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Introduction

The present work constitutes an attempt to andbizguage in terms of the actions that we
perform through speaking. Our work revolves arotirel speech act theory (Austin, 1962; Searle,
1969), a theory of language use that investigdtesttions, or acts, that we perform when we utter
linguistic expressions in conversation; a few ex®ipof what such actions could be are:
requesting, questioning, promising, threatening apologizing. Assuming that every utterance
involves the performance of (at least) one speetliSearle & Vanderveken, 1985), our goal is to
determine what (and how many) types of speechvaetsan efficiently classify, where each type or
class of speech acts includes all the speechlatshare the same point or purpose in conversation
(Searle, 1976). To do so, we will first need toidefwhat a speech act is, and then determine which
features of an utterance discriminate one speeictype from the other, or, in other words, which
features can be used as indicators that one uteramsed with one purpose instead of another. We
will perform an analysis of both the linguistic fiorof utterances and the context in which they are
used. Our analysis results in the following two laservations: 1) elements of natural language
can be used as indicators of speech act types;2arile use of such elements for utterance
classification is as tempting as it is misleadings there are many ways to perform a speech act
without using a corresponding natural language cetdr. While from the point of view of
pragmatics classifying speech acts might be d¢ litse since speech act classification is to alarg
extent arbitrary and not always a necessary stepdmmunicating successfully (Jaszczolt, 2002),
there are many domains and research areas thafitbéoen having at hand an accurate
classification of speech acts, as well as an effeetay to systematically map utterances to speech
act types or classes; for example: dialog systempsech recognition (see Stolcke et al., 2000 and
Paul et al., 1998), machine translation (see Levial., 2003), summarization (see McKeown et al.,
2007), and question answering (see Hong and DaviXubD). Moreover, if applied to emails (but
also to other types of asynchronous communicatiamlassification of the so-called email acts
(acts performed by sending an email) proves usabtlonly to speed up email communication

overall, but also to predict leadership roles witemail-centered work groups (Carvalho, 2008).



Federico Vescovi - mat. 842655

CHAPTER 1 - FUNDAMENTALS AND THE THEORY OF SPEECH A CTS

The purpose of this chapter is to provide the eeadith a concise yet informative
introduction to the study of meaning and to theothief speech acts. We will briefly introduce the
fields of semantics and pragmatics, and familiaozeselves with the relevant terminology. In
doing so, we will elaborate on the reasons why sgics alone, without the intervention of
pragmatics, falls short of accounting for what ees actually mean when they communicate. We
will then present the works of British philosophefdanguage H. P. Grice and J. L. Austin, which
constitute the blueprint for contemporary resedrameworks in pragmatics. Finally, we will focus
on the speech act theory, a theory of languagethateinvestigates the actions, or actbat we
perform through speaking. At the end of this chgptee will have at hand a full-fledged,
pragmatics-aware theory of meaning, which will faime theoretical background of our proposal in

the next chapters.

1. Introduction: Semantics and Pragmatics

What is meaning? The history of science and pbgby has witnessed numerous attempts
to address this question, thus providing fertileugnd for the birth and development of a number of
theories of meaning. In contemporary language segrsemantics and pragmatics are the branches
of linguistics and philosophy that deal with thadst of meaning. Semantic theories are typically
concerned with the study of meaning as a compouietite faculty of language, that is to say: the
study of the liter& meaning of linguistic expressions, irrespectivehef context in which they are
used. Pragmatic theories, on the other hand, ilgpadstthe interaction between the context and the
literal meaning of what is uttered, drawing pat@écuattention to the role of interlocutors, i.eeth
speaker and the addressee (Jaszczolt, 2002) sInepect, context is a general term encompassing
numerous features of a circumstance of use and&amovisionally defined as the combination of

physical and cultural setting, speaker intentiamj discoursé Semantic theories and pragmatic

! The Oxford Online Dictionary (2019) defines "act" and "action" very similarly: an "act" is "[a] thing done; a deed", and
an "action" is "[a] thing done; an act". In the present work, we use "act" and "action" as synonyms.
% “Literal” can be defined as "derived from the core conventional meanings of words" (Jurafsky & Martin, 2018, p. 296)
or as “taking words in their usual or most basic sense without metaphor or exaggeration” (Oxford English Dictionary,
2019).
*In our temporary definition of "context", we merge what are generally considered two distinct types of contexts. The
term "context" is in fact usually intended as either 1) "a subjective, cognitive representation of the world"(Penco,
1999), made up of the subjective beliefs, intentions, psychological states, attitudes, and expectations of the
interlocutors, or as 2) "an objective, metaphysical state of affairs" (Penco, 1999), made up of objective and external
states of affairs or events, such as present or past social behavior (and the cultural-specific societal conventions that
determine it), facts about material objects, etc., i.e. all that exists in the world.

5
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theories are not necessarily in conflict with eatter, but rather they have different purposes and
fields of application. Semantics focuses on deteirmyi theliteral meaning (for this reason also
called semantic meaning) of linguistic expressianisereas pragmatics involves a form of "higher
order" reasoning on this literal meaning, as drto capture the information conveyed and the
actions performed by uttering some expression ipadicular context (Korta & Perry, 2015).
Another way to clarify the distinctive roles of #eetwo disciplines - semantics and pragmatics - is
in terms of their fields of application: while thmit of analysis of pragmatics is the utterdhee
concrete product of speech and writing or a conotdied sentence, the unit of analysis of
semantics is the sentefemderstood as the abstract, grammatical unitciatbe derived from an
utterance by abstracting over contingent and coméxinformation. Utterances "come with
information as to who the speaker is as well asrmétion about the time, the place and other
circumstances of the performed act of speakingsSzgleolt, 2002, p. 2); sentences, on the other
hand, can be thought of as the "grammatical clgthof utterances (Searle, 1969, p. 25). That
being said, the present work is not concerned sattmanticger se, nor it deals with that part of
pragmatics, sometimes called "near-side pragmaticat focuses on those pre-semantic (Levinson,
2000, p. 188; Recanati, 2004, p. 134) roles of exinthat concern the "facts that are relevant to
determining what is said" (Korta & Perry, 2015uck as disambiguation and reference resolution
(cf. Grice 1989, p. 25) -, but instead focuseslm do-called "far-side pragmatics”, that is to say:
that part of pragmatics concerned with "what wenith language, beyond what we (literally) say"
(Korta & Perry, 2015). Let's now clarify the not®of literal meaning, near-side pragmatics, and
far-side pragmatics by considering the followintetance:

1. 1 am cold.
Roughly speaking, the literal or semantic meaniing -owhat Grice calls "sentence meaning" (more
in section 2.1) - is that "I", the subject of thengence, predicates the attribute "cold" of him- or

herself. Near-side pragmatics focuses on detergniwimo "I" refers to (reference resolution) - let's
say, for the sake of argument, that it refers p@ison called Mary - and clarifies whether "colgl" i
meant as "cold hearted” or "low in temperaturesddibiguation) - let's say the latter. Therefore,
the semantic or literal meaning of 1 enriched bwtewtual information provided by near-side
pragmatics - what Grice calls "what is said" (moreection 2.1) - is that Mary, the subject of the
sentence, predicates the attribute "low in tempegatof herself. Far-side pragmatic, on the other

hand, is concerned with what the speaker commuesday uttering 1 in a specific context. Mary

* Here we use the term "utterance" to indicate the result of language production, whether spoken or written. We will
sometimes use this term also to indicate the act of producing (spoken or written) language (as in "the utterance of a
sentence").
> We will often refer to the sentence as the utterance's "linguistic form".

6
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can in fact utter 1 and mean it literally, in whichse she communicates what she®séyg she can
also use 1 to do something else; for example, simengake an indirect request to John, her
interlocutor, to switch off the air conditioning.

There is an ongoing debate about the extent tolwdgmantics and pragmatics overlap, and
about whether they overlap in the first place.na present work, we will not partake in the debate.
Rather, we will focus on demonstrating why a susftésheory of meaning must be aware of the
context in order to reliably account for what spaakactually mean when they communicate. That
being said, we will definitely not disregard semariheories altogether. On the contrary: recent
works on speech acts - although arguably in contrath Austin's (1962) original motivation
behind the formulation of the speech act théergre built upon existing pragmatics-compatible
semantic theories. We will focus in particular dre tcontributions of Searle and Vanderveken
(Searle, 1969; Searle & Vanderveken, 1985), whorpmrated the notion of propositfbimto the
speech act theory. Before delving into the studgpdech acts, however, we first need to take a
closer look at what semantic theories can and deaauioeve.

Generally speaking, semantic theories deal withiesees as decontextualized units of
grammar and are particularly concerned with the@sdions that they express. In Speaks' (2017)
words, the current trend in semantics, can be destas follows:

"Most philosophers of language these days think tte (literal) meaning of an expression

is a certain sort of entity, and that the job ohaatics is to pair expressions with the entities

which are their meanings. For these philosophlescentral question about the right form
for a semantic theory concerns the nature of teasiées. Because the entity corresponding
to a sentence is called @oposition, I'll call these propositional semantic theories®"

(Speaks, 2017).

Semantic theories can thus be broadly defined@settheories of meaning that are concerned with
pairing sentences with propositions. At this poitite following question arises: “how do we

®In the present work, we use the term "say" in its narrow sense to mean "literally say".

7 Austin (1962) formulated the speech act theory to bring about a revolution in the study of meaning . He fiercely
opposed the study of meaning in terms of truth and was (arguably) also contrary to the use of propositions for
describing meaning (for the full discussion see Shisa, 2006).

8 By reason of the broad use of the term "proposition" in contemporary philosophy, it is challenging to devise a
reliable definition of it (McGrath, 2018). Propositions are "commonly treated as the meanings or, to use the more
standard terminology, the semantic contents of (declarative) sentences” (McGrath, 2018). For simplicity, we will adopt
this very definition of "proposition"”, aware of the fact that it is an oversimplification of a rather technical term. We
will use the terms "proposition", "propositional content", and "semantic content" interchangeably. For a complete
discussion on the different uses of the term “proposition”, see McGrath (2018) and Lewis (1980).

° We must acknowledge the fact that non-propositional semantic theories have also been formulated. Generally
speaking, these theories challenge the idea that propositions are the right sort of entities for representing meaning
(McGrath, 2018) and disagree with the view that the job of a semantic theory is that of systematically pairing
expressions with entities representing their meanings (Speaks, 2017).

7
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represent the meaning of a sentence?”, i.e. “wlas da proposition look like?”. The issue of
pairing linguistic expressions with entities copesding to their meanings is in fact intertwined
with the issue of giving form to these entitiesofptrsitions are captured in formal structures called
meaning representations, and their creation anidgramsnt to linguistic inputs is called semantic
analysis (Jurafsky & Martin, 2018, pp. 295-296)optrsitions can be successfully represented
thanks to a number of meaning representation nmgaéges, such as first-order logic, that are
designed to describéeral meaning in an unambiguous way (Jaszczolt, 200&s lconsider the
following sentence:

2a. Every man loves a woman.

This sentence has a semantic ambiguity causedebwyrtbpecified scope of the verb "love". This
ambiguity results in the sentence expressing tweasipte propositions, each represented
unambiguously in first-order logic as follows:

2b. (Vx)man(x) = ((3y)woman(y) A (love(x, y))

2c. (3y)woman(y) A ((Vx)man(x) — love(x, y))

According to 2b, for every man, there is a wormamj it's possible that each man loves a
different woman, whereas according to 2c, therenis particular woman who is loved by every
man. We can use logical representations to desthrébkgical structures of sentences. This enables
us to see clearly their logical inferential propest and precisely and unambiguously determine
their truth conditions (more on truth below). Whitgyical representations indeed prove useful in
disambiguating sentences from a semantic persgedtrat is in terms of lexicon, structure, and
scope, they are not sufficient for determining wadrtainty what speakers communicate (or mean)
by uttering those sentences in conversation. Propas, being abstract entities, are in fact
communicatively (or pragmatically) inert. While wweill remain neutral on the appropriate
conceptualization of propositions, we will examithe reasons why the use of propositions and
semantic theories overall are in some sense deficie

Truth-conditional semantics (see in particular i@awn, 1967), which is the current
predominant approach in semantics (Jaszczolt, 20€l@)ms that knowing the meaning of a
sentence means knowing what the world would have tiike for the sentence to be true (Jaszczolt,
2002). We can test whether sentences expressatitfpropositions by invoking the notion of truth.
The proposition is evaluated to a truth value: @waluation will returntrue if the sentence
corresponds to the world, otherwise it will retdahse. According to truth-conditional semantics,
the meaning of an expression is its contributioth® truth conditions of the sentence, that is the
conditions the world has to fulfill for the sentento be true (Jaszczolt, 2002). For example, the

following utterance
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3. I am in Cambridge.
expresses a proposition that is true if the spe&kan Cambridge. If the speaker substitutes
"Cambridge" with "Oxford" and the speaker is in Gaitge, the proposition will instead be false,
thus indicating a different meaning. This is, gatgrspeaking, how meaning is understood in
terms of truth.

We have opened this parenthesis on truth, andearastic theories more in general, to
demonstrate that a semantic, truth-conditional @ggr to meaning, despite working fairly well in
representing the meaning of syntactically and séicaly complete declarative sentences
(sentences typically used to make statements)aleuself fairly limited, not only because it does
not say much about the meaning of each single wondposing the sentence, but also because of
its incapability of dealing effectively withon-declarative sentences, such as questions (e.g. "Are
you coming to my birthday party?"), commands (é3hut the door!"), and modalities (e.g. "He
may / must be in London"), as well as propositicatsitude reports (e.g. "l believe that he will be
late"), sentences without a clear propositionalteon (e.g. "Wow!"), sentences with explicit
indicators of illocutionary forc® (e.g. "I promise that | will come"), and sentenqesforming
indirect speech acts (e.g. "Can you pass me ttig"séinore on all of these below and in the next
chapters). These types of sentences are in faaneotly describing or reporting facts of the real
world that can be evaluated as true or false (Aud962), which makes them non susceptible to a
satisfactory truth-conditional analysis (JaszcZ002). For this reason, it would be short-sighted
analyze utterances only in terms of their proposdl contents as the bearers of truth values.tdust
make a few examples: in which cases can we consiidgoropositional content of a question to be
true? And in which cases false? And what abouptbpositional content of a command?

Analyzing utterances in terms of the truth of th@iopositions reveals itself problematic
also in the case of declarative sentences. As A($862) points out: "many utterances which look
like statements are either not intended at all,ooly intended in part, to record or impart
straightforward information about the facts" (p. Rustin further argues that "specially perplexing
words embedded in apparently descriptive statenshmtsot serve to indicate some specially odd
additional feature in the reality reported, buirndicate (not to report) the circumstances in which
the statement is made or reservations to whichsubject or the way in which it is to be taken and
the like" (p. 3). Simply put: not all declarativergences are statements describing states ofsaffair
(Austin, 1962). Let's consider the following exaeg(4 is from Austin, 1962, p. 5):

4. | bet you six pence it will rain tomorrow.

10 "lllocutionary force" can provisionally be defined as "speaker's intended use". We will examine illocutionary force
more in detail in section 2.2 and in chapter 3.
9
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5. | state that | am in Oxford.
By uttering 4, the speaker is not describing oorepg what he or she is doing while uttering that
sentence, but rather @oing something by uttering that sentence: the speaker is perfggntine
action, or act, of making a bet (Austin, 1962). ahrot then be evaluated as a true or false
proposition, but instead it should be subject theotconditions which make it successful or
unsuccessful as aaction, that is as being either a sincere or insincetede so forth (more on
sincerity conditions and other conditions of susceschapter 2). The proposition expressed in 5
does not have truth values either, or betterftitus just in case the speaker stated it, irrespect
whether the speaker is indeed in Oxford: the speeke replace "Oxford" with the name of any
other location and the proposition will still bei¢r Ambiguities such as those arisen in 4 and 5 can

be solved by identifying the verbs "state" and "laest playing a special role in the utterance. &tat
and "bet" are in fact examples of so-called expimaicators of illocutionary force (more precisely
performative verbs), and the propositions that thmgcede - assuming that we adopt the
proposition-centric view of the speech act theoaye subject to that force in a way that impaags th
overall meaning of the utterance (more in sect@sand 5). As Austin (1962) points out, "once
we realize that what we have to study is not tmtesee but the issuing of an utterance in a speech
situation, there can hardly be any longer a pddyilof not seeing that stating is performing at’'ac
(p- 138). Austin goes on to say that statemenss, like the other types of action, take effect:I"if
have stated something, then that commits me ta stagements: other statements made by me will
be in order or out of order" (Austin, 1962, p. 138he fact that utterances, including statements,
exert a certain influence on the future developmenhthe conversation suggests that each utterance
can be understood even better if it is analyzeidénsf the conversation in which it occurs.

