LECTURE XI

HEN we originally contrasted the perfor-
mative with the constative utterance we said
that

(1) the performative should be doing something as
opposed to just saying something; and

(2) the performative is happy or unhappy as opposed
to true or false,

Were these distinctions really sound? Our subsequent
discussion of doing and saying certainly seems to point

1o the conclusion that whenever I ‘say’ anything (except

perhaps a mere exclamation like ‘damn’ or ‘cuch’) I
shall be performing both locutionary and illocutionary
acts, and these twokinds of acts seem to be the very things
which we tried to use, under the names of ‘doing’ and
‘saying’, as a means of distinguishing performatives from
constatives. If we are in general always doing both things,
how can our distinction survive?

Let us first reconsider the contrast from the side of
constative utterances: Of these, we were content to refer
to ‘statements’ as the typical or paradigm case. Would
it be correct to say that when we state something

(1) we are doing something as well as and distinct
- from just saying something, and
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(2) our utterance is liable to be EEQ or curmwa (as
well as, if you will, true or false)? _

(1) Surely to state is every bit as much to perform an
illocutionary act as, say, to warn or to pronounce. Of
course it is not to perform an act in some specially
physical way, other than in so far as it involves, when
verbal, the making of movements of vocal organs; but
then nor, as we have seen, is to warn, to protest, to
promise or to name. ‘Stating’ seems to meet all the
criteria we had for distinguishing the illocutionary act.
Consider such an unexceptionable remark as the follow-
ing: _

In saying that it was raining, I was not betting or

arguing or warning: I was simply stating it as a fact.

Here ‘stating’ is put absolutely on a level with arguing,
betting, and warning. Or again:

In saying that it was leading to unemployment, I was
not warning or protesting: I was simply stating the
facts.

Or to take a different type of test also used earlier,

surely
I state that he did not do it

is exactly on a level with
I argue that he did not do it,

I suggest that he did not do it,
I bet that he did not do ir, &c,
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If T simply use the primary or non-explicit form of
utterance:

He did not do 1t

we may make explicit what we were doing in saying this,
or specify the illocutionary force of the utterance, equally
by saying any of the above three (or more) things.
Moreover, although the utterance ‘He did not do it’ is
often issued as a statement, and is then undoubtedly true
or false (zhis is if anything is), it does not seem possible
to say that 1t differs from ‘I state that he did not do i’
in this respect. If someone says ‘I state that he did not
do it’; we investigate the truth of his statement in just
the same way as if he had said ‘He did not do it" ssmpli~
citer, when we took that to be, as we naturally often
should, a statement. That is, to say ‘I state that he did
not’ is to make the very same statement as to say ‘He
did not’: it is not to make a different statement about
what ‘DI’ state (except in exceptional cases: the historic
and habitual present, &c.). As notoriously, when I say
even ‘I think he did 1t’ someone is being rude if he says
“That’s a statement about you’: and this might con-
ceivably be about myself, whereas ‘I state that he did it’
could not. So that there 1s no necessary conflict between

{a) our issuing the utterance being the doing of some-
thing, .
-{#) our utterance being true or false.

For that matter compare, for example, ‘I warn you that




136 How 1o do things with Words

it 1s going to charge’; where likewise it is both a warning
and true or false that it is going to charge; and that
comies in in appraising the warning just as HE.:”W as,
though not quite in the same way as, in appraising the
statement. .

On mere inspection, ‘T state that” does not appear to
differ in any essential way from ‘I maintain that’ (to say
which is to maintain that), ‘I inform you that’, ‘I restify
that’, &c. Possibly some ‘essential’ differences may yet
be established between such verbs: but nothing has been
done towards this yet. _

(2) Moreover, if we think of the second alleged con-
trast, according to which performatives are happy or un-
happy and statements true or false, again from the side
of supposed constative utterances, notably statements, we
find that statements are liable to every kind of infelicity
to which performatives are liable. Let us look back again
and consider whether statements are not liable to pre-
cisely the same disabilities as, say, warnings by way .om
what we called ‘infelicities’—that is various disabilities
which make an utterance unhappy without, however,
making it true or false. : .

We have already noted that sense in which saying, as
equivalent to stating, “The cat is on the mat’ implies that
I believe that the cat 1s on the mat. This is parallel to the *
sense—is the same sense—as that in which ‘I promuse to
be there’ implies that T intend to be there and that .H_
believe I shall be able to be there. So the statement is
liable to the insincerity form of infelicity ; and even to the
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breach form of infelicity in this sense, that saying or
stating that the cat is on the mat commits me ro saying
or stating ‘The mat is underneath the cat’ just as much as
the performative ‘I define X as ¥ (in the flur sense say)
commits me to using those terms in special ways in
future discourse, and we can see how this is connected
with such acts as promising. This means that statements
can give rise to infelicities of our two I” kinds.

