo mozna postawi¢ pytanie, czy
zdanie-egzemplarz w postaci napisu jest rzecza, czy moze jest wlasnoscig pewnej rzeczy
(np. kartki papieru, na ktorej zostato napisane)?

40 Na zarzut ten narazone jest rOwniez stanowisko uznajace zdania-typy za podstawo-
we nosniki prawdy, jesli zdanie-typ utozsamia si¢ z klasg zdan-egzemplarzy réwno-
ksztaltnych lub réwnobrzmigcych.
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SUMMARY: In this article, I discuss the theory of truth proposed by Haim
Gaifman from the perspective of dealing with various problematic sentences.
I intend to show that this concept is open to serious objections as much as Saul
Kripke’s related theory. The theory is motivated by the strong liar puzzle and
tries to solve it correctly in a formally precise way. According to Gaifman, we
should assign truth values not to sentence types, but to their tokens. The truth
value of token depends on not only its sentence type, but also the network among
tokens. Hence the presented theory is a paradigm of the contextual theory of
truth. Two tokens of the same sentence type might have different truth values.
For generality Gaifman prefers to use the term pointer instead of token. Truth
value is assigned to pointer by the algorithm called pointer semantics. The paper
contains an exposition of the technical apparatus of the theory and its disad-
vantages.

KEYWORDS: truth, the strong liar puzzle, pointer, the black hole.