In conclusion, we can say that truth-conditioraantics is incapable of accounting for
what speakers mean when they communicate. Statenmesit like bets, questions, and commands,
are not sentences that express a proposition whielther true or false, but rather sentences that
speakers utter tdo something in conversation. Language use is in effect part pandel of every
utterance, including statements, and thus needsetaccounted for in some way. In order to
actualize an efficient pragmatic analysis of uttees, however, we need a new set of theoretical
tools. Grice (1957; 1975) will guide us along tberpey from the structural, semantic analysis of
the sentence to the communicative, pragmatic aisalyts the utterance. We will in fact be
concerned with understanding what the speaker msao#ering a given sentence in conversation,
rather than what that sentence means out of corestin (1962), who first formulated the speech
act theory, will take us a step further, towards timderstanding of pragmatic meaning in terms of

actions. Finally, the works of Searle and Vandeeve{Searle, 1969; Searle & Vanderveken, 1985)

10
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will provide us with a new perspective on the stofigpeech acts, which integrates the concept of
the proposition into the speech act theory: thepa@late on how the propositional content of a
speech act can be thought of being under the sufdpseillocutionary force.

2. Grice, Austin, and the Speech Act Theory

Contemporary research in pragmatics can be trbaek to the works of Grice (1957) and
Austin (1962), who are the two central figures bé t'beyond saying” turn in philosophy of

language in the second half of the Twentieth Centur

2.1 Grice

Grice (1957; 1975) distinguishes three levels ofinieg: sentence meaning and what is
said, jointly the object of study of semantics, avitht is implicated, studied by pragmatics. In turn
what is said and what is implicated jointly conggt what Grice calls speaker meaning, as opposed
to the abstract and decontextualized sentence ngea@rice thus splits literal or semantic meaning
into two: sentence meaning and what is said. Seatemeaning refers to what words, combined
together to form sentences (according to the mfleyntactic and semantic composition), mean out
of context. For example, the sentence meaningaangext-sensitive term such as "here" is simply
the formal instruction to look into the context fibre current location. Speaker meaning, on the
other hand, indicates what people mean and refevhien using those words in conversation.
Speaker meaning can correspond either to whatpisaker says, i.e. to what is said, or to what the
speaker implicates, i.e. to what is implicated,atejing on the context. If what the speaker means
corresponds to what the speaker says, we canvestitie speaker meaning of "here" (or what the
speaker means by "here") simply by solving forrégerent, i.e. by finding what location "here"
refers to in that particular context. In other ward speaker meaning and what it said coincide,
what the speaker means by "here" in a given cowtexll be the particular location referred to in ¢
What is said stands somewhere in-between semaatidspragmatics as it is determined by
sentence meaning plus disambiguation and refenescdution (near-side pragmatics). That being
said, there are also cases in which what the spea&ans differs from what the speaker says (i.e.
cases in which speaker meaning differs from whatid). In these cases, according to Grice, the

speaker generates an implicattire

"0 the present work, by "implicature" we always mean "conversational implicature", as opposed to "conventional

implicature". “Conventional implicatures are as much inferences as conversational implicatures” (Wayne, 2014),

where "inference" can be defined as "conclusion reached on the basis of evidence and reasoning" (Oxford English

Dictionary, 2019). However, there is a fundamental difference between conversational and conventional implicatures:
11
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As we have mentioned above, Grice introduces tt®m of implicature. As Horn puts it,
"implicature is a component of speaker meaning dtoaistitutes an aspect of what is meant in a
speaker’s utterance without being part of whataig's(Horn, 2004, p. 3). In other words, what is
implicated is part of the global message intendgthe speaker that remains unsaid and is left to
the rational elaboration of the addressee. Theralertea in Gricean pragmatics is that humans
understand each others' communicative acts in tefntiseir underlying intentions. Meaning thus
comes from the speaker's intention to convey in&iom, to produce a belief in the addressee. In
turn, speaker's intentions may be made explidihénlinguistic form of the utterance. Alternatively
recovery of communicative intentions may be lefthe inferential elaboration of the addressee,
based on the assumption that rational conversditsahare and abide by a number of "principles”
and so-called "maxims" of conversation, which aemegally aimed at enhancing rational co-
operation and the maximization of communicatedrimtion with the least effort. Let's clarify the
notion of implicature by considering the followiegchange (from Grice, 1975, p. 32):

7a. A: Smith doesn't seem to have a girlfriend¢hgays.

7b. B: He has been paying a lot of visits to Newvkvlately.

This exchange demonstrates that a purely semanétysas falls short of accounting for what
speaker B globally means by uttering a sentencle asiZb (in response to 7a).Without taking into

account Gricean implicatures, it is in fact impbssito conclude that, in the relevant context,

while conversational implicatures, as we will see in detail below, are inferences that “depend on features of the
conversational context”, conventional implicatures are inferences that are part of “the conventional meaning of the
sentence used” (Wayne, 2014). Before we move on, a terminological clarification is in order: "inference" can also be
used as a mass noun, in which case it can be defined as "[t]he process of inferring something" (Oxford English
Dictionary, 2018), i.e. the process by which we reach a reasonable conclusion. In the present work, we use the term
"inference" with its former definition, thus equating it with "reasonable conclusion". Instead, whenever we use
"inference" with its latter definition (to refer to the process of inferring something), in order to avoid confusing it with
the result of such process, we will call it explicitly "inferential process". That being said, since we are interested in the
“beyond saying”, we want to be able to distinguish conventional implicatures from conversational implicatures so as
to put the former to one side and focus on the latter. Let's consider the following example (from Potts 2005; 2007, p.
668).
6a. Ravel, a Spaniard, wrote music reminiscent of Spain.
6b. Ravel was a Spaniard.
By uttering 6a and meaning it literally, the speaker conventionally implicates, but does not say, that 6b (Wayne, 2014).
The conventional implicature 6b is generated syntactically by means of an appositive construction. In other words, the
syntax of 6a together with the conventional (or literal) meaning of each of the words composing it generate the
conventional implicature that Ravel was a Spaniard. In Wayne's (2014) words, "[t]he implicature is conventional
because the sentence cannot be used with its English meaning without implicating that Ravel was a Spaniard". The
addressee can infer the conventional implicature 6b on the basis of the literal meaning of 6a alone, without the
intervention of the context. Since conventional implicatures are part of what is said, some - including Bach (1999;
2006) - have argued that conventional implicatures should have never been detached (or separated) from what is said
in the first place (Wayne, 2014). We will not dive into this issue since it is out of the scope of the present work. We will
limit ourselves to saying that conventional implicatures are conclusions that we reach reasoning on the literal meaning
of the utterance alone (i.e. on what is said), whereas conversational implicatures are conclusions that we reach
reasoning on the interaction between what is said and the context. From now on, we will focus only on conversational
implicatures and we will always use the term "implicature" to mean "conversational implicature".
12
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speaker B communicated his or her knowledge (opisios) that Smith has a girlfriend in New
York (Jaszczolt, 2002). On Grice's view, this imh@tion - B's intended meaning - is available as an
implicature that the addressee can rationally jmsasoning on B's apparent violation of the maxim
of relation. The maxim of relation (one of the fauaxims of rational conversation proposed by
Grice; more on Gricean maxims below) presupposaisthierational speaker is relevant, i.e. that
his or her utterances are pertinent to the disonssiny intentional violations of this maxim - dr o
any other maxim for that matter - are to be intetgal by the addressee as a signal that an
implicature has been generated, i.e. that somdiadali information, or some additional meaning,
is available to be inferred. In the exchange regubebove, speaker B, bgtentionally not being
relevant, makes available to speaker A some meammch is additional to what he or she says.
Speaker A can infer this additional meaning by seagy on how the literal meaning of 7b interacts
with that particular context of utterance.

The exchange above demonstrates that semantits iglsometimes incapable of retrieving
the actual meaning of an utterance and therefopeagmatics-rich theory of meaning becomes
necessary. In fact, any pragmatics-unaware theofieseaning would not be able to capture the
meaning of semantically uninformative utterancée lirb. Entering the realm of pragmatics,
however, comes with a number of problems: whileghg always a direct correspondence between
the sentence and its literal meaning, we must atglatge the fact that there is no rigid
correspondence between the utterance and whaplgated. This is because implicatures depend
on the context and many aspects of the context@adile. In Korta and Perry's (2015) words: "it is
possible for different speakers in different cir@tamces to mean different things using (the same)
words". We can prove this point by considering ffedent context for 7b; for example, if Smith
works all the time and has no free time when hia Ilew York, speaker B, by uttering the same
words, will communicate his or her knowledge (osmaion) that Smith doeot have a girlfriend
in New York (because Smith would not have enougtetior her as he is always working while he
is in New York).

That being said, in order to determine what theakpr means, we first need to determine
whether the speaker intends to generate an imptEatr instead wants his or her utterance to be
taken literally. If the speaker intends to generate implicature, he or she can (attempt to)
communicate this intention to the addressee byqaafolly not being rational or cooperative. This
is when Grice's Cooperative Principle comes inaypRAccording to Grice, the governing dictum of
rational interchange is the Cooperative Princifiiéake your conversational contribution such as is
required, at the stage at which it occurs, by tteepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange”

(Grice, 1975, p. 45). The Cooperative Principle bannstantiated by the following four maxims or
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macroprinciples - one of which is the maxim of tiela seen above - and their respective
submaxims (Grice, 1975):
1) QuAaLITY : Try to make your contribution one that is true.
1.1 Do not say what you believe to be false.
1.2 Do not say that for which you lack evidence.
2) QUANTITY:
2.1 Make your contribution as informative as isuieed (for the current purposes of
the exchange).
2.2 Do not make your contribution more informatikian is required.
3) RELATION: Be relevant.
4) MANNER: Be perspicuous.
4.1 Avoid obscurity of expression.
4.2 Avoid ambiguity.
4.3 Be brief. (Avoid unnecessary prolixity).
4.4 Be orderly.
As we have said, any intentional violations of #mgse maxims or submaxims are to be interpreted
by the addressee as a signal that the speakedtencommunicate an additional, non-literal
meaning. Such additional meaning, according to €riakes the form of an implicature. To be
more precise, there exist two kinds of implicaturgarticularized implicatures and generalized
implicatures:

1) in particularized implicatures, pragmatic irflecesenrich the structure of the uttered
sentence with additional constituents, so thatgeaker's intended meaning is arrived at. Let's
consider the following (unfortunate) scenario: Jamd Mary are painting a wall; John leaves
temporarily; Mary falls from the ladder on whichestvas standing and begs for help; John runs
towards her; once he has arrived, John says "l en@'hBy responding to Mary's request for help
with "I am here", John will likely not intend to gonunicate (just) his geographical location (which
is obvious to both interlocutors), but rather hilimgness to help Mary (which is in turn intended
to have the effect of comforting her). Thereforehrd intends to communicate a global message
akin to the following: "I am here (to help you)"yRittering "I am here" in that context, John is
generating a particularized implicature ("to hetuY), which Mary can infer from the context. "To
help you" is part of what the speaker means witleing part of what he says. "l am here", uttered
in that context, has the additional meaning ofHétp you" by virtue of the fact that it violateseth

second submaxim of the maxim of quantity ("Do natkenyour contribution more informative than
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is required”). In fact, it would be over-informagior John to communicate his physical location
when Mary is clearly aware of it;

2) in generalized implicatures, pragmatic infeemnq@ive rise to an entirely different
proposition in the role of speaker's intended magnas in "He has been paying a lot of visits to
New York lately”, where "He might have a girlfriemd New York" is the entirely new proposition
that the addressee can infer from the context.

To sum up, "utterances have a sentence-based mgedefined by semantics, and some
additional meaning which is rendered by pragmat{dsiszczolt, pp. 207 and 208). According to
Grice, this additional meaning takes the form of implicature. Implicatures can be either
particularized or generalized, and are generateghvthe speaker intentionally violates any of the
maxims or submaxims of rational conversation. Timef overview of Grice is useful to our
discussion on speech acts in that it provides ub Wwio key notions: speaker meaning and
implicature. Firstly, the idea of speaker meanimpich is at the foundation of the speech act
theory, moves our attention from the structurastedet analysis of the sentence being utteredeo th
speaker's communicative intentions behind the antex of the sentence. Secondly, the idea of
implicature clarifies that speakers sometimes nsmanething more with respect to what they say,
and that meaning can be the result of a negotidteiween the speaker and the hearer. We will see
below, although not without some reservations, Hrat'accurate characterization of speech acts
builds on Grice's notion of speaker meaning" (Gr&&i.7) since the performance of every speech
act depends on the communicative intentions ofsipeaker. Moreover, as we will see more in
detail in chapter 2, the notion of "indirect speemtt” is similar in many respects to that of

implicature: implicatures can easily be reanalyasdhdirect speech acts and vice versa.

2.2 Austin and the Speech Act Theory
In the study of the "beyond saying”, Austin (196@hcentrates on these that the speakers

make of utterances. His preliminary observatiothet words can be used to do different things,
such as asserting, suggesting, promising, persgiadnguing, and so forth. Moreover, the use of
words does not only depend on their literal meanimg also on what the speaker intends to
perform with those words, as well as the socialirgptwhere the linguistic activity takes place
(Korta & Perry, 2015). A speech act is an actionact, that we perform through speaking: we
perform the speech act of asserting when we utteerdence with the intention of making an
assertion, we perform the speech act of suggestirten we utter a sentence with the intention of
making a suggestion, and so on and so forth. Téiagbsaid, it is sometimes not sufficient for the

speaker to intend to perform a certain speech radrder for that speech act to be performed
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successfully. This is because some speech actstaesmzhform to a number of societal, group-
specific conventions in order to take place (moetoWw). These observations are the ideological
foundation of the speech act theory, a theory ofjlage use that focuses on the definition of
general principles to capture the mapping betwegre$ of) utterances and (types of) actions. The
origin of the speech act theory can be made tocaenwith the publication of Austin's monograph
"How to Do Things with Words" in 1962. In this worRustin elaborates ideas often associated
with the later work of Ludwig Wittgenstein, whoseim tenet is that "the meaning of a word is its
use in the language" (Wittgenstein, 1953, 843)sTWittgensteinian research is embodied in the
works of the so-called Ordinary Language Philosoghgup, of which Austin was the most
important representative. This research outlookstigates "meaning as use" (Wittgenstein, 1953),
and is primarily interested in the role of speakeeaning for a theory of language and
communication.

Speech acts, as we said, rely on the context @t their successful (or felicitous)
performance depends on the satisfaction of a nuefiErnditions that are contextual in nature.
As we mentioned in page 1 (see footnote), we cstinduish two types of context: the subjective or
cognitive context, made up of beliefs and intergjoimternal to the speakers, and the objective
context, made up of objective physical and metaiphystates of affairs, external to the speakers
(Penco, 1999). The successful performance of achpaet depends on conditions that are both
internal and external to the speakers, belongispeively to the subjective and to the objective
context. Internal contextual conditions are essdiptia matter of belief and intention: if the
condition that the speaker has a certain belieht@ntion is satisfied, then the performance of the
speech act is successful. To make a couple of deamipy asserting, the speaker expresses his or
her intentions to make the addressee believe thairther sentence is true and/or his or her belief
that the sentence is true; by giving orders, tleaker expresses his or her desire, intention, sin wi
that the addressee bring about the truth of theesee; by promising, the speaker expresses his or
her intention to bring about him- or herself thathrof the sentence and the belief that he or she i
committed to do so by that utterance (Kissine, 2@l34). The successful performance of every
speech act is also dependent on a number of olgeoti external contextual factors. External
contextual conditions are in a certain sense meterbgeneous than internal conditions as they
include both physical states of affairs - roughpgaking, the reality perceptible through the senses
as well as present and past events - and metaphysiates of affairs, constituted by the
conventions, peculiar to certain groups, that ardorce or "invoked" for the performance of
particular types of speech acts, what Strawson4)18&lls conventional or institutional speech acts.

Such societal conventions arguably apply, at least certain extent, to other types of speech acts
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which are usually not considered institutional gjpeacts per se, first and foremost the class of
commissives (see Sperber and Wilson, 1995; morgperch acts types and classes in chapter 3).
As we will see, institutional speech acts are caldependent and therefore cannot be analyzed in
cognitive, intra-cultural terms, i.e. in terms pesker's intention.