Now what about infelicities of the A and B kinds,
which rendered the act—warning, undertaking, &c.—
nuli and void?: can a thing that looks like 2 statement be
null and void just as much as a putative contract? The
answer seems to be Yes, importantly. The first cases are
A. 1 and A. 2, where there is no convention {(or not an
accepted convention) or where the circumstances are
not appropriate for its invocation by the speaker. Many
infelicities of just this type do infect statements.

We have already noticed the case of a putative state-
ment presupposng (as it is called) the existence of that
which it refers to; if no such thing exists, ‘the statement’
is not about anything. Now some say that in these cir-
cumstances, if, for example, someone asserts that the
present King of France is bald, ‘the question whether
he is baid does not arise’; but it is better to say that the
putative statement is null and void, exactly as when I
say that I sell you something but it is not mine or (hav-
ing been burnr) is not any longer in existence. Contracts
often are void because the objects they are about do not
exist, which involves a breakdown of reference.
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But 1t 1s important to notice also that ‘statements’ too
arc liable to infelicity of this kind in other ways also
parallel to contracts, promises, warnings, &c. Just as we
often say, for example, ‘You cannot order me’, in the
sense “You have not the right to order me’, which is
equivalent to saying that you are not in the appropriate
position to do so: so often there are things vou cannot
state—have no right to state—are not in a position to
state. You cannot now state how many people there are
in the next room; if you say ‘There are fifty people in
the next roont’, I can only regard you as guessing or
conjecturing (just as sometimes you are not ordering me,
which would be inconceivable, but possibly asking me
to rather impolitely, so here you are ‘hazarding a guess’
rather oddly). Here there is something you might, in
other circumstances, be in a position to state; but what
about statements about other persons’ feelings or about
the future? Is a forecast or even a prediction about, say,
persons’ behaviour really a statement? It is important
to take-the speech-situation as a whole,

Just as sometimes we cannot appoint but only confirm
an appointment already made, so sometimes we cannot
state but only confirm a statement already made.

Putative statements are also liable to infelicities of
type B, flaws, and hitches. Somebody ‘says something he
did not really mean’—uses the wrong word-—says ‘the
cat is on the mat’ when he meant to say ‘bat’. Other
similar trivialities arise~—or rather not entirely triviali-
ties; because it is possible to discuss such utterances
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entirely in terms of meaning as equivalent to sense and
reference and so get confused about them, though they
are really easy to understand. .

Once we realize that what we have to study is not the
sentence but the issuing of an utterance in a speech
situation, there can hardly be any longer a possibility of
not seeing that stating is performing an act. Moreover,
comparing stating to what we have said about the illocu-
tionary act, it is an act to which, just as much as to other
illocutionary acts, it is essential to ‘secure uptake’: the
doubt about whether I stated something if it was not
heard or understood is just the same as the doubt about
whether I warned sotfo voce or protested if someone did
not take it as a protest, &c. And statements do ‘take
effect’ just as much as ‘namings’, say: if I have stated
something, then that commits me to other statements:
other statements made by me will be in order or out of
order. Also some statements or remarks made by you
will be henceforward contradicting me or not contra-
dicting me, rebutting me or not rebutting me, and so
forth. If perhaps a statement does not invite a response,
that is not essential to all illocutionary acts anyway.
And certainly in stating we are or may be performing
perlocutionary acts of all kinds.

The most that might be argued, and with some plausi-
bility, is that there is no perlocutionary object specifi-
cally associated with stating, as there is with informing,
arguing, &c.; and this comparative purity may be
one reason why we give ‘statements’ a certain special
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position. But this certainly would not justify giving, say,

‘descriptions’, if properly used, a similar priority, and

it 18 in any case true of many illocutionary acts.
However, looking at the matter from the side of per-
formatives, we may still fecl that they lack something
which statements have, even if, as we have shown, the
converse 1s not s0. Performatives are, of course, incident-
ally saying something as well as doing something, but we
may feel that they are not essentially true or false as
statements are. We may feel that there is here a dimen-
sion in which we judge, assess, or appraise the constative
utterance (granting as a preliminary that it is felicitous)
which does not arise with non-constative or performative
utterances. Let us agree that all these circumstances of
situation have to be in order for me to have succeeded
in stating something, yet when I have, th¢ question arises,
was what I stated true or false? And this we feel, speak-
ing in popular terms, is now the question of whether the
statement ‘corresponds with the facts’. With this I
agree: attempts to say that the use of the expression ‘is
true’ is equivalent to endorsing or the like are no good.

