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Aims 

— To use the idea of situatedness (Austin 1975; Mey 2002; Sbisà 2002, 2023) 

to differentiate between different speech act types belonging to the assertive family 

(Green 2009, 2023a, 2023b), 

— and explore their expressive function and normative dimension.  
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rely on, and actively create, the situation in which they are realized. (…) 

In all such activities, speech is, in a way, prescribed: only certain utterances 
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In sum 

— Every speech act and the context of its performance are internally related: 

one cannot characterise one without considering the specifics of the other; 

— the specific way in which a given speech act is situated has normative implications; 

that is to say, it can be described in terms of the norms that apply to that act. 
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The assertive family comprises  

— assertions,  

— their kin (conjectures, presumptions, and educated guesses),  

— and their more distant cousins (sheer guesses, opinions, and suppositions). 

 

Speech act types that form the assertive family: 

— differentiated based on the different expressive norms that apply to them; 

they can be characterized in terms of their sincerity conditions (Green 2009);  

— characterized by reference to the liability, frankness, and fidelity norms 

to which they are subject (Green 2023a, 2023b). 

 

  



1. Green on assertion and their ilk  
 

Green 2009 (cf. Witek 2021b): Expressive speech acts are handicaps. 
 

Speech act  Expressed mental state 

Assertion that P  Belief that P as justified in a way appropriate for knowledge 

Conjecture that P  Belief that P as backed with some justification 

Educated guess that P  Acceptance or belief that P as backed with some justification 

Guess that P  Acceptance that P (no “as”-condition) 

Presumption of P  Acceptance of P as justified for current conversational purposes 

Supposition of P 
 Acceptance of P as aimed at the production of justification 

for some related content R 
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1. Green on assertion and their ilk  
 

Green 2023a, 2023b: Liability, frankness, and fidelity norms 
 

Speech act Liability Frankness Fidelity 

Assertion + Belief 
Provide strong 

justification if challenged 

Conjecture + 
Some reason to think content is true; 

perhaps intention to investigate 

Provide some 

justification if challenged 

Presumption  + Intention to treat content as true Treat content as true 

Educated guess + Some reason to think content is true 
Provide some 

justification if challenged 

Sheer guess  + —  — 

Opining  + Belief — 

Supposition  —  
Intention to investigate 

what follows from content 

Reason with content 

to determine what follows 
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My general hypothesis  

— Each member of the assertive family is characteristically situated, 

and its situatedness affects its expressive function and normative aspect.  
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only if the item referred to by ‘This a’ “is of a type which matches the sense which is 

attached by the convention of sense to the [predicate ‘an F’]” (Austin 1979: 137). 
 

[!] There are items of types which do not exactly match any of the standard patterns, 

though they may be more or less similar to one or to more than one of those patterns.  
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 sense → item-type item-type → sense 

T-word → item calling describing  

item → T-word exemplifying classing 

  



2. Austin’s typology of assertive acts 

 

One aspect of situatedness: addressing the current QUD 

 

 

 

 

  



2. Austin’s typology of assertive acts 

 

One aspect of situatedness: addressing the current QUD 

 

(1)  This insect is [a beetle].  

(1FM) {This insect is an F | F is a species of insect} 

(1Q) What is this insect?  

 

(2)  [This insect] is a beetle. 

(2FM) {x is a beetle | x is an individual} 

(2Q) What is a beetle?  

  



2. Austin’s typology of assertive acts 

 

  RC1 

calling 

A1: This insect is [a beetle]. 

QUD1: [What] is this insect?  

OR: What can we call this insect? 

→ To answer QUD1 is to find a pattern 

to assimilate to this particular insect. 

  RC2 

describing 

A2: This insect is a [beetle]. 

QUD2: What is [this insect]? 

OR: How can we describe this insect? 

→ To answer QUD2 is to find a pattern 

to assimilate this insect to. 

  RC3 

exemplifying 

A3: [This insect] is a beetle. 

QUD3: What is [a beetle]? 

OR: What is an example of a beetle? 

→ To answer QUD3 is to find a sample 

to assimilate this pattern to. 

  RC4 

classing 

A4: [This insect] is a beetle. 

QUD4: [What] is a beetle? 

OR: Which of these insects is a beetle?  

→ To answer QUD4 is to find a sample 

to assimilate to this pattern. 
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Hypothesis 

— We can distinguish between concept-changing assertions (calling, exemplifying)  

and theory-changing assertions (describing, classing); 

i.e., there are four types of moves contributing to the growth of knowledge.  
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Hypothesis 

— We can distinguish between concept-changing assertions (calling, exemplifying)  

and theory-changing assertions (describing, classing); 

i.e., there are four types of moves contributing to the growth of knowledge.  