Strawson (1964) distinguishes between conventi(rahstitutional) and non-conventional
(or non-institutional) speech acts. This distinetiaccan be summarized as follows: "Understanding
that an utterance amounts to a conventional speeth(...) requires knowing that certain
conventions, peculiar to a certain group, are o By contrast, in order to recognise a non-
conventional illocutionary act, it is sufficient..J. to grasp a certain multi-layered Gricean
communicative intention” (Kissine, 2013, p. 2).oltiner words, while the successful performance of
non-institutional speech acts depends solely onstiigective or cognitive context, i.e. on the
intentions and beliefs of the speakers performingsé acts, the successful performance of
institutional speech acts also depend on a sysfetrule- or convention-governed practices and
procedures of which they essentially form partstra®son, 1964, p. 457). One example is the
utterance "l baptize you John", which counts adibiayg only if it is uttered conforming to certain
group-specific conventions, that is to say: uttdsgdhe priest as a "fixed and essential part &y pl
within the frame of (the) ritual (of baptism)" (Kime, 2013, p. 3). It must be noted that one can
perform an institutional speech act also withoukimg it explicit; for example, the speaker can
appoint the addressee by saying "You are now Treasd the Corporation” instead of saying "l
(hereby) appoint you Treasurer of the Corporati@reen, 2017; more on explicitness in chapter
3). Austin (1962), who first formulated the speexdt theory, focuses for the most part (but not
exclusively) on institutional speech acts, reasgpron the conventional conditions that need to be
met in order for the speaker to successfully perfapeech acts such as naming a ship and
indulging in marriage. He argues that not any spedlas the role or authority to name a ship or
indulge in marriage as their successful performaseeends on a number of cultural or group-
specific norms, procedures, sanctions, habits, madtices, which must be in force and accepted
not only by the interlocutors but also by socidtyaage. As a consequence, one cannot name a ship
simply by uttering "I name this ship the Queen &beth" (Austin, 1962, p. 116), nor indulge in
marriage by uttering "I do", despite being onetenition to do so. The condition that the speaker
has the authority or is in the position within atam ritual frame, recognized by society, to naane
ship or indulge in marriage is a necessary condifior the successful performance of said
institutional speech acts: if such condition isis$ed, then the institutional speech act can be
performed successfully. If the speaker fails tofgren a certain speech act because any of the

necessary cultural, group-specific conditions ismet, the speech act is said to misfire: the spreak
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has "performed an act of speech but no speecH@uten, 2017). A speech act can misfire also in
the absence of the appropriate uptake; for exampie, cannot succeed in betting unless the
interlocutor accepts the bet (Green, 2017). Insbibal speech acts are equivalent to Searle's 1969
declarations or declaratives (more in chapter 3).

Searle, Vanderveken (Searle, 1969; Searle & Vame#ten, 1985), and Bach and Harnish
(1979), as opposed to Austin (1962), focus insteathe subjective contextual conditions, internal
to the speakers, that need to be satisfied fosticeessful performance of non-institutional or non-
declarative speech acts. Their works revolve ardiimednotion of speaker meaning as they are
deeply influenced by Grice’s intention-based arfdrential view of communication (Sbisa, 2002).
Their main tenet is that "the success of the speeth{qua communicative illocutionary act) is
defined in terms of the recognition of the speakedmmunicative intention by the hearer" (Sbisa,
2002, p. 422): a speech act is successful if tiealsgy intends to perform that speech act and the
hearer recognizes that intention. To be even mueeific, this intention-based view of speech acts,
instead of focusing on speech acts as moves ifldmguage game”, investigates the parallels
between speech acts and states of mind. As we lsavwasserting a proposition, the speaker
expresses his or her belief that that propositsoimue, and by promising, the speaker expresses his
or her intention to bring about a future state téies. We can find evidence of the relationship
between what the speaker expresses and what tl&espininks in the fact that the following
utterances would be absurd: "It's raining, butii'tibelieve that it is", and "l promise to comdlte
party, but | have no intention of doing so" (Gre2817). These utterances are nonsensical because,
by asserting and promising, the speaker commumsidaite or her states of mind, respectively of
belief and intention, but then proceeds to expjiaiteny them. Asserting without believing and
promising without intending are examples of soezhthbuses. We call a speech act an abuse if it is
performed but is still less than successful; faaraple, if the speaker promises to come to the party
but has not the intention of doing so, he or sheoisbeing sincere and his or her speech act is
therefore an abuse (Green, 2017).

To conclude the discussion on institutional versos-institutional speech acts, we must
acknowledge the fact that the influence of Gridatention-based view of communication on the
speech act theory can also be seen in Austin (1@6pgcially in the first half of lecture IV (p® 3
- 45), where he discusses about the intentionkefriterlocutors to engage in certain procedures.
Austin's overall prevailing emphasis is, howeven the objective metaphysical contextual
requirements behind speech acts (Shisa, 2002). B&iag said, because of the impracticality of
detecting institutional speech acts due to themssicultural volatility, we will concentrate our

efforts on analyzing speech acts that are, geyesglkaking, independent of group-specific
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conventions and that can thus be explained toisfaetory extent in intra-cultural terms, thanks to

the Gricean notion of speaker meaning.

According to Searle and Vanderveken (1985), speeth are the minimal units of human
communication: whenever a speaker produces aranterwith the intention of communicating
something, he or she performs a speech act (or thareone; more in chapter 2). On this premise,
utterances can be redefined in a number of waysithsr "specific events, the intentional acts of
speakers at times and places” (Korta & Perry, 2045)full-blown speech acts, performed on a
specific occasion by a specific speaker with specdmmunicative intentions" (Leezenberg, 2001,
p. 98), or again more broadly as "acts of doing etbimg through speaking, or speech acts”
(Jaszczolt, 2002, p. 294). Austin (1962) identifilesee different types of acts that are connected
with performing every single speech act: locutigndhe act of uttering a sentence with a certain
sense and reference), illocutionary (the act offopering an action or a functiof), and
perlocutionary (the act of exerting an influence tbe hearer). This trichotomy is not real, but
merely theoretical (Jaszczolt, 2002). In fact, asth (1962) himself points out, every genuine
speech act always subsumes all the three typest®f(Austin, 1962, p. 147). Therefore, every
speech act is at the same time:

* locutionary in that it involves the speaker uttgrsomething meaningful (it is not merely a
physical or mental act);
» illocutionary in that it is intentionally performeay the speaker to serve a specific function
or to perform a specific action; and
» perlocutionary in that it will inevitably trigger r@action or influence on the hearer; human
communication is inherently multidirectional, iieis aimed at the sharing and modification
of messages between two or more participants (Hyh$ss1).
Despite serving a theory-internal role, this didfion is however useful to demonstrate the
dynamicity of speech acts and their dependenceoamecsational interaction: speech acts depend
on the intentions of the speaker and on their pnégation by the hearer (Jaszczolt, 2002). By
uttering a meaningful sentence (locution), the kpegerforms an action - or more than one -
through speaking (illocution - illocutionary forgeyhich in turn has the effect of triggering a
reaction or influence on the hearer (perlocutiopeflocutionary effect). More specifically, a

"locutionary act (...) is roughly equivalent toarthg a certain sentence with a certain sense and

2 We use the terms "action" and "function" as synonyms to denote the things that people do with language.
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reference, which again is roughly equivalent todnieg' in the traditional sen'$e (Austin, 1962,

p. 108). Searle and Vanderveken (Searle, 1969je&5&avanderveken, 1985), in their proposition-
centric view of the speech act theory, call loamdiy acts "propositional acts" - i.e. the acts of
expressing a proposition - since, according to thecutionary meaning can be equated with the
proposition. In isolation, locutionary meaning 13 fact as abstract and communicatively (or
pragmatically) inert as the proposition, both bentgvoid of any intrinsic illocutionary force.
Locutionary meaning and the proposition become camaatively significant when they are used
in conversation, by virtue of the intentions of $pmeaker and of their interpretation by the hearer.
By uttering a meaningful sentence, | may arguenyarake a request, inform, etc., according to the
use that | intend to make of that sentence, anainm "by arguing | may persuade or convince
someone, by warning him | may scare or alarm hiynmaking a request | may get him to do
something", etc. (Searle, 1969, p. 25).

We have said that speech acts serve functiong¢Hatt the intention of the speaker. For
this reason, they can be classified in terms offtimetion they perform; a few examples of what
such functions could be are the following (fromzgaslt, 2002. p. 295):

* to convey information
» to ask for information
» togive orders

* to make requests

» to make threats

* to give warnings

» to make bets

* to give advice

* to make a promise

* to complain

* tothank

A terminological clarification is in order. Aust{ii962) himself uses the terms "speech acts"
and "illocutionary acts" (or "illocutions™) as symgms, thus equating the "speech act” with one of
its three dimensions (Kissine, 2013). Following slaene logic, "to illocute" is nowadays commonly
used as a verb meaning "to perform a speech ao#e(52017). Austin (1962) also introduces the
term "illocutionary force". This term comes fronetbolloquial question "What is the force of those

words?" which we may ask to our interlocutor whemwant know how the meaning of his or her

B We will see in chapters 3 and 4 that the speaker can successfully perform a speech act even without uttering a
complete and meaningful sentence.
20



Federico Vescovi - mat. 842655

sentence is to be taken (Green, 2017); for exarbplattering a meaningful sentence such as (from
Green, 2017):

8. You'll be more punctual in the future.
the speaker does not make clear whether he orsstmaking a prediction, issuing a command, or
making a threat. In other words, even though weetstdnd those words' literal meaning we still do
not know how that meaning is to be taken (Greer,720Asking "What is the force of your
words?" will indeed clarify whether that meaningasbe taken as a prediction, a command, or a
threat. For this reason, besides being identifiabkerms of the function they perform, speech acts
can be also seen as locutions having a certaie f@gastin, 1962), such as the force of a question,
the force of a request, and so on (Jaszczolt, 2002 have not elucidated yet why we are
concerned with illocutionary force in the first péaand not, say, decibel level. As Green (2017)
points out, semantic content underdetermines atberponents of the utterance, such as decibel
level. However, illocutionary force, unlike deciblgvel, is a component of speaker meaning.
lllocutionary force "is a feature not of what iscsaut of how what is said is meant; decibel level,
by contrast, is a feature at most of the way incwtsomething is said" (Green, 2017). We will see
in chapter 3 that the illocutionary force of aneutince can be broken down into a number of
components that determine it.

At this point, while we have explained what illticwnary force is and why it is of our
interest, we still have to justify why perlocutiogpeeffects are not held to the same standard. We
say that a speech act has a perlocutionary effedtnat a perlocutionary purpose in that
perlocutionary effects do not necessarily involvevauntaristic-intentional component; for
example, a speech act can have the perlocutioriagt ®f being offensive even if it was not the
intention of the speaker to offend anyone. Nonetf®lthere could also be the case in which the
speaker actually intends to offend the addressethi$ sense, perlocutionary acts are much more
abstract that illocutionary acts since they carthgecharacteristic aim of an illocution but are not
themselves illocutions. As Green (2017) points oudtile | can both urge and persuade you to shut
the door, | can urge just by saying "I hereby uyga to shut the door" but in no circumstances |
can persuade just by saying "l hereby persuadeigyshut the door”. This is because urging is an
illocutionary act, whereas persuading is a periooarry effect. We can say that perlocutions, as
opposed to illocutions, are in some sense mordilglavhich makes them more difficult to detect
and classify (Jaszczolt, 2002). For these reasbssems more efficient to analyze communication
from the perspective of illocutions, and to clagsspeech acts according to their illocutionary
forces, or illocutionary points (more in chapter @ther than attempting the less tangible task of

classifying and predicting their possible effegsr{ocutions) on the addressee.
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Perlocutions must not be confused with indir@eaexh acts either: an indirect speech act, as
the name suggests, is a speech act that is pedomdé@ectly by virtue of the performance of
another direct or literal speech act. In this cas#h the direct and the indirect speech act betong
the necessarily voluntaristic-intentional illocutionary dimension. For example, the speatar ask
the literal question "Can you pass me the saltMdoectly make a request to the addressee to pass
him or her the salt. The speaker performs an iotlspeech act, in addition to a given literal or
direct speech act, only if he or she intends te@oand not as a perlocutionary effect of his ar he
literal act. That being said, the intention of #meaker needs to be feasibly discernible by the
addressee; for example, the speaker cannot peitoeniiteral speech act "It's raining” with the
intention of making an indirect request to pass $h# and expect his or her utterance to be
interpreted as intended. This is because the ioteof the speaker must be made manifest in some
way (Green, 2017). It is thus clear that the speakerder to be understood, needs to provide what
Green (2017) calls "evidence justifying an infererio the best explanation”, in such a way that
literally asking whether the addressee can passahavill result in that utterance to be interpret
as an indirect request to pass the salt. As Gre@h7{) points out, "[tjhese considerations suggest
that indirect speech acts (...) can be explaingkinvthe framework of conversational implicatures -
that process by which we mean more (and on sonmesmets less) than we say". What the speaker
means is different from what the speaker sayseifsipeaker intentionally generates an implicature -
or intentionally performs an indirect speech adty-providing evidence to the addressee that is
sufficient for him or her to justify the inferencé a different meaning than the meaning conveyed
literally. In this sense, Searle's account of iedirspeech acts is couched in terms of conversdtion

implicature (Green, 2017).

3. An Introduction to Indirect Speech Acts

Having introduced Grice's and Austin's works anel terminology they use (in particular
Grice's notion of "implicature" and Austin's noti@f "speech act"), we can now refine our
preliminary definition of "far-side pragmatics” #sat part of pragmatics concerned with "what
speech acts are performed in or by saying whatits sr what implicatures are generated by saying
what is said" (Korta & Perry, 2015) in a specifntext. As a matter of fact, many speech acts (if
performed "indirectly") can be easily re-analyzedraplicatures, and vice versa. Let's consider the
following example (from Wayne, 2014):

9a. Alan: Are you going to Paul's party?

9b. Barb: | have to work.
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Barb implicates, but does not say, that she isgoatg to the party; that she is not going is her
implicature (Wayne, 2014). "Implicating is what 8ea(...) called an indirect speech act. Barb
performed one speech act (meaning that she isaog)gby performing another (saying that she
has to work)" (Wayne, 2014). As we have seen ini@e.1, according to Grice, uttering a
sentence with the intention of violating one of thexims of rational conversation generates an
implicature, i.e. makes available to the addresseee additional, non-literal meaning that can be
inferred from the context. The speech act theory loa thought of going one step further as it
investigates if and how that additional meaninduierices the use that the speaker makes of that
utterance. In other words, by intentionally viahgtione of the maxims of rational conversation the
speaker can modify these of an utterance, and thus the speech act that lsheperforms by
uttering it. As we will see more in detail belowdam chapter 2, the speaker always performs a
speech act which is tied to the semantic contemh@futterance and, under certain circumstances,
an additional speech act which is contextually gatee (like Gricean implicatures). Contextually
generated speech acts are always meant to overshhesemantically generated speech acts from
which they aris¥.

Let's now consider the following utterances (pimtlin the context in which the two
interlocutors are seated at the same table; ad&piedSearle, 1975):

10a. Please, pass me the salt.

10b. Can you pass me the salt?

10c. Can you reach the salt?
The speaker utters sentences 10b and 10c to viblatenaxim of relation: the speaker implicates
either a different action to be applied to the sgmapositional content, i.e. implicates 10a by
uttering 10b, or a different action to be appliedat different propositional content, i.e. 10a by
uttering 10c. The speaker makes a request by wayaiing a question, and the question may or
may not have a different propositional content tharequest. It is in fact clear that, in a certai
context, the speaker does not want to receive [ayesswer about the addressee's ability to pass or
reach the salt, nor wants the addressee to reackath without passing it. Instead, the speaker
expects the addressee to perform the action ofrgaige salt. We can easily reanalyze 10b and 10c
as indirect speech acts: in that context, the sgea&n utter 10a, 10b, or 10c, indifferently, to
perform the same speech act of making a politeesdgor action: to pass the salt. However, while

10a is literally a request for action, 10b and afeliterally questions - or requests for information

 We need to bear in mind that an utterance by itself does not perform a speech act, but rather the speaker does by
using that utterance in conversation.
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(they request a yes|no answer) - aotextually requests for action. Who utters 10b and 10c & sai
to perform an indirect speech act of a polite arder

Ideally, every utterance requires that the cont®xbvestigated in order to determine with
precision what speech act it performs, or speethitone is performed indirectly. Nonetheless, as
we mentioned above, we must acknowledge the fattttiere are elements of natural language
which can be used as indicators that the utterafca sentence containing those elements
corresponds to a certain (type of) action or spesthin the literature, these indicators of ndtura
language are referred to as "speech devices" (#u&862) or "illocutionary force indicating
devices" (Searle and Vanderveken, 1985). lllocatigrforce indicating devices cannot be used
reliably on their own to determine illocutionaryrées or speech act types. We will talk more in
detail about speech devices in section 5 of theptdr. In chapter 3, we will clarify what we mean
by speech act type or class. In chapter 2, we fatdls on indirect speech acts and attempt to
analyze them as a gradable category, that is wk dwide them into conventional, semi-
conventional, and non conventional indirect spesaath (Beninca et al. 1977); we will see how and
to which extent we can leverage the context tordetes that one speech act is performed by means
of another (like 10a by means of 10b or 10c above).