So we have here a new dimension of criticism of the

accomplished statement.

But now

(1) doesn’t just such a similar objective assessment of
the accomplished utterance arise, at least in many
cases, with other utterances which seem typically
performative; and
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(2) i1s not this account of statements a little over-
sumplified ?
First, there is an obvious slide towards truth or falsity
in the case of, for example, verdictives, such as estimat-
ing, finding, and pronouncing. Thus we may:

estimate  rightdy or for example, that it is half
wrongly past two,
find correctly or  for example, that he is

incorrectly ~ guilty,
pronounce correctly or  for example, that the bats-
incorrectly  man is out.

We shall not say ‘truly’ in the case of verdictives, but
we shall certainly address ourselves to the same question;

- and such adverbs as ‘rightly’, ‘wrongly’, ‘correctly’, and

‘incorrectly’ are used with statements too.

Or again there is a parallel between inferring and
arguing soundly or validly and stating truly. It is not just
a question of whether he did argue or infer but also of

‘whether he had a right to, and did he succeed. Warning

and advising may be done ooﬁnn&ﬂ or Eooﬂwn&r well or
badly. Similar considerations arise about praise, blame,
and congratulation. Blame is not in order, if, say, you
have done the same thing yourself; and the question
alwaysarises whether the praise, blame, or congratulation
was merited or unmerited: it is not enough to say that
you have blamed him and there’s an end on’t-—still one
act is, with reason, preferred to another. The question
whether praise and blame are merited is quite different
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from the question whether they are opportune, and the
same distinction can be made in the case of advice. It is
a different thing to say that advice is good or bad from

‘saying that it 1s opportune or inopportune, though the

timing of advice i1s more important to its goodness than
the timing of blame is to its being merited.

Can we be sure that stating truly is a different class
of assessment from arguing soundly, advising well,
judging fairly, and blaming justifiably? Do these not
have something to do in complicated ways with facts?
The same is true also of exercitives such as naming,
appointing, bequeathing, and betting. Facts come in as
well as our knowledge or opinion about facts.

Well, of course, attempts are constantly made to effect
this distinction. The soundness of arguments (if they are
not deductive arguments which are ‘valid’) and the
meritedness of blame are not objective matters, 1t 1s
alleged ; or in warning, we are told, we should distinguish
the ‘statement’ that the bull is about to charge from the
warning itself. But consider also for a moment whether
the question of truth or falsity is so very objective. We
ask: ‘Is 1t a fasr statement?’, and are the good reasons
and good evidence for stating and saying so very different
from the good reasons and evidence for performative
acts like arguing, warning, and judging ? Is the constative,
then, always true or false’ When a constative 1s con-
fronted with the facts, we in fact appraise it in ways

involving the employment of a vast array of terms

which overlap with those that we use in the appraisal of

e ot A L i
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performatives. In real life, as opposed to the simple
situations envisaged in logical theory, one cannot always
answer in a simple manner whether it is true or false.

Suppose that we confront ‘France is hexagonal® with
the facts, in this case, I suppose, with France, is it true
or false? Well, if you like, up to a point; of course I can
see what you mean by saying that it is true for certain
intents and purposes. It is good enough for a top-ranking
general, perhaps, but not for a geographer. ‘Naturally it
is pretty rough’, we should say, ‘and pretty good as a
pretty rough statement’. But then someone says: ‘But is
it true or is it false? I don’t mind whether it is rough or
not; of course it’s rough, but it has to be true or false—
it’s a statement, isn’t it? How can one answer this
question, whether it is true or false that France is hexa-
gonal? It is just rough, and that is the right and final
answer to the question of the relation of ‘France is
hexagonal’ to France. It is a rough description; it is not
a true or 2 false one.

Again, in the case of stating truly or falsely, just as
much as in the case of advising well or badly, the intents
and purposes of the utterance and its context are impor-
tant; what is judged true in a school book may not be so
judged in a work of historical research. Consider the
constative, ‘Lord Raglan won the battle of Alma’,
remembering that Alma was a soldier’s battle if ever
there was one and that Lord Raglan’s orders were never
transmitted to some of his subordinates, Did Lord
Raglan then win the battle of Alma or did he not? Of
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course in some contexts, perhaps in a school book, it is
perfectly justifiable to say so—it is something of an
exaggeration, maybe, and there would be no question of
giving Raglan a medal for it. As ‘France is hexagonal’ is
rough, so ‘Lord Raglan won the battle of Alma’ is
exaggerated and suitable to some contexts and not to
others; it would be pointless to insist on its truth or
falsity.