 

 

Digression  

— The standing questions that the Vevish signals address are  

“What is this predator”, “What is this eagle/leopard/snake?”, 

and, consequently, “What type of escape reaction should be produced?” 

 

 

 

  



3. Self-expression and norms in situated assertions 

 

My general hypothesis  

— Each member of the assertive family is characteristically situated, 

and its situatedness affects its expressive function and normative aspect. 

  



3. Self-expression and norms in situated assertions 

 

My general hypothesis  

— Each member of the assertive family is characteristically situated, 

and its situatedness affects its expressive function and normative aspect. 

 

Specific hypotheses 

H1 Every assertion is situated, meaning that it addresses a contextually salient QUD. 

  



3. Self-expression and norms in situated assertions 

 

My general hypothesis  

— Each member of the assertive family is characteristically situated, 

and its situatedness affects its expressive function and normative aspect. 

 

Specific hypotheses 

H1 Every assertion is situated, meaning that it addresses a contextually salient QUD. 

H2 Every assertion expresses an appropriate discourse-constituted belief. 

→ Witek 2021b 

expressing  

discourse-independent thoughts 
versus 

expressing  

discourse-constituted thoughts 
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3. Self-expression and norms in situated assertions 

 

Green 2009 (cf. Witek 2021b): Expressive speech acts are handicaps. 
 

Speech act  Expressed mental state 

Assertion that P 
 Belief that P as (i) formed in response to QUD and (ii) justified in a way 

appropriate for this situated move in the process of knowledge-making 

Conjecture that P 
 Belief that P as (i) formed in response to QUD and (ii) backed by some 

justification that meets the relevant standards for making conjectures. 

Educated guess that P 
 Belief that P as (i) formed in response to QUD and (ii) backed with some 

justification that meets the relevant standards for expert opinions. 

Presumption of P 

 Acceptance of P as (i) formed in response to QUD, (ii) expressed to enable 

the ongoing argument to proceed despite the absence of conclusive or 

sufficient evidence, and (iii) warranted by virtue of S’ current epistemic 

and conversational situation (Witek 2021a). 

  



3. Self-expression and norms in situated assertions 

 

My general hypothesis  

— Each member of the assertive family is characteristically situated, 

and its situatedness affects its expressive function and normative aspect. 

 

Specific hypotheses 

H1 Every assertion is situated, meaning that it addresses a contextually salient QUD. 

H2 Every assertion expresses an appropriate discourse-constituted belief. 

H3 To be effective, speech acts belonging to the assertive family must be situated.  

H4 Green’s typology of act belonging to the assertive family 

intersects with the Austinian typology.    

H5 At least some norms governing these acts require that they be adequately situated.  

  



Literature 
 

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

https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198245537.001.0001 

Austin, John L., 1979. How to Talk. In: J. O. Urmson, and G. J. Warnock (Eds.), Philosophical Papers, 3rd ed., Oxford, 

online edn, Oxford Academic. https://doi.org/10.1093/019283021X.003.0006 

Beaver David, Roberts Craige, Simons, Mandy, Tonhauser, Judith. 2017. Question Under Discussion: Where 

Information Structure Meets Projective Content. Annual Review of Linguistics 3: 265-284. 

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-linguistics-011516-033952  

Green, Mitchell S. 2009. Speech Acts, the Handicap Principle and the Expression of Psychological States. Mind & 

Language 24(2): 139-163. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0017.2008.01357.x  

Green, Mitchell S. 2023a. On the Genealogy and Potential Abuse of Assertoric Norms. Topoi 42: 357–368. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11245-023-09908-3 

Green, Mitchell S. 2023b. Verbal Signaling. In: E. Lepore, and D. Sosa (Eds.), Oxford Studies in Philosophy of 

Language, Vol. 3., pp. 67-98. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780198892724.003.0003 

Mey, Jacob L. 2002. Pragmatics: An Introduction. 2nd edition. Oxford: Willey-Blackwell.  

Sbisà, Marina. 2002. Speech Acts in Context. Language & Communication 22: 421-436. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0271-

5309(02)00018-6 

Sbisà, Marina. 2023. Essays on Speech Acts and Other Topics in Pragmatics. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780192844125.001.0001  

Witek, Maciej. 2021a. Illocution and Accommodation in the Functioning of Presumptions. Synthese 198: 6207-6244. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11229-019-02459-4 

Witek, Maciej, 2021b. Self-Expression in Speech Acts, Organon F 28(2): 326-359. 

https://doi.org/10.31577/orgf.2021.28204 

https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198245537.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/019283021X.003.0006
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-linguistics-011516-033952
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0017.2008.01357.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780198892724.003.0003
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0271-5309(02)00018-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0271-5309(02)00018-6
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780192844125.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11229-019-02459-4
https://doi.org/10.31577/orgf.2021.28204