We conclude this section on indirect speech agtedening a brief parenthesis on speech
act classification. We need to point out the fdwttthe speech act performed contextually or
indirectly is of our interestnly if it is of a different type - or if it has a défent illocutionary force,
or belongs to a different class - with respecth® speech act performed literally. This varies from
classification to classificatidn. While some classifications include a large numbgrclasses,
where each class is defined in detail, other diaations have few coarse-grained classes. Let's
consider the exchange of above, which we repod &erlla and 11b (from Wayne, 2014):

11a. Alan: Are you going to Paul's party?

11b. Barb: | have to work.
11b is literally an assertion (semantically unmtato the previous utterance and to the context in
general) and contextually a negative answer (prégaily related to the previous utterance and to
the context in general). If the classification {ag-set) does not include "negative answer" as a
possible type of speech act, it will not be ableapture the distinction between the literal aral th
indirect speech acts performed by 11b. As we ve# #1 chapter 3, neither Austin's nor Searle's

classifications distinguish answers from assertions

> A classification, or tag-set, as they are often called in computational linguistics, is an arbitrary list of all possible
types of speech acts.
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Indeed we could dive deeper into the differenced aimilarities between Gricean
pragmatics and the speech act theory, as well agebr implicatures and indirect speech acts.
However, for the purposes of the present work, eviak treasure the contributions of Grice to
contemporary pragmatics, we will focus our attamtem Austin's work and on the works of his
successors (in particular Searle, 1969; Searle &d€aveken, 1985). In fact, we deem the speech
act theory to feature a very effective hands-on dfagotions that will enable us to bridge the gap
between utterances and actions. We will continutafto abound indirect speech act in chapter 2.
The next sections of this chapter will further dlathe main properties of speech acts and of their

successful performance.

4. lllocutionary Logic: F and P

While Austin (1962) claims that every speech axtsists in the simultaneous performance
of a locutionary, an illocutionary, and a perloountry act, Searle (1969) claims that every speech
act is composed of an illocutionary force and appsitional content to which it is applied. The
work of Searle and Vanderveken (1985) draws upons @ more up-to-date version of, Searle's
(1969) proposition-centric view of the speech aebtry. Searle and Vanderveken (1985) attempt a
formalization of the theory of speech acts by peapg what they called "illocutionary logic".
According to them, illocutionary acts have a logiberm that determines their conditions of
success. On their definition, "an illocutionary aminsists of an illocutionary force F and a
propositional content P" (Searle & Vanderveken,5,98 1) and have the following symbolism:
F(P). According to Searle (1969), "whenever twoadlltionary acts contain the same reference and
predication, provided that the meaning of the rafgr expression is the same, (...) the same
proposition is expressed” (p. 29). In this regavd, must bear in mind that some statements, for
example existential statements, have no referedearle, 1969); for example the utterance "there is
a cat" does not point to any specific cats in tbatext. Finally, we must notice that "not all
illocutionary acts have a propositional content,drample, an utterance of "Hurrah" does not, nor
does "Ouch™ (Searle, 1969, p. 30).

Limiting ourselves (for now) to those illocutioyaacts that do have a propositional content
and a reference, let's see how an utterance cabrdken up into propositional content (the
embedded description of a state of affairs) amtuitionary force (reflecting the action performed
on the propositional content). To explain the défece between the role of the two variables P and
F, Searle and Vanderveken (1985, p. 1) make th@wiwlg examples:

12a. You will leave the room.
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12b. Leave the room!

13a. Are you going to the movies?

13b. When will you see John?
Utterances 12a and 12b share the same propositontnt P (you will leave the room) but differ
in terms of their illocutionary force F: 12a has florce F of a prediction and 12b has the forcé F o
an order. Conversely, utterances 13a and 13b In@vsaime force F of questions but differ in terms
of their propositional content P (you go to the mews. you see John), i.e. they ask two different
guestions. A similar case is the following (frome@n, 2017):

14a. Is the door shut?

14b. Shut the door!

14c. The door is shut.
These utterances have in common the same propofitie door is shut), which is queried in 14a,
commanded (to be true) in 14b, and asserted in(®&4een, 2017). It is thus clear that many
possible propositional contents can have the sdioneutionary force, and many possible
illocutionary forces can be applied to the samepgpsitional content. Let's now consider the
following utterances (from Searle, 1969, p. 22):

15a. Sam smokes habitually.

15b. Does Sam smoke habitually?
"In uttering any of these the speaker refers tmentions or designates a certain object Sam, and he
predicates the expression 'smokes habitually' (& af its inflections) of the object referred to"
(Searle, 1969, p. 23). By referring to Sam and ipegohg "smokes habitually” of him, i.e. by
expressing the proposition that Sam smokes halyifubk speaker performs two different speech
acts: an assertion in 15a, and a question in 18arl&(1969) maintains that "[p]ropositional acts
(the acts of referring and predicating) cannot o@tane; that is, one cannot just refer and preelica
without making an assertion or asking a questiopasforming some other illocutionary act” (p.
25). In the case of assertions, for example, thapgmition by itself is not the assertion: "a
proposition iswhat is asserted in the act of asserting [emphasisdtd{8earle, 1969, p. 29). By
asserting, the speaker is committing him- or hétsahe truth of the proposition (Searle, 19693. A
Green (2017) points out: "merely expressing theppsdion (...) is not to make a move in a
'language game'. Rather, such a move is only madeuitting forth a proposition with an
illocutionary force such as assertion, conjectamnmand, etc.”. Along these lines, in the case of
guestions, the proposition vghat is questioned; in the case of requests, the pitoposs what is
requested, and so on. To sum up, "[w]lhen a prdpasis expressed it is always expressed in the

performance of an illocutionary act” (Searle, 196929).
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Let's now consider the roles of F and P in a cemglentence. Searle argues that "clauses
beginning with "that..." (...) are a characterigbiem for explicitly isolating propositions” (Searl
1969, p. 29). The utterance:

16. | assert that Sam smokes habitually.
is in a certain pragmatic sense - but not in ahtoginditional sense (as we saw in section 1) -
equivalent to 15a ("Sam smokes habitually"). Int,fdy uttering either of these sentences, the
speaker asserts the same proposition. Howevef,ith& proposition is explicitly isolated from the
complete speech act by the employ of a that-clausether thing that the speaker makes explicit in
16 is the illocutionary force of the utterance lypdoying a so-called illocutionary force indicating
device, in particular what Austin (1962) calls arfpemative verb (more in section 5). In
conclusion, we can say that, in order to captueedliobal message intended by the speaker, "it is
not sufficient (...) simply to assign propositiops) to sentences” (Searle and Vanderveken, 1985,
p. 7) in that speakers can perform different astibg expressing the same proposition. Instead,
assuming that "every complete sentence, even awore-sentence, has some indicator of
illocutionary force" (Searle & Vanderveken, 19857, we need focus on identifying illocutionary

force, by taking advantage of both linguistic andtextual evidence.

5. Performative Utterances and lllocutionary Forcelndicating Devices

Before delving into illocutionary force indicatindevices, we dedicate a few lines to
performative utterances and illocutionary denegaso as to demonstrate how an illocutionary
force can be made explicit by a single elementsoaalled performative verb - and how such
illocutionary force can be explicitly negated. Penfative verbs are illocutionary force indicating
devices that only occur in a particular kind of te@ces called performative sentences. A
performative sentence underlies a performativeranitee and always contains a main verb "in the
first person, present tense, indicative mood, actwice, (and) describ(ing) its speaker as
performing a speech act" (Green, 2017). A few eXxampf performative sentences are:

17. | assert that he is not to blame.

18. | apologize for the misunderstanding.

19. | promise to do it.

Jaszczolt (2002) explains how the logical formllotutionary acts works by discussing the
so-called "illocutionary denegation” on performatisentences. lllocutionary denegations are
complex acts in which negation is used to denyiltbeutionary force, rather than the propositional

content, of a given utterance (Jaszczolt, 2002; &®Emplifies a case of illocutionary denegation,
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whereas 20c is an instance of ordinary sentenéghtion (from Jaszczolt, 2002. p. 299; in logic,
the symbol "-" indicates negation; note that iadlitionary logic F takes P as its argument):

20a. | do not promise to do it.

20b. =F(P)

20c. | promise not to do it.

20d. F(=P)

As Searle and Vanderveken (1985) assert, "an altbafitionary denegation is one whose aim is to
make it explicit that the speaker does not perfargertain illocutionary act” (p. 4). lllocutionary

denegations can be achieved by negating a perfimenatrb (as in 20a) or by using a performative
verb of denegation; for example, "forbid" and "ptoti correspond to the denegations of "permit”,
"refuse” is the denegation of "accept”, and "disalas the denegation of "claim" (Jaszczolt, 2002,
p. 300).

The notions of illocutionary force and of illocomiary force indicating devices have been
subject to a number of critiques. As an early qué of Austin's (1962) notion of illocutionary
force, Cohen (1964) argues that illocutionary fasceuperfluous since we already have at hand the
notion of a sentence's meaning, which, accordinginm already determines illocutionary force.
Cohen's (1964) conclusion can be summarized asafsil"meaning already guarantees force and
SO we do not require an extra-semantic notion teafaGreen, 2017). Let's consider the following
utterance:

21. | promise to come to your birthday party.

According to Cohen (1964), the literal meaning o tutterance already guarantees that it is a
promise (Green, 2017). Cohen (1964) continues pyngahat the same applies to utterances that
are not performative, such as "l will come to ydinthday party"”, in which case the promise is
implicit in the sentence's meaning (Green, 201ifhil&rly to Cohen (1964), Searle (1969) claims
that, as Green sums up, "some locutionary actslaceillocutionary acts, and infers from this in
turn that for some sentences, their locutionarymmgadetermines their illocutionary force" (Green,
2017). While it is true that a serious and litaxtierance of "I hereby promise to climb the Eiffel
Tower", made under the contextual conditions thargntee its success, counts as a promise, it
would be a non sequitur to infer from this that sdocutionary acts are also illocutionary acts, i.e
that a sentence's locutionary meaning can determhm@ellocutionary force with which it was
uttered (Green, 2017). The locutionary meaning ropg@sitional content of an utterance cannot
determine its illocutionary force as illocutionafgrce is determined by locutionary meaning
together with contextual factors (Green, 2017), i.e. propos#lonontentplus a number or

contextual conditions being met. Bearing in mindtttocutionary meaning by itself cannot

28



Federico Vescovi - mat. 842655

determine illocutionary force, we can still sayttBa "is designed to be used to make promises, just
as common nouns are designed to be used to refénirtgs and predicates are designed to
characterize things referred to" (Green, 2017)adidition to this, just like locutionary meaning
underdetermines illocutionary force, converselpdiltionary force underdetermines locutionary
meaning: "just from the fact that a speaker haseragromise, we cannot deduce what she has
promised to do" (Green, 2017).

To sum up, the conclusions drawn by both Coheg41@nd Searle (1969) ignore the fact
that literal meaning or propositional contdyt itself cannot determine illocutionary force. As a
conseqguence, a performative sentence is nothing than a type of sentence, which can be uttered
without actually performing a speech act (Greenl720 Green (2017) makes the example of
someone uttering in their sleep "I hereby promiselimb the Eiffel Tower", which clearly does not
constitute a valid promise, nor would it constitatevalid promise if it was uttered without the
speaker intending to be sincerely committed to #udion (it would in fact be an abuse). We can
thus say that, while a performative utterance mailvsays have as its linguistic form a performative
sentence, not every utterance of a performativeesea constitutes the performance of the speech
act that is suggested by the performative verb; eoample, the performative verb "promise™
suggests, but does not guarantee, the performainee ppomise. Green (2017) thus defines a
performative utterance as "an utterance of a paditive sentence that is also a speech act". That
being said, we will not discard Cohen's (1964) Sedrle's (1969) views completely: while on the
one hand locutionary meaning underdetermines filiooary force, on the other hand some
locutionary acts are actually also illocutionarysai€ they are backed by the speaker's intention to
perform them literally (Green, 2017), plus the &attion of a number of other contextual
conditions. As we said, it is not true that theadq@® can perform any speech acts by uttering any
sentences whatsoever so long as those sentendescéesl by the speaker's intention. It is difficult
to envisage a situation in which the speaker ctar titdo not promise to come” or "l apologize for
the inconvenience" with the intention to perforne 8peech act of promising, and actually perform
the promise successfully.

As we have mentioned above, the elements of raamguage that can be used as the
indicators (or, more appropriately, hints) thatudterance of a sentence containing those elements
has a certain illocutionary force are called "ilidonary force indicating devices" (Searle &
Vanderveken, 1985). We have seen the employmeah@fof such devices in 22, where the verb
"promise” makes explicit the making of a promiseafe (1969) writes the following on
illocutionary force indicating devices: "the illad@onary force indicator shows how the proposition

is to be taken, or to put it another way, whatcilibonary force the utterance is to have; thawist
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illocutionary act the speaker is performing in thierance of the sentence. lllocutionary force
indicating devices in English include at least: dvarder, stress, intonation contour, punctuation,
the mood of the verb, and the so-called perfornedtiverbs” (p. 30). Searle (1969, p. 31) goes on to
say that "in natural languages illocutionary foreéndicated by a variety of devices, some of them
fairly complicated syntactically”. Austin's (196Z)ragmatic” view of illocutionary force opens us
to consider the analysis of more complex casesewhes significantly more difficult to identify #h
force F of an utterance since F depends on theexbris Searle (1969) himself points out "[o]ften,
in actual speech situations, the context will makelear what the illocutionary force of the
utterance is, without its being necessary to invtke appropriate explicit illocutionary force
indicator” (p. 30). In the next chapter, and intigafar in chapter 2, we will examine more in depth
how the context can be used to retrieve the iliooaty force of an utterance. For now, we limit
ourselves to explaininghy illocutionary force indicating devices are notfsuént and therefore
the context has to be consulted.

Searle and Vanderveken (1985) point out that theeemany possible illocutionary forces
that do not have a corresponding performative viedn,even a corresponding illocutionary force
indicating device. Jaszczolt (2002) phrases itolevi's: there are many ways to perform a speech
act with a certain illocutionary force without ugia corresponding verb or without using any other
direct indicators available for its identificatioit the same time, non-synonymous verbs may name
the same force, which means that two non-synonynilegsitionary verbs do not necessarily name
two different illocutionary forces (Searle & Vangeken, 1985); for example the non-synonymous
"mutter” and "shout" name the same illocutionarycéoin that they are both used to make
assertions despite being different in terms ofuiesst connected to their utterance act. Moreover,
even if ideally every element of natural languagy@a speech device, the distinction has to be made
between performative verbs and the other elementsitoral language (what Austin (1962) calls
"more primitive devices"). In fact, performativeriss are to a larger extent bound up with specific
illocutionary forces if compared to the other elemseof language. In chapter 3, we will see that
Austin (1962) identifies performative verbs as thest advanced devices for performing speech
acts and as the most reliable indicators of illmnary force. Other natural language indicators of
illocutionary force, on the other hand, such asdvarder and modals, are more implicit and thus
more difficult to associate systematically with tparlar illocutionary forces. That being said, a
number of contextual conditions also apply in orfigra speech act to be of a particular type. A
promise, not only must be sincere, but it also ninesbeneficial to the addressee in order to be a
promise. This means that a promise such as "l m®@mhiat | will hit you" is actually not a promise

but it is in fact a threat. Its logical structuethus: threat(l will hit you) despite containirtget
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performative verb "promise”. This demonstrates thatutionary force and propositional content
are related and that the utterance needs to bgzadkain its entirety in order to accurately assegsi
its force: illocutionary force is, to a certain emt, dependent on the propositional content. Wk wil
see more in detail contextual conditions of theéedkin chapter 2

As Green (2017) points out, "[jJust as content emétermines force and force
underdetermines content; so too even grammaticaldntogether with content underdetermine
force". We have demonstrated it by pointing outt théou'll be more punctual in the future”,
despite being in the indicative mood, is not ne@elysa prediction but it can also be a command or
a threat, depending on the context. On the othed,hae need to acknowledge that mood and the
other illocutionary force indicating devices playde in influencing our final assessment on the
type of speech act that has been performed. G&&v) continues, "grammatical mood is of the
devices we use, together with contextual cluegniatiion and the like to indicate the force with
which we are expressing a content”. At the enchefday, an utterance in the indicative mood is a
prediction rather than a command if it efficacigusianifests the intention of the speaker to be so
taken (Green, 2017). In other words, there existinfallible indicators of illocutionary force
because there are no conventions that make thendte of a particular expression unequivocally
the performance of a certain illocutionary act @re2017). That being said, we can summarize by
saying that natural language contains devicesitiditate illocutionary force conditional upon the
speaker's intention to use them with that partrcldece (Green, 2017). As we will see in chapters 2
and 3, the fact that the context needs to be ilgastl for the determination of the illocutionary
force of an utterance will raise a number of profddn the detection of speech acts performed by
computers. The automatic detection of speech actwaat detects the illocutionary force of an
utterance solely on the basis of its linguistionicand a portion of the discourse (a few preceding
and succeeding utterances). It would in fact beossible to verify other elements of the context

the way humans do (more on chapter 3).