Thirdly, let us consider the question whether it is true
that all snow geese migrate to Labrador, given that per-
haps one maimed one sometimes fails when migrating
to get quite the whole way. Faced with such problems,
many have claimed, with much justice, that utterances
such as those beginning ‘All . . . are prescriptive defini-
tions or advice to adopt a rule. But what rule? This idea
arises partly through not understanding the reference
of such statements, which is limited to the known; we
cannot quite make the simple statement that the truth of
statements depends on facts as distinct from knowledge
of facts. Suppose that before Australia is discovered X
says ‘All swans are white’. If you later find a black swan
in Australia, is X refuted? Is his statement false now?
Not necessarily: he will take it back but he could say
‘I wasn’t talking about swans absolutely everywhere; for

example, I was not making a statement about possible .

swans on Mars’. Reference depends on knowledge at
the time of utterance. _

The truth or falsity of statements is affected by what
they leave out or put in and by their being misleading,
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and so on. Thus, for example, descriptions, which are
said to be true or false or, if you like, are ‘statements’,
are surely liable to these criticisms, since they are selec-
tive and uttered for a purpose. It is essential to realize
that ‘true’ and ‘false’, like ‘free’ and ‘unfree’, do not
stand for anything simple at all; but only for a general
dimension of being a right or proper thing to say as
opposed to a wrong thing, in these ctreumstances, to
this audience, for these purposes and with these inten-
tions. . ,

In general we may say this: with both statements (and,
for example, descriptions) and warnings, &c., the ques-
tion can arise, granting that you had the right to warn
and did warn, did state, or did advise, whether you were
right to state or warn or advise—not in the sense of
whether it was opportune or expedient, but whether, on
the facts and your knowledge of the facts and the pur-
poses for which you were speaking, and so on, this was
the proper thing to say.

This doctrine is quite different from much that the
pragmatists have said, to the effect that the true is what
works, &c. The truth or falsity of a statement depends

- not merely on the meanings of words but on what act

-

‘you were performing in what circumstances.

What then finally is left of the distinction of the per-

.formative and constative utterance ? Really we may say

that what we had in mind here was this:
(2) With the constative utterance, we abstract from
the illocutionary (let alone the perlocutionary) aspects of
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the speech act, and we concentrate on the locutionary:
moreover, we use an over-simplified notion of corre-
spondence with the facts—over-simplified because essen-
tially it brings in the illocutionary aspect. This is the
ideal of what would be right to say in all circumstances,
for any purpose, to any audience, &c. Perhaps it is
sometimes realized.

(b)) With the performative utterance, we attend as
much as possible to the illocutionary force of the utter-
ance, and abstract from the dimension of correspondence
with facts. _ .

Perhaps neither of these abstractions is so very ex-
pedient: perhaps we have here not really two poles, but
rather an historical development. Now in certain cases,
perhaps with mathematical formulas in physics books as
examples of constatives, or with the issuing of simple
executive orders or the giving of simple names, say, as
examples of performatives, we approximate in real life to
finding such things. It was examples of this kind, like
‘I apologize’, and ‘The cat is on the mat’, said for no
concelvable reason, extreme marginal cases, that gave
rise to the idea of two distinct utterances. But the real
conclusion must surely be that we need (a) to distinguish
between locutionary and illocutionary acts, and () spe-
cially and critically to establish with respect to each kind
of illocutionary act—warnings, estimates, verdicts, state-
ments, and descriptions—what if any is the specific way
in which they are intended, first to be in order or not in

order, and second, to be ‘right’ or ‘wrong’; what terms -

!
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of appraisal and disappraisal are used for each and what
they mean. This is a wide field and certainly will not
lead to a simple distinction of ‘true’ and ‘false’; nor will
it lead to a distinction of statements from the rest, for
stating 1s only one among very numerous speech acts of
the illocutionary class.

‘Furthermore, in general the locutionary act as much’
as the illocutionary is an abstraction only: every genuine
speech act is both. (This is similar to the way in which
the phatic act, the rhetic act, &., are mere abstractions.)
But, of course, typically we distinguish different ab-
stracted ‘acts’ by means of the possible slips between
cup and lip, that is, in this case, the different types of
nonsense which may be engendered in performing them.
We may compare with this point what was said in
the opening lecture about the classification of kinds of
nonsense.