6. Conclusion

In the light of our observations, pragmatics carrdrefined as that branch of linguistics and
philosophy that deals with "regularities in langeagse that are guided by speaker's intentions”
(Leezenberg, 2001, p. 98). We believe that linguistpressions have the meanings that they have
by virtue of their use in conversation. In thisasdg, we are also aware of the cultural differences
that come into play in the performance of certges of speech acts. For this reason, a distinction

has been made between speech acts that, gengrdlkiisg, "do not depend on any group-specific
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convention" (Kissine, 2013, p. 2), such as conatatidirectives, and commissives, and speech acts
that do depend on said cultural conventions, sgathealaratives or institutional speech acts. Searle
and Vanderveken's (1985) illocutionary logic - witth distinction between illocutionary force and
propositional content - despite being particulanipful for understanding the logical form of
speech acts, it is arguably overly concerned wataitl when it comes to automated speech act
detection (more in chapters 3 and 4). Our ultimgb@l is to be able to systematically and
automatically map speech act types (or categodiesses) to utterances (or utterance types) in
discourse. The theoretical foundations of the speech act thedespite being useful for
understanding what speech acts are, will slowlg faday in the next chapters to make room for the
different implementations of the speech act thaargomputational linguistics. As we will see,
using the speech act theory as a theoretical baskdrfor studies in computational linguistics has
led to a number of adaptations. We will argue thdy the notion of speech act has survived, and,

in particular, only the notion of illocutionary i
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CHAPTER 2 - INDIRECT SPEECH ACTS

The purpose of this chapter is to provide the eeadth an in-depth account of indirect
speech acts. Firstly, we will focus on the condisi@f success - or felicity conditions - that utiéer
the performance of speech acts, with a particdeans on the successful performance of promises.
Since the same conditions of success are sharedl e speech acts - both direct and indirect -
with the same force, felicity conditions will becengrucial in our parallel analysis of direct and
indirect speech acts. Secondly, we will clarify tiaion of indirect speech act through the work of
Searle (1975): we will examine the circumstancesgeunvhich indirect speech acts are performed
and discover how we can leverage the context totifgetheir type. Finally, we will focus on the
different degrees of conventionality of indirecuests for action thanks to the contribution of
Beninca et al. (1977). Conventionality of use, aswill see, is a spectrum: while there is strong
linguistic evidence of the performance of convemdioindirect speech acts, there is little to no

linguistic evidence of the performance of non cartvmal indirect speech acts.

1. Felicity Conditions

Before diving into indirect speech acts, we deemeitessary to focus on the fact (already
mentioned in chapter 1) thatery utterance, even if it has explicit indicators t& illocutionary
force, needs to satisfy a number of conditions #natpragmatic in nature in order to have a certain
force. We saw that, as a consequence, illocutiof@oe indicating devices are not sufficient, on
their own, to determine illocutionary force. In ger 1, we focused for the most part on the
intentions and beliefs of the speaker behind théopwance of non-institutional speech acts. We
saw that, by asserting, the speaker expresses hex belief that that the proposition is true, ayd
promising, the speaker expresses his or her ioi@nt bring about a future state of affairs. The
beliefs and intentions of the speaker are a nepeseadition for the successful performance of the
speech acts, respectively, of asserting and progliSearle (1969) calls the beliefs of the speaker
the "sincerity condition” for asserting, and theemtions of the speaker the "sincerity conditioor” f
promising. More specifically, according to Searl®9), there is total of nine conditions - one of
which is the sincerity condition - that are neceggand as a set sufficient) for the successful
performance of mo$t speech acts. He calls them “felicity conditionSedrle, 1969). In this
section, we will focus on the successful perforneant promises and therefore our analysis will

revolve around the felicity conditions for promisé3ut of the nine conditions of success for

'® We will see that some speech acts, e.g. greeting, have fewer conditions of success.
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promises, three apply to all speech acts (andusttgromises), and six are peculiar to promises.
The six felicity conditions characteristic of pra@s in turn boil down to four conditions, namely:
propositional content condition, preparatory caodit sincerity condition, and essential condition.
Jaszczolt (2002) summarizes how these conditiomsnat (when the speech act performed is that
of a promise) as follows (p. 296; below a more @pith analysis of all conditions):

"in the case of a promise there has to be a semtesed with the content of a promise (this

is the propositional content condition), the praanisust be about an event beneficial to the

addressee, otherwise is would be a warning oremthand about an event that is not going
to happen anyway (preparatory condition). (...) Tientions of the promiser are also
relevant (sincerity condition), as well as the aawass of putting oneself under an obligation
to perform the action (essential condition).".
These four conditions are shared by all the spaetsh- both direct and indirect - with the forceaof
promise. In other words, every promise, regardbésghether it is performed directly or indirectly,
must satisfy all of the felicity conditions abowvearder to be successful. As we said, since theesam
conditions of success are shared by all the spaetsh- both direct and indirect - with the same
force, felicity conditions will become crucial irupparallel analysis of direct and indirect speech
acts. We will see more in detail below how we caretage felicity conditions to identify indirect
speech acts. For now, our concern is that of giangaccurate description of each of the nine
felicity conditions for promises.

In Searle's (1969) words: "Given that a speakeutt8rs a (grammatical well-formed)
sentence T in the presence of a hearer H, thetheititeral utterance of T, S sincerely and non-
defectively’ promises that p to H if and only if the followimgnditions 1-9 obtain" (Searle, 1969,
pp. 56-57). We summarize Searle's (1969, pp. 57*dijty conditions for the performance of a
promise as follows:

1) S and H speak the same language, are consdiaus, no physical impediments to

communications, and are not acting or playing;

2) S expresses the proposition that p in the utberaf T, which isolates the proposition

from the rest of the speech act;

v Speech acts that satisfy all the conditions of success except for any of the preparatory conditions are sometimes
considered successful but defective (Searle & Vanderveken, 1985); for example, asserting without sufficient evidence
for the truth of the proposition, or promising something that will happen regardless of the promise. In the present
work, we will not give them special treatment and consider them simply as unsuccessful. Similarly, as we have seen in
chapter 1, speech acts that satisfy all the conditions of success except for the sincerity condition are sometimes called
abuses (as a particular type of unsuccessful speech acts); for example, asserting without believing the truth of the
proposition, or promising without intending to fulfill the promise. We will not treat abuses differently from the other
types of failures. More on unsuccessful speech acts below.
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3) In expressing that p, S predicatefsitare act A of S, which means that the scope of the
illocutionary force indicating device includes @nt features of the proposition: the act
must the predicated of the speaker and cannoplstaact;

---- Conditions 2 and 3 are what Searle cpillgpositional content conditions ----

4) H would prefer S's doing A to his not doing AdeS believes H would prefer his doing A
to his not doing A, that is to say: a promise ngedse beneficial to the addressee and both
S and H need to recognize it as such, or elseutdvoe a threat (a promise is a pledge to do
something for you, not to you); also, a promisedsesome sort of occasion or situation
whose crucial feature is that the promisee whighegds, desires, etc.) something to be
done, or else it would be an invitation;

5) It is not obvious to both S and H that S will 8on the normal course of events (the act
must have a point), that is to say: if S promiseslé something that it is obvious to all
concerned that he or she is going to do anyhowhatris going to happen regardless of the
act, then the act is pointless;

---- Conditions 4 and 5 are what Searle calparatory conditions ----

6) S intends to do A, which makes A a sincere psemi

---- Condition 6 is what Searle caliscerity condition ----

7) S intends that the utterance of T will place lunger an obligation to do A, that is to say:
the essential feature of a promise is that it esuhdertaking of an obligation to perform a
certain act.

---- Condition 7 is what Searle cablssential condition ----

8) The speaker intends to produce a certain illonaty force by means of getting the
hearer to recognize his intention to produce tbite, and he also intends this recognition to
be achieved in virtue of the fact that the mearmghe item he utters conventionally
associates it with producing that force. In theecafsa promise, the speaker assumes that the
semantic rules (which determine the meaning) oferessions uttered are such that the
utterance counts as the undertaking of an obligaiibe rules, in short, as we shall see in
the next condition, enable the intention in theeatial condition 7 to be achieved by making
the utteranceAnd the articulation of that achievement, the wag speaker gets the job
done, is described in condition 8;

9) The semantical rules of the dialect spoken ln& H are such that T is correctly and
sincerely uttered if and only if conditions 1-8 ait This condition is intended to make
clear that the sentence uttered is one which, éysémantical rules of the language, is used

to make a promise. The meaning of a sentence ilelgndetermined by the meaning of its
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elements, both lexical and syntactical. And thgust another way of saying that the rules

governing its utterance are determined by the me®rning its elements
At this point, Searle (1969) extracts from the dbads above five rules for the use of any
illocutionary force indicating device for promisin§ince conditions 1, 8, and 9 apply to most
illocutionary acts and are not peculiar to prongsisearle focuses on conditions 2 to 7. For
simplicity, we can equate Pr with the performatwezb "promise”, but Pr ideally stands for any
indicator of illocutionary force for promising. Thiales Searle (1969) defines are the following (p.
63):

Rule 1. Pr is to be uttered only in the contexa aentence (or larger stretch of discourse) T,

the utterance of which predicates some future aobfAhe speaker S. | call this the

propositional content rule. It is derived from thepositional content conditions 2 and 3.

Rule 2. Pr is to be uttered only if the hearer Hildgrefer S's doing A to his not doing A,

and S believes H would prefer S's doing A to hisdwng A.

Rule 3. Pr is to be uttered only if it is not olysoto both S and H that S will do A in the

normal course of events. | call rules 2 and 3 papay rules, and they are derived from the

preparatory conditions 4 and 5.

Rule 4. Pr is to be uttered only if S intends toAdd call this the sincerity rule, and it is

derived from the sincerity condition 6.

Rule 5. The utterance of Pr counts as the undegati an obligation to do A. | call this the

essential rule.

Now that we have laid out the felicity conditidios promises and extracted from them a set
of rules that account for the form of behavior adkimg promises, we can consider a few examples
of unsuccessful promises and go through the reastgshey failed. All of the utterances below,
except for 22a, 22c, and 22g (which are succegstuhises), do not meet (at least according their
linguistic form) at least one of the conditionssatcess for promises.

22a. | promise | will come.

22b. | promise | will hit you.

22c. | promise | will come, and I really intend to

22d. | promise | will come, but | have no intemtitm.

22e. | promise that the sun will rise tomorrow.

22f. | promise | came.

22g. | promise | will come, and | undertake thégdiion to come.

¥ With regards to these last two conditions, we will see below that the speaker can get the hearer to recognize his or
her intention to produce a certain illocutionary force not only in virtue of the conventional literal meaning of the
sentence uttered, but also in virtue of the conventions of use in place for that sentence.
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22h. | promise | will come, but | do not undertdke obligation to come.
Despite the fact that both 22a and 22b containllt@itionary force indicating device "promise” (a
performative verb), while 22a has the force of @anpise, 22b has the force of a warning or a threat.
This conclusion can be partially drawn from theglirstic form of the utterance: we can in fact
assign to "come” the semantic property of beingeberal and to "hit" that of not being beneficial
to the hearer. If this is the case, 22b is notoanse in that it does not satisfy one of the prajay
conditions for promises; the speaker in fact vedaRule 2. That being said, we still have no means
to determine whether the hearer actually findsenddicial that the speaker will come or (though
less likely) non beneficial to be hit. One can &xample say "I promise | will hit you" in the
context of "if that's what's necessary to bring ymack to consciousness” and actually make a
promise (and not a threat) to hit somebody. Itasier, on the other hand, to imagine a context in
which the hearer does not want the speaker to ¢toren event, to a trip, to a birthday party, and
so on) in such a way that 22a becomes a threataitisdf a promise. 22a and 22b are further
evidence of the fact that linguistic form underdet@es illocutionary force as they unravel the
ineffectiveness of binding performative verbs fodutionary forces. As Jaszczolt (2002, p. 302)
points out: "the verb is not a reliable guide te tiype of the speech act”. In addition to thisneie
we correctly assign to "come" the semantic propeftyeing beneficial, we still do not know, from
the utterance's linguistic form alone, whether #speaker utters 22a sincerely (and thus really
intends to make a promise). In other words, we havénguistic means to determine whether the
speaker respects the sincerity rule (Rule 4). Evére speaker made explicit his or her intentions,
such as in 22c or (in an interesting nonsensical) Wad, we still would not know whether the
speaker is being sincere in externalizing his ornttentions. It is thus clear that factual backgrd
information (including information as to whetheetbpeaker is trustworthy) becomes necessary to
determine the sincerity behind 22a. Moving on,rattee 22e is not a promise in that, just like 22b,
it does not meet one of the preparatory conditiagng about an event that is going to happen
anyway, whether or not the speaker commits to yt.uBering 22e, the speaker is in violation of
Rule 3. 22f, on the other hand, cannot be a proftmes@ause it does not satisfy the propositional
content condition: the proposition of a promisernbe in the past tense. The speaker thereby
violates Rule 1. We need to precise that 22f, despt being a promise, is not nonsensical: it can
in fact be interpreted as the expression of a gthmlief of the truth of the propositional content
the part of the speaker, which makes it an assertioghly equivalent to "l swear | came". The last
two utterances are examples of the speaker makiexplicit that the essential condition is (229)
and is not (22h) satisfied. By uttering 22h, thear violates Rule 5 (again, in an interesting

nonsensical way). For both 22g and 22h, we haveneans to determine whether the speaker is
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being sincere. Finally, one can argue that, byriatje22¢c or 229, the speaker might intentionally be
making his or her contribution more informative rihid is required thus violating the maxim of
guantity (Grice, 1975), in such a way as to commata that he or she will not come. Of course,
intonation plays an important role in the perforcanf 22c or 22g.

At this point, we deem it useful to extend ourlgsia, although very briefly, beyond the
speech act of promising, by considering how felicibnditions apply to other speech acts, such as
ordering, asserting, and greeting. Doing so, witleed help us see the big picture. With regards to
the felicity conditions for giving orders, SearE969, p. 64) writes: "[tlhe preparatory conditions
include that the speaker should be in a positicaubority over the hearer, the sincerity condition
is that the speaker wants the ordered act donghanessential condition has to do with the faat th
the speaker intends the utterance as an attengettthe hearer to do the act". With regards to
assertions he writes: "the preparatory conditiomdude the fact that the hearer must have some
basis for supposing the asserted proposition & the sincerity condition is that he must beligve
to be true, and the essential condition has to dlo tle fact that the proposition is presented as
representing an actual state of affairs" (Sear8§91 p. 64). Finally, if we consider the "much
simpler kind of speech act" (Searle, 1969, p. §4dreeting, and in particular of the utterance of
"Hello", Searle (1969) writes: "there is no propmsial content and no sincerity condition. The
preparatory condition is that the speaker must hastencountered the hearer, and the essential
rule is that the utterance counts asoairteous indication of recognition of the hear@. 64-65).

For the conditions of success of more speech setsSearle, 1969, pp. 66-67.

We conclude this section on felicity conditionsttwiSearle's (1969) general hypotheses
about speech acts. His hypotheses can be seefudbea development of the points he made thus
far about the felicitous performance of speech.atts summarize Searle's general hypotheses as
follows (Searle, 1969, pp. 65-71):

1. Wherever there is a psychological state specifiedthe sincerity condition, the

performance of the act counts asexpression of that psychological statdhus to assert,

affirm, state (that p) counts as an expressiorebéb(that p). To request, ask, order, entreat,
enjoin, pray, or command (that A be done) countaraexpression of a wish or desire (that

A be done). To promise, vow, threaten or pledgat(#h) counts as an expression of

intention (to do A). To thank, welcome or congratalcounts as an expression of gratitude,

pleasure (at H's arrival), or pleasure (at H's goouine).

2. The converse of the first law is that only whére act counts as the expression of a

psychological state is insincerity possible. On&ncd, for example, greet or christen

insincerely, but one can state or promise insirgere
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3. Where the sincerity condition tells us what fpeakerexpresses in the performance of
the act, the preparatory condition tells us (atstlepart of) what heimplies in the
performance of the act. To put it generally, in gegformance of any illocutionary act, the
speaker implies that the preparatory conditionghefact are satisfied. Thus, for example,
when | make a statement | imply that | can baakpitwhen | make a promise, | imply that
the thing promised is in the hearer's interest. Whhank someone, | imply that the thing |
am thanking him for has benefited me (or was atlesended to benefit me), etc.

4. It is possible to perform the act without inuadgian explicit illocutionary force-indicating
device where the context and the utterance malkdedr that the essential condition is
satisfied. | may say only "I'll do it for you", bthat utterance will count as and will be taken
as a promise in any context where it is obvioug thasaying it | am accepting (or
undertaking, etc.) an obligation. Seldom, in factes one actually need to say the explicit "I
promise”. Similarly, | may say only "I wish you wida't do that", but this utterance in
certain contexts will be more than merely an exgogsof a wish, for, say, autobiographical
purposes. It will be a request. And it will be guest in those contexts where the point of
saying it is to get you to stop doing something,, iwhere the essential condition for a
request is satisfied. This feature of speech - @imatitterance in a context can indicate the
satisfaction of an essential condition without tiee of the explicit illocutionary force-
indicating device for that essential condition the origin of many polite turns of phrase.
Thus, for example, the sentence, "Could you doftirigne?" in spite of the meaning of the
lexical items and the interrogative illocutionaryorde-indicating devices isnot
characteristically uttered as a subjunctive quastmoncerning your abilities; it is
characteristically uttered as a request [emphalkied.

5. Wherever the illocutionary force of an utterameaot explicit it can always be made
explicit. Of course, a given language may not ol ®nough to enable speakers to say
everything they mean, but there are no barriegimrciple to enriching it.

6. The overlap of conditions (among different speacts) shows us that certain kinds of
illocutionary acts are really special cases of otiads; thus asking questions is really a
special case of requesting, viz., requesting in&diom (real question) or requesting that the
hearer display knowledge (exam questiofis explains our intuition that an utterance of
the request form, "Tell me the name of the firgdrtent of the United States", is equivalent
in force to an utterance of the question form, "Y¢hthe name of the first President of the
United States?". It also partly explains why thebvé&ask” covers both requests and

questions, e.g., "He asked me to do it" (requast),"He asked me why" (question).
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7. In general the essential condition determinesatiners. For example, since the essential
rule for requesting is that the utterance countaraattempt to get H to do something, then
the propositional content rule has to involve fatbehavior of H.
8. The notions of illocutionary force and differalbcutionary acts involve really several
quite different principles of distinction. First darmost important, there is the point or
purpose of the act (the difference, for exampléyben a statement and a question); second,
the relative positions of S and H (the differeneéween a request and an order); third, the
degree of commitment undertaken (the differencevben a mere expression of intention
and a promise); fourth, the difference in proposiél content (the difference between
predictions and reports); fifth, the differencethie way the proposition relates to the interest
of S and H (the difference between boasts and leanbatween warnings and predictions);
sixth, the different possible expressed psychokigstates (the difference between a
promise, which is an expression of intention, anstadement, which is an expression of
belief); seventh, the different ways in which artetgnce relates to the rest of the
conversation (the difference between simply regyio what someone has said and
objecting to what he has said). Because the sateeante act may be performed with a
variety of different intentions, it is important tealize that one and the same utterance may
constitute the performance of several differertcilitionary acts. There may be several
different non-synonymous illocutionary verbs thatrectly characterize the utterance. For
example suppose at a party a wife says "It's repllie late”. That utterance may be at one
level a statement of fact; to her interlocutor, wias just remarked on how early it wis,
may be (and be intended as) an objection; to hebdnd it may be (and be intended as) a
suggestion or even a request ("Let's go home")elsag a warning ("You'll feel rotten in
the morning if we don't").
9. Some illocutionary verbs are definable in terofighe intended perlocutionary effect,
some not. Thus requesting is, as a matter of gsreml condition, an attempt to get a hearer
to do something, but promising is not essentiag to such effects on or responses from
the hearer.
While all of Searle's general hypotheses about cdpeets are - though to different extents -
relevant to our discussion on indirect speech awtsare particularly interested in hypothesis 4.
Here, Searle (1969) discusses indirect speech autisin particular indirect promises and indirect
requests. He observes that the speaker can mak@mésp or a request without necessarily using
explicit indicators of illocutionary force, as lorag the context makes it clear that what is uttered

counts as either the undertaking of an obligatpmorfiise) or as an attempt to get the hearer to do
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something (request), i.e. as long as the esseobiatlition is satisfied (Searle, 1969). In the
appropriate context, "I'll do it for you" can the taken as a promise, and "l wish you wouldn't do
that" as a request (Searle, 1969, p. 68). The ratraiof this chapter focuses almost exclusively on
the indirect performance of requests for actionalbise of the literature that already exists on the
subject (will will extent our analysis to other ggof speech acts in the next chapters). In the nex
section, we will examine the inferential steps tit hearer goes through to determine: 1) that the
speaker has performed an indirect speech act, e 2ype of indirect speech act that the speaker
has performed.

2. A Parallel Analysis of Direct and Indirect Speels Acts

We have already come across indirect speech actifferent occasions in chapter 1. We
have seen that the speaker can perform a speettdaettly by virtue of another; for example, one
can indirectly make the request "Please, pass medh' by virtue of directly, or literally, askiray
guestion with the same propositional content "Cain yass me the salt?" or even a question with a
different propositional content "Can you reach $aé?". We have also seen that, in such cases, the
intervention of pragmatics is necessary to retrigtve actual force of the utterance as it is
impossible to grasp what the speaker globally méem the literal meaning of the sentence in
isolation. Searle (1975) introduces the notiomdirect speech act as follows (p. 59):

The simplest cases of meaning are those in whietspleaker utters a sentence and means

exactly and literally what he says. In such casesspeaker intends to produce a certain

illocutionary effect in the hearer (...), and heéemds to get the hearer to recognize this
intention in virtue of the hearer's knowledge o¢ tlules that govern the utterance of the
sentence. But notoriously, not all cases of meaamggthis simple: In hints, insinuations,

irony, and metaphor - to mention a few exampldse-gpeaker's utterance meaning and the
sentence meaning come apart in various ways. Opertamt class of such cases is that in
which the speaker utters a sentence, means whsdyse but also means something more.

For example, a speaker may utter the sentem@t you to do it by way of requesting the

hearer to do something. The utterance is incidgntakant as a statement, but it is also

meant primarily as a request, a request made byolvenaking a statement. In such cases a

sentence that contains the illocutionary forceaatbrs for one kind of illocutionary act can

be uttered to perform, IN ADDITION, another typeiltdcutionary act. There are also cases
in which the speaker may utter a sentence and man he says and also mean another

illocution with a different propositional conterfeor example, a speaker may utter the
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sentenceCan you reach the salt? and mean it not merely as a question but as aestda

pass the salt.

We can reformulate Searle's point as follows. Tleeetwo types of utterances: 1) utterances by
which the speaker means literally what he or skys,da&y which the speaker generates (more or less
explicitly) one single illocutionary force that iscognizable thanks to the knowledge of the literal
meaning of the words being used, and 2) utterangbese literal illocutionary force is
overshadowed by an additional indirect force whaan only be retrieved from the context.
Utterances of the second type are said to be wspértorm indirect speech acts: they have a literal
use (what Searle (1975) calls secondary illocutipaat), which is tied to the linguistic form ofeth
utterance, and a non-literal use (what Searle (18&ks primary illocutionary act), which needs to
be inferred from the context and ultimately tak#eat. Searle continues by saying (1975, pp. 60-
61): "In indirect speech acts the speaker commtesd® the hearer more than he actually says by
way of relying on their mutually shared backgroumirmation, both linguistic and nonlinguistic,
together with the general powers of rationality anférence on the part of the hearer". Searle
(1975) specifies that the apparatus necessaryniderstanding indirect speech acts is composed of
the speech act theory, Gricean maxims of cooperatiwational conversation, factual information
about the world, and about the speaker and theheard the inferential ability of the hearer.

Let's now consider the following exchange (fromade 1975, p. 61) - which, in some
respects, is similar to examples 11a and 11b gbtehd - and reconstruct the inferential steps that
the hearer goes through to derive the indirectuitmn from the literal illocution:

23a. A: Let's go to the movies tonight.

23Db. B: | have to study for an exam.

By uttering 23a, speaker A makes a proposal byeiwf the utterance's literal meaning, in
particular the meaning of "Let's". By uttering 23ipeaker B rejects the proposal of A by virtue of
the context, rather that the utterance's literabmey. In fact, speaker B's literal utterance of
sentence 23b would instead constitute a statenfreimirder to derive the indirect rejection of the
proposal (indirect illocution) from the literal s#ment (direct locution), one unconsciously goes
through the following steps (from Searle, 1975%3. our comment will follow):

STEP 1: | have made a proposal to B, and in regpbasas made a statement to the effect

that he has to study for an exam (facts aboutahgersation).

STEP 2: | assume that B is cooperating in the caa®n and that therefore his remark is

intended to be relevant (principles of conversati@ooperation).

STEP 3: A relevant response must be one of acoaptagjection, counterproposal, further

discussion, etc. (theory of speech acts).
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STEP 4: But his literal utterance was not one es#) and so was not a relevant response

(inference from Steps 1 and 3).

STEP 5: Therefore, he probably means more thanagie. Assuming that his remark is

relevant, his primary illocutionary poifitmust differ from his literal one (inference from

Steps 2 and 4).

STEP 6: | know that studying for an exam normadliyets a large amount of time relative to

a single evening, and | now that going to the mewviermally takes a large amount of time

relative to a single evening (factual backgrourfdrimation).

STEP 7: Therefore, he probably cannot both go éontlovies and study for an exam in one

evening (inference from Step 6).

STEP 8. A preparatory condition on the acceptantea @roposal, or on any other

commissivé®, is the ability to perform the act predicated he tpropositional content

condition (theory of speech acts).

STEP 9: Therefore, | know that he has said somgtthiat has the consequence that he

probably cannot consistently accept the propos&r@nce from Steps 1, 7, and 8).

STEP 10: Therefore, his primary illocutionary poist probably to reject the proposal

(inference from Steps 5 and 9).
Our first observation is that Grice's Cooperativenéple, and his intention-based and inferential
view of communication play a strong role in theidation of indirect speech acts. Speaker Bas
being irrational or non-cooperative, he or sheust jintentionally not being relevant so as to
communicate that he or she does not want to bentéterally. In other words, speaker B, by
intentionally violating the maxim of relation (ssection 2.1 of chapter 1), is providing evidenae fo
the hearer to justify a non-literal interpretatminhis utterance: speaker B's utterance has a pfima
indirect illocutionary point (that needs to be mél) in addition to a secondary literal illocutszrg
point. Our second observation, which is also tHaBearle (1975), is that the conclusion that
speaker B's primary illocutionary point is that iserejecting the proposal of speaker A is a
probabilistic conclusion in that his reply does matessarily constitute a rejection. In fact, speaker
B could have instead replied (from Searle, 19754

23c. B: I have to study for an exam, but let's@the movies anyhow.
This demonstrates that the hearer needs to estabiisthings (Searle, 1975, p. 64):

1) that the primary indirect illocutionary pointghets from the literal illocutionary point;

2) what the primary indirect illocutionary point is

®The illocutionary point of an utterance is its purpose or goal in conversation (more in chapter 3).
%% A commissive, as we have seen, is a type of speech act whose illocutionary point is to commit the speaker to a
future course of action (more in chapter 3).
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Searle (1975) goes on to say that indirect illandry acts can be studied effectively within the
area of directives because the conversational requirements of pelemake indirect requests
(such as 24a and 24b) a frequent alternative tecdirequests performed by blunt imperative
sentences (such as 24c) and explicit performafsash as 24d):

24a. | wonder if you would mind leaving the room.

24b. Could you please leave the room?

24c. Leave the room!

24d. | order you to leave the room.

As we will see, Beninca et al. (1977) focus on dixes too, and in particular on requests for
action.

With regards to understanding indirect directiv€garle (1975) points out that "[t]he
problem is made more complicated by the fact thaines sentences seem almost to be
conventionally used as indirect requests” (p. B0jact, it would be difficult to image a situatiam
which the sentence "I would appreciate it if youwabget off my foot" is not uttered as a request
but as a statement (Searle, 1975, p. 60). As aeqoesce, we can make a list of the sentences that
could - to use Searle's (1975) terminology - stedligiaordinarily, normally, or conventionally be
used to make indirect requests. In turn. theseeseas can be divided into different categories
roughly (but not exactly) according to the conditiaf success for requesting that they question or
assert (we will lay out the conditions of successdirectives more in detail below) (Searle, 1975).
For example, one of the conditions for a requedigsuccessfully performed is that the hearer is
able to perform the action requested by the speakestioning the hearer's ability to perform that
action constitutes an indirect request to the hear@erform that action (e.g. "Can you reach the
salt?"). Another condition for a request to be ggstully performed in that the speaker wants or
has a reason for the hearer to perform the acgégoested: stating that reason is, too, an indirect
request to the hearer to perform that action (&gu're standing on my foot"). Questioning the
hearer's ability to perform the action requestedtating the reason behind the action requested, in
the appropriate contexts, violate the Gricean maXimelation, thus signaling to the hearer that the
utterance has an additional indirect illocutionpoint. The hearer can understand the type of the
indirect illocutionary point by leveraging the catimhs of success for speech acts (more below). A
few examples of sentences that could be used "gtétiedardly” to make indirect requests and
orders are the following (Searle, 1975, pp. 65%p 6
GROUP 1: Sentences concerning the hearer's atailppgrform the action requested:

L A directive is a type of speech act whose illocutionary point is to get the hearer to bring about a future state of
affairs (more in chapter 3).
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Can you reach the salt?

Can you pass the salt?

Could you be a little more quiet?

You could be a little more quiet.

Have you got change for a dollar?
GROUP 2: Sentences concerning the speaker's wiskant that the hearer will do the action
requested:

I would like you to go now.

| want you to do this for me, Henry.

I would/should appreciate it if you would/could didor me.

I hope you'll do it.

| wish you wouldn't do that.
GROUP 3: Sentences concerning the hearer's dogngction requested:

Officers will henceforth wear ties at dinner.

Would you kindly get off my foot?

Won't you stop making that noise soon?
GROUP 4: Sentences concerning the hearer's desiidliogness to do the action requested:

Would you be willing to write a letter of recomnaztion for me?

Do you want to hand me that hammer over therdnenable?

Would you mind not making so much noise?
GROUP 5: Sentences concerning reasons for doingdtien requested:

You ought to be more polite to your mother.

You should leave immediately.

Must you continue hammering that way?

Ought you to eat quite so much spaghetti?

You had better go now.

Why not stop here?

Why don't you be quiet?

It might help if you shut up.

You're standing on my foot.

How many times have | told you (must I tell yowx to eat with your fingers?
GROUP 6: Sentences embedding one of these elemsids another; also, sentences embedding
an explicit directive illocutionary verb inside onkthese contexts:

Would you mind awfully if | asked you if you cowdrite me a letter of recommendation?

45



Federico Vescovi - mat. 842655

Would it be too much if | suggested that you cquidsibly make a little less noise?

Might | ask you to take off your hat?

I hope you won't mind if | ask you if you couldalee us alone.
Conventional indirect requests like these are hetsame as direct requests because, despite being
conventionally used to issue directives, "[tlheteanes in question do not have an imperative force
as part of their meaning" (Searle, 1975, pp. 6%)s Ppoint can be demonstrated by the fact that the
speaker can consistently connect the literal uttaraof any of these sentences with the denial of
any imperative intent (Searle, 1975). In the caseirect requests, on the other hand, denying the
imperative intent is not possible. Let's considier éxamples above (24a-d) and attempt to deny the
imperative intent for each:

25a. | wonder if you would mind leaving the roomil),Bout | am not requesting you to leave

the room; | am just wondering if you would mind ®igiit if | were to ask you.

25b. Could you leave the room? But | am not regogstou to leave the room; | am just

asking you if you could do it if | were to ask you.

25c. Could you please leave the room? (IMPOSSIBAEhe deny the imperative intent

because of the use of "please” which makes it ghio#txand literal request or order; see

below)

25d. Leave the room! (IMPOSSIBLE to the deny th@enative intent because it's a direct

request or order)

25e. | order you to leave the room. (IMPOSSIBLEHe deny the imperative intent because

it's a direct request or order)
Sentences that are conventionally used to indyirésslue directives have a systematic relation with
directive illocutions, whereas a sentence suchl d&ve to study for an exam" (cf. 23b) has no
systematic relation with rejecting proposals (S2&b75, p. 68). Evidence of the fact that sentence
that are conventionally used as indirect requeste la systematic relation with directive illocuson
is that most of them can embed "please”, whichipgal of requests; for example:

| want you to stop making that noise, please.

Could you please lend me a dollar?
The use of "please” makes the sentence an exalhditliteral request even though the rest of the
sentence does not have the literal meaning ofextilre (Searle, 1975). In addition to this, Searle
(1975) points out that sentences conventionallyl wese indirect requests are not idioms, not only
because they have literal, word-for-word transtatio other languages - although, as we will see,
sometimes with a different illocutionary act poteht but also because their use as indirect

requests admits literal responses, which presugpbse they are too uttered literally; for example,
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"Jones kicked the bucket”, an idiom, cannot bestedad literally, whereas "Could you help me?"
can: "Pourriez-vous m'aider?”, "Konnen Sie mir &eH"’, "Potrebbe aiutarmi?”, etc. (Searle, 1975,
p. 68). In this case, the utterance keeps the sadmect illocutionary act potential across therfou
languages in that all forms are conventional irdirequests (as we will see below sometimes this
does not happen). To address Searle's second pPdihy don't you be quiet, Henry?", being a
literal question (or request for information), atbnas a literal response "Well, Sally, there are
several reasons for not being quiet. First..." ((8ed975, p. 68).

We have seen that sentences conventionally uséadaect requests, just like other less
conventional indirect requests (but unlike literdjuests), can be uttered literaithout the intent
of making indirect requests; for example, "Can y@ass the salt?" can be uttered as a question
about the hearer's physical abilities; similarlywant you to leave" can be uttered as a statement
expressing the speaker's wants, devoid of anytdieemtent (Searle, 1975, p. 69). Nevertheless,
these sentences, when they are instead utteremtjassts, they are still uttered with and as having
their literal meaning, despite being indirect resjaeby virtue of the context, which can be
demonstrated by the fact that their indirect utteeaas indirect requests can be followed by
responses that are appropriate to them being dtliéeeally; for example (Searle, 1975, p. 69):

26a. Can you pass the salt?

26Db. No, sorry, | can't, it's down there at the efhthe table.

26c¢. Yes, | can. (Here it is).
26a has two potential meanings: it can be eitHeral question or a conventional indirect request
In either case, a yes / no answer will be approgriAnswering with "yes" or "no" is in fact
appropriate for 26a's literal meaning, which thienaince retains regardless of whether it is used
with its literal force or as an indirect requeshefefore, 26b is the response to 26a uttered as a
literal question, and 26c¢ is the response to 2&aad as an indirect request (but retaining iesdit
meaning). This means that 26a uttered with thereatliillocutionary point of a request does not
alter the fact that its literal illocutionary poistthat of a question (or of a statement) (Sedd&5).
This potentially invalidates the claim that, whesemtence is used to perform a nonliteral indirect
illocutionary act, the underlying literal illocutiary act is not conveyed (Searle, 1975).

While we have laid out the felicity conditions fgeromises (and incidentally of
commissives), we have not laid out yet the feliciyditions for requests (and directives). Doing so
would help us explain why "I have to study for aam" uttered by B to reject the proposal of A
(reported below as 27a and 27b; from Searle, 19751) is tied to the conditions of success for
commissives (and arguably for rejections) similatty the way in which sentences that are

conventionally used as indirect requests are tigtié conditions of success for directives.
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27a. A: Let's go to the movies tonight.

27b. B: | have to study

for an exam.

As we have seen before and in chapter 1, eachdfyflecutionary act has a number of conditions

that are necessary for its successful performaBear(e, 1975). Searle (1975) presents the felicity

conditions for directives and commissives are fefiqp. 71):

Directive (Request)

Commissive (Promise)

Preparatory condition

The hearer is able to perf

the action.

piithe speaker is able to perfor

the action.

m

Sincerity condition

The speaker wants the he
to do the action.

afidre hearer wants the speal
to perform the action. Th
speaker intends to do ti

action.

e

er

ne

Propositional content conditio

n The speaker predga future
action of the hearer.

The speaker predicates a futl
actions of the speaker

ure

Essential condition

Counts as an attempt by
speaker to get the hearer to
the action.

tBeunts as the undertaking
e speaker of an obligation
do the action.

to

Now that we have at hand the felicity conditions daectives, we can refine our list of sentences

conventionally used as indirect requests (Groufms@ above) and reduce the 6 Groups we defined
to three types (Searle, 1975, p. 71):

1) Sentences that have to do with "felicity cormtis on the performance of a directive

illocutionary act", which include:

a) Group 1: preparatory condition (sentences caonmogrthe ability of the hearer to

perform the action);

b) Group 2: sincerity condition (sentences concgyrihe desire of the speaker that

the hearer performs the action);

c) Group 3: propositional content condition (sentnconcerning the predication of

the action of the hearer);

2) Sentences that have to do with "reasons forgdiia act”, which include:

a) Group 4: sentences concerning the hearer'sedesivillingness to do the action

requested,;

b) Group 5: sentences concerning reasons for dbagction requested,;
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3) Sentences "embedding one element inside anathef, which include sentences
embedding either performative verbs or elementsadly contained in the other two
categories (felicity conditions and reasons).
For now, we focus on the first two of these groupalicity conditions and reasons - about which
Searle (1975, p. 72) makes the following generatina:
GENERALIZATION 1: the speaker can make an indiremfjuest (or other directive) by either
asking whether or stating that a preparatory camditoncerning the hearer's ability to do the actio
obtains.
GENERALIZATION 2: the speaker can make an indirdcective by either asking whether or
stating that the propositional content conditiotagis.
GENERALIZATION 3: the speaker can make an indirdoective by stating that the sincerity
condition obtains, but not by asking whether itabis.
GENERALIZATION 4: the speaker can make an indirdicective by either stating that or asking
whether there are good or overriding reasons fangdthe action, except where the reason is that
the hearer wants or wishes, etc., to do the actiomhich case he can only ask whether (and not
state that) the hearer wants, wishes, etc., theadtion.

Searle (1975) asserts that the existence of theseralizations accounts for a systematic
relation between sentences conventionally useddigect requests (Groups 1 to 6 above) and the
directive class of illocutionary acts. The rulesibpe the performance of directive and commissive
speech acts consist in the conditions of succesxdliin the table above; the generalizations that
follow are not rules, but rather consequences @frties that govern the performance of directives
(Searle, 1975). The task is now to show how theggizations are valid consequences of the rules
(when considered together with factual backgrountbrmation and Gricean principles of
conversation). To do so, Searle (1975) lists whatording to him, are the steps that the speaker
unconsciously follows for to derive the conclusittiat "Can you pass the salt?" is uttered as a
request to pass the salt (and not as a questiont @albve hearer's abilities to pass the salt). His
reconstruction of the hearer's inferential proeeseughly the following (Searle, 1975, pp. 73-74):

STEP 1: the speaker has asked me a question dsetbew | have the ability to pass the salt

(fact about the conversation).

STEP 2: | assume that he is cooperating in theasation and that therefore his utterance

has some aim or point (principles of conversati@oalperation).

STEP 3: the conversational setting is not suclo asdicate a theoretical interest in my salt-

passing ability (factual background information).
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STEP 4: furthermore, he probably already knows thatanswer to the question is yes
(factual background information). (This step fdeieés the move to Step 5, but is not
essential).

STEP 5: therefore, his utterance is probably n&ttguquestion. It probably has some ulterior

illocutionary point (inference from Steps 1, 2aBd 4). What can it be?

STEP 6: a preparatory condition for any directil@utionary act is the ability of the hearer

to perform the act predicated in the propositiamadtent condition (theory of speech acts).

STEP 7: therefore, the speaker has asked me aiaquélsé affirmative answer to which

would entail that the preparatory condition for uesting me to pass the salt is satisfied

(inference from Steps 1 and 6).

STEP 8: we are now at dinner and people normakysadt at dinner; they pass it back and

forth, try to get others to pass it back and foetie, (background information).

STEP 9: he has therefore alluded to the satisfaciia preparatory condition for a request

whose obedience conditions it is quite likely hentgame to bring about (inference from

Steps 7 and 8).

STEP 10: therefore, in the absence of any othersgdée illocutionary point, he is probably

requesting me to pass him the salt (inference f8oeps 5 and 9).

To sum up, Searle reconstructs the inferentiatgsse that leads the hearer to conclude that,
in the relevant context, "Can you pass the saftctually uttered with the illocutionary point of
making a request. Searle (1975) wants to demoadtrat the hearer infers the indirect illocutionary
point of request by virtue of the fact that theae is asking whether the preparatory condition
concerning the hearer's ability to pass the sd#io®. In fact, if we consider an utterance thasdo
not question the satisfaction of any of the prejoayaconditions of the illocutionary act of
requesting, such as "Where was this salt minetd@/iJlibe impossible (and wrong, or irrational) for
the hearer to infer that the speaker is indirectyuesting him or her to pass the salt (Searle€;)197
Put simply, "Can you pass the salt?" is relatedthe rules behind) requesting to pass the salt,
whereas "Where was this salt mined?" is not. Tl@dysaid, not all questions about the hearer's
abilities are indirectly requests, which means that hearer needs some way to recognize when
"Can you pass me the salt?" is a question aboutrhiier abilities or a request made indirectly by
way of asking that question (Searle, 1975). Itithe point that Gricean principles of conversatio
and factual background information become invohatording to Searle (1975), in two separate
steps: 1) establishing the existence of an inditextutionary point, and 2) finding out what the
indirect illocutionary point is. To quote Searleatitly (1975, p. 74): "The first is establishedtbg

principles of conversation operating on the infaiora of the hearer and the speaker, and the
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second is derived from the theory of speech agsti@r with background information”. In other
words, we know that the speaker is performing airéct speech act if his or her utterance violates
any of the Gricean maxims of rational conversatang we know whatype of indirect speech act
the speaker is performing by determining the typthe speech act whose condition of success the
speaker is questioning (or stating). Let's clanfth an example:

28. Can you pass the salt?
The first question that the hearer unconsciousks dem- or herself is the following: "is the
speaker, by his or her utterance, intentionallylatiog any of the maxims of rational
conversation?":
a) If the answer is no, then the speakenat performing an indirect speech act, which means
that the utterance hamly one illocutionary point (retrievable from the uttera's literal
meaning);
b) If the answer is yes, then the speaker is perfggramindirect speech act, which means that
the utterance has an additional indirect illocudiigrpoint (that needs to be inferred).
If the answer to the first question is "yes", tleeand question that the hearer unconsciously asks
him- or herself is the following: "the speaker gkimg whether or stating that one of the conditions
of success ofvhat particulartype of speech act obtains?":

The hearer knows that the type of speech act peedindirectly is that of request by virtue

of the fact that the utterance is questioning atirsg) the satisfaction of one of the conditions

of success for requests; for example, by utteri®y the speaker is questioning the

preparatory condition concerning the hearer's tgbtth do the action - i.e. one of the

conditions of success for requests. The speakkersfore performing an indirect request.
With regards to why speakers often perform indirecfuests instead of direct ones, Seale (1975)
says that politeness is the main motivation behired use of such indirect forms of request: by
phrasing his or her request with "Can you", theakpe not only does not presume to know the
hearer's abilities to perform the action requedbed,also gives - or appears to give - the opton t
the hearer of refusing to commit (since it allowsegative answer). On the contrary, direct requests
performed by blunt imperative sentences and exglerformatives presume to know the hearer's
abilities and do not appear to give the possibdityefusing (Seale, 1975).

At this point, Searle (1975) lists a number oflppems that arise with our current framework
for understanding indirect speech acts. For exanm@esays that it is not clear why there are some
syntactical forms that work better than othersn@king indirect requests even though the general

mechanisms by virtue of which they are indirectuesis in the first place do not have to do with
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syntax, but rather with the speech act theory, éaric principles of conversation, and shared
background information (Searle, 1975). He makesxaanples of (Searle, 1975, p. 75):

29a. Do you want to do action X?

29b. Do you desire to do action X?
and:

30a. Can you do action X?

30b. Are you able to do action X?

30c. Is it the case that you at present havelhigyao do action X?

While it is easy to make a request with sentenael as 29a and 30a, it is not with 29b and 30Db,
and it is arguably impossible with 30c. In this asds, Searle (1975) notices that we can insert
"please” fairly easily in 29a and 30a, but notha bthers. Searle (1975) explains this phenomenon
by arguing that, within the framework he preserftgdunderstanding indirect speech acts, there is
room for a number of forms which have acquired emional uses as polite forms for requests,
while keeping their literal meanings. This is mauessible by what he calls conventions of usage:
forms such as "can you", "could you", "I want yal, thave become conventional ways of making
requests, but not by virtue of their literal impara meaning (which they doot have), but rather
by virtue of their frequency of use as polite rexjeeThis, Searle (1975) continues, would explain
why these forms sometimes lose their indirect dpemct potential (or their indirect request
potential) when they are translated into other leugs:

31la. Can you hand me that book?

31b. MiZete mi podat tu knizku?

While 31a will function in English as an indireetquest, its Czech translation will sound odd as a
request (Searle, 1975). Their indirect request mateis in fact not tied to their literal, inter-
translatable meaning, but rather to their frequeotyse as indirect requests in each language.
While 31a has become conventionally used in thdiEimtanguage as an indirect request, the same
cannot be said for 31b in the Czech language.

Searle (1975, p. 76) goes on to explain why soenéesces can be used as indirect requests
why some others categorically cannot by meansefdhowing maxim of conversation (which he
adds to those proposed by Grice):

Speak idiomatically unless there is some specaiae not to.
which roughly translates as:

Speak using the forms of a language as they aneeationally used (normal speech) unless

there is some special reason not to.
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If the speaker violates this maxim by attemptingrntake an indirect request using a nonidiomatic
form such as 30c (instead of the idiomatic 30a),itbarer will reach the conclusion that the speaker
is not making an indirect request because, whendmnatic forms are used, "the normal
conversational assumptions on which the possibilftyndirect speech acts rests are in large part
suspended"” (Searle, 1975, pp. 76-77). To sum wgrl5d.975):

1) the sentences that we can use to make indirecésezjmust be idiomafit that is they must
belong to "normal speech”, which excludes sent@dcerom the candidates;

2) the sentences that have become entrenched as toneé€rforms for making indirect
requests should (but need not to) be preferretidset that have not, which means that 29a
and 30a should be preferred over 29b and 30b.

3) The forms that are selected as conventional foreing fvom language to language.

Another problem about which Searle (1975) expsessacern is the asymmetry between
the sincerity condition and the other conditionssatcess: the speaker can in fact perform an
indirect speech act byoth asserting and querying the obtainment of the ibpoal content and
preparatory conditions, but can only assert (artdgnery) the satisfaction of a sincerity condition.
Let's consider the following examples (from Seat®/5, p.65 and 77):

32a. | want you to do it.

32b. Do | want you to do it?

33a. Officers will henceforth wear ties at dinner.

33b. Would you kindly get off my foot?

34a. You could be a little more quiet.

34b. Could you be a little more quiet?
32a can be a request, whereas 32b cannot (Se&ié).1in fact, while 32a is asserting the
satisfaction of a sincerity condition, 32b is qimsnhg whether it is satisfied; 32b, as we said,
cannot be used to make indirect requests. We sannaltice that, while 32a can take "please”, 32b
cannot. On the other hand, assertions such asr&8884a, and questions such as 33b and 34b can
all be used to make indirect requests as they wevaolther conditions of success, namely the
propositional content condition (33a and 33b) ane preparatory condition (34a and 34b). A
similar asymmetry occurs in the case of reasongason is that the hearer wants or wishes to do
the action, unlike for all the other types of reasahe indirect request can be madly by asking
whether (and not stating that) the reason is ing(&earle, 1975, p. 77):

35a. Do you want to leave us alone?

22 As we mentioned above, the possibility of a literal, word-for-word translation of 31a into 31b and vice versa,
together with the possibility of answering them literally make these sentences idiomatic but not idioms.
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35b. You want to leave us alone.

35c. You're standing on my foot.
While 35a can be a request, 35b cannot (Searl&)193b in fact is stating that the hearer wants to
do the action, which is not a viable way of makamgindirect request. On the other hand, 35c can
be a request in that the speaker is stating ameabah does not involve the wants and wishes of
the hearer. Searle (1975) points out that the speaknot make an indirect request by querying
the satisfaction of the sincerity condition nordsserting the wants and wishes of the hearer as "it
is odd, in normal circumstances, to ask other peaplout the existence of one's own elementary
psychological states, and odd to assert the existen other people's elementary psychological
states when addressing them. (...) It is, in génedal for me to ask you about my states or tell yo
about yours" (p. 77). This asymmetry, Searle (19Z&ihtinues, also applies to the indirect
performance of other types of speech acts (moeA)el

Searle's (1975) raises one last problem with dsgeo his framework for the understanding
of indirect speech acts. He finally concerns hifnaah English syntactical forms. The issue that
he raises is that of sentences with the form: "Wbty+ VERB" as in "Why not stop here?", which,
unlike the form: "Why don't you + VERB", has accogl to him "many of the same syntactical
constraints as imperative sentences" (Searle, 187577-78). In fact, both "Why not + VERB"
sentences and imperative sentences (Searle, 1978).p

- require a voluntary verb: the speaker can say "Wbly imitate your grandmother”, but
cannot say "Why not resemble your grandmother®t filke one can say "Imitate your
grandmother!”, but not "Resemble your grandmother!"
- require a reflexive when they take a second-pedé@tt object: "Why not wash yourself?"

just like "Wash yourself!".
Despite these linguistic facts, according to Seft®/5), "Why not + VERB" sentences avet
imperative in meaning. In asking "Why not stop Rérehe continues, the speaker is making a
suggestion by challenging the hearer to provideaes for not doing the action, on the assumption
that the absence of reasons for not doing theraaidself a reason for doing it. The speaker thus
indirectly makes a suggestion by way of alluding to a reésiodoing the action (Searle, 1975). To
support this claim, Searle (1975) points out thathy not + VERB" sentences can be uttered
literally and accept a literal response, in whielsecthey do not constitute indirect suggestions; fo
example (p. 78):

36a. A: Why not stop here?

36b. B: Well, there are several reasons for raggshg here. First...
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The literal use of 36a as a question or its inditese as a suggestion are reflected by the way in
which they are reported (Searle, 1975, p. 78; bt the use of "should" accounts for the
requirement of a voluntary verb):

36¢. He suggested that we shouldn't stop there.

36d. He asked me why we shouldn't stop there.
While 36¢ also reports the illocutionary point afggestion, 36d does not. Searle (1975) also
considers the troublesome use of "would" and "cbuldndirect speech acts; for example (p. 78):

37a. Would you pass me the salt?

37b. Could you pass me the salt?

38a. Will you pass me the salt?

38b. Can you pass me the salt?
According to him, it is difficult to describe exchow 37a and 37b differ in meaning from 38a and
38b. Searle (1975) argues that 37a comes fromethiersce:

39a. Would you pass me the salt if | asked you to?
whereas 37b does not because the hearer's alaligasot dependent on the request of the speaker.
37b is likely to come from either of the followiri§earle, 1975):

39b. Could you pass me the salt if you please?

39c. Could you pass me the salt if you will?
Moreover, according to Searle (1975), while both 8Ad 39a can be used as indirect requests, they
have a different illocutionary act potential. We shumotice that 37a and 37b also have a direct,
literal use (40a and 40b) to which the hearer eapand literally (41a and 41b) (from Searle, 1975,
p. 79):

40a. Would you vote for a Democrat?

40b. Could you marry a radical?

41a. Under what conditions?

41b. It depends on the situation.
According to Searle (1975), "would" (like "will"yaditionally expresses want or desire, or is a
future auxiliary; "could" can be analyzed as "wdutdpossibility or ability (just like "can™ can be
analyzed as "will" + possibility or ability), thub is roughly equivalent to:

42. Would it be possible for you to marry a ratfica
The fact that "could" and "would" do not have arparative meaning can be confirmed by the fact
that they could have, at the same time, a comnagsi®aning (Searle, 1975). In fact, the following
sentences are normally offers (Searle, 1975, p. 79)

43a. Could | be of assistance?
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43b. Would you like some more wine?

Searle (1975) thus concludes that "would" and '@bwo not have imperative meaning, nor
commissive meaning, in that saying that they hawe¢h bwould involve an "unnecessary
proliferation of meanings" (p. 79).

We have seen that the speaker can perform aneatdnequest by stating (but not
guestioning) the obtainment of a sincerity conditamd by asking whether (but not stating that) the
hearer wants or wishes to do the action (the h'samants and wishes are among the reasons behind
the performance of directive speech acts). We tdpene the examples we made above (32a and
32b, and 35a and 35b):

44a. | want you to do it.

44b. Do | want you to do it?

45a. Do you want to leave us alone?

45b. You want to leave us alone.

While 44a and 45a can be uttered as indirect régudgdb and 45b cannot. This asymmetry,
according to Searle (1975), also applies to th@ent performance of other types of speech acts.
First of all, Searle (1975) points out that theaq@e can perform, not just directives (or requests)
but any illocutionary act by asserting (and not duestioning) the obtainment of the sincerity
condition for that particular act. We recall thhe tsincerity condition of a speech act is satisfied
when the speaker performs a speech act while sitycexpressing his or her psychological state. In
chapter 1, we saw that: in order to assert, thalksgyanust believe that his or her statement is true
in order to promise, the speaker must have thatiote of bringing about the propositional content
of his or her utterance, and that in order to retjube speaker must desire or want that the hearer
brings about the propositional content on his arbdehalf. Explicitly stating the satisfaction okth
sincerity condition for a particular type of speeatt is a way of performing indirectly that
particular type of speech act. In other words, spheaker can indirectly perform a speech act by
stating that he or she has the psychological statessary for the successful performance of that
particular speech act. Let's consider the follonemgmples (Searle, 1975, pp. 79 - 80) and compare
them with their direct counterparts:

46a. | am sorry | did it. (an apology)

46b. | apologize for doing it.

in that being sorry is the sincerity condition &pologizing;

47a. | think/believe he is in the next room. (aeaation)

47b. He is in the next room.

in that thinking or believing is the sincerity abiion for asserting;
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48a. | am so glad you won. (congratulations)

48Db. | congratulate you on winning.

in that being glad in the sincerity condition émngratulating;
49a. | intend to try harder next time, coach.r@pse)

49b. | promise to try harder next time, coach.

in that intending is the sincerity condition faomising;

50a. | am grateful for your help. (thanks)

50b. Thank you for your help.

in that being grateful is the sincerity condition thanking.

This list can potentially be expanded until it idés all the types of speech acts. In additiohi) t

we need to point out the fact that, for each iltamary act type, there is not one but many ways of

stating the satisfaction of its sincerity conditié¢ior example, the following sentences (among the

others) can be used to state the satisfactioneo§iticerity condition for requests (Searle, 1975, p

65):

I would like you to go now.

| want you to go now.

| would/should appreciate it if you would/could gow.
I hope you'll go now.

| wish you wouldn't stay here.

I'd rather you didn't stay.

Searle (1975) finally focuses on the class of cossimes and on their indirect performance

(especially offers and promises). He demonstrdias we can build for commissives a similar

framework for understanding their indirect perforo@ to the one that we built for directives.

Searle (1975) begins his discussion on commissivetsa list of sentences that can be uttered to

perform indirect offers (or, in some cases, prosjiske groups these sentences according to the

condition of success of commissives whose satisfathey state or question (Searle, 1975, pp. 80

- 81):

I. Sentences concerning the preparatory conditions
A. that the speaker is able to perform the act:
Can | help you?
| can do that for you.
| could get it for you.
Could | be of assistance?

B. that the hearer wants the speaker to perfbenatt:
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Would you like some help?
Do you want me to go now, Sally?
Il. Sentences concerning the sincerity condition:
| intent to do it for you.
| plan on repairing it for you next week.
lll. Sentences concerning the propositional cantendition:
| will do it for you.
| am going to give it to you next time you stop b
Shall | give you the money now?
IV. Sentences concerning the speaker's wish dingiiless to do the action:
| want to be of any help I can.
I'd be willing to do it (if you want me to).
V. Sentences concerning (other) reasons for thakgy's doing the action:
| think that | had better leave you alone.
Wouldn't it be better if | gave you some assistéh
You need my help, Cynthia.
Returning now to the asymmetries that we have apdlyor directives (exemplified in 44a to 45b),
we can now assert that such asymmetries applynonissives too. In fact, the speaker can perform
an indirect commissive by asserting (but not qoestg) the obtainment of the sincerity condition
(i.e. by asserting but not questioning his or hen @sychological state) and by asking whether (but
not asserting that) the hearer wants or wishe®tthe action (i.e. by questioning but not asserting
the hearer's psychological state) (Searle, 1985exXample (Searle, 1975, p. 81):
51a. Do you want me to leave?
51b. You want me to leave.
52a. | want to help you out.
52b. Do | want to help you out?
While 51a and 52a can be uttered as offers, 51b5&@bhdcannot. Searle (1975) mentions the fact
that 51b can be an offer if the speaker adds thguastion "don't you", such as in (p. 81):
53. You want me to leave, don't you?
Searle (1975) goes on to say that a large numbbymdthetical sentences belong to the class of
commissives; to make a few examples (p. 81):
54a. If you wish any further information, just lae know.
54b. If | can be of assistance, | would be maatigb help.

54c. If you need any help, call me at the office.
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54d. If it would be better for me to come on Westiggy, just let me know.

Searle (1975, p. 81) notices that "the antecedemterns either one of the preparatory conditions
(54ato c), or the presence of a reason for ddiagttion (54d)".

In the light of what we said thus far about consiviss, Searle (1975) makes the following
generalizations, which he adds to the generalizatiproposed for the indirect performance of
directives (to build a single unified framework) g1):

GENERALIZATION 5: the speaker can make an indireminmissive by either asking whether or
stating that the preparatory condition concerniisgability to do the actions obtains.
GENERALIZATION 6: the speaker can make an indireammissive by asking whether, though
not by stating that, the preparatory condition @nmg the hearer's wish or want that the speaker
do the action obtains.

GENERALIZATION 7: the speaker can make an indireminmissive by stating that, and in some
forms by asking whether, the propositional contamtdition obtains.

GENERALIZATION 8: the speaker can make an indireatnmissive by stating that, but not by
asking whether, the sincerity condition obtains.

GENERALIZATION 9: the speaker can make an indiremimissive by stating that or by asking
whether there are good or overriding reasons forglbe action, except where the reason is that the
speaker wants or desires to do the action, in wbage he can only state but not ask whether he
wants to do the action.

In conclusion, we can say that our analysis oir@ull speech acts follows two steps:

1) Firstly, we need to infer whether the speaker wamtse taken literally or contextually. By
intentionally not being rational or cooperatives. iby intentionally violating any of the
maxims or rational conversation (Grice, 1975),4heaker performs an indirect speech act;

2) Secondly, we need to infer the type of indirectegieact that the speaker performs (is it a
directive? a commissive? etc.). To do so, we relytle speech act theory: out of all the
conditions of success for every type of speechhattexists, we need to discover whether
the speaker is either stating that or asking wiieting of these conditions obtains. If we
identify the condition that the speaker is assgrtin questioning, we are able to trace back
the speech act type that is performed indirecilycésthe condition in question is one of the
conditions of success for that speech act type).

Searle's (1975) generalizations (1 to 9) guidéntmugh the inferential process for the identifioati
of directives and commissives performed indiredtit's consider the following utterance:

55. | want to help you with your assignment.
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By uttering 55, the speaker wants to be taken eiitexally or contextually. We can determine
whether the speaker is performing an indirect Spe&t rather than a literal one, by investigating
the interaction between the utterance, Gricean msvof conversation, and factual background
information. For example, if the speaker is in shrand about to leave (facts about the world) and
utters 55 (fact about the conversation), he ormbbably wants to be taken literally (the speaker
can add "but | really can't" to make it expliciathhe or she is just stating what he or she bdigve
be true without committing to any future actions):

56. | want to help you with your assignment, boai't.

If on the other hand, the speaker has plenty of timd is very knowledgeable about the subject of
the assignment (facts about the world) and utt&rgf&ct about the conversation), he or she
probably does not want to be taken literally. Itunbbe odd for the speaker to express his or her
want or desire to help and being in the conditmmelp, without offering to help. In this case, the
speaker is probably asserting the satisfactionhef dincerity condition for commissives (= the
speakers wants to do the action), which meansthieaspeaker is probably indirectly performing a
commissive.

That being said, we need to define the conditafrsiccess (and make generalizations from
them) about other types of speech acts, and notcpummissives and directives, to be able to
systematically identify indirect speech acts frottetances. We will attempt this task in the next
chapters. In the next section, we will focus on ithéirect performance of indirect requests for
action in order to learn more about the differeegrées of conventionality with which they can be

performed.

3. Conventional, Semi-conventional, and Non Conveiohal Indirect Speech Acts

This section is dedicated to the degrees of cdromality of use (or usage) of indirect
speech acts, with a particular focus on indirequests for action. According to Searle (1969),
every time the speaker utters a sentence and nitelitegally, he or she intentionally chooses the
expressions of a language that are conventionaliyected with a particular literal force. In other
words, the linguistic expressions of a languageventionally have a literal illocutionary force,
which has a one-to-one correspondence with thenalimeaning. In the present section, we are not
concerned with conventionality in this sense, bather with what Searle (1975) calls
conventionality of usage: forms such as "can ydcduld you", and "l want you to" have become
conventional ways of making requests, but not bfueiof their literal meaning (which ®t that

of a request), but rather by virtue of their fregjugse as polite requests (Searle, 1975). This means
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that some sentences whose literal force is notdhatrequest, but rather that of an assertion or a
guestion, "seem almost to be conventionally usethdisect requests” (Searle, 1975, p. 60); for
example, a sentence like "l would appreciate ytoifi would stop speaking so loudly"”, while it has
the conventional (in the first sense) literal forok an assertion, it is standardly, ordinarily,
normally, or conventionally (in the second sens&d to make indirect requests (Searle, 1975).
Similarly, the oft-quoted "Can you pass me the?Sa# literally a question, but conventionally used
as an indirect request. Let's clarify even furthih the following examples:

57a. Get off my foot!

57b. | request you to get off my foot.

57c. | would appreciate it if you would get off rfgot.

57d. Can you get off my foot?

If the speaker utters either 57a or 57b and metaliterally, he or she is performing a literal or
direct request because 57a and 57b are requesigury of their literal meanings, and in particular
the use of the imperative mood in 57a, and theotisiee performative verb "request” in 57b. In the
case of 57a and 57b, the speaker intends to géetirer to recognize his or her intention to make a
request by virtue of the hearer's knowledge ofliteeal meaning of his or her sentences. Linguistic
forms such as 57a and 57b provide the speakeravgbnventional (in the first sense) means of
requesting things to people. On the other hantheifspeaker utters either 57¢ or 57d and means it
literally, he or she is performing, respectivelyitaral or direct assertion (57c) and a literaboect
guestion (57b) by virtue of their literal meaninged in particular: the use of the indicative mawod
57c, and the use of the interrogative mood in tdt being said, 57c or 57d, despite not being
requests literally, they are conventionally (in ezond sense) used to make requests. This means
that, while 57c and 57d can be uttered literallythwiheir conventional (in the first sense)
illocutionary force, the speaker can also uttenthlie make requests by virtue of their conventional
use as indirect requests. From now on, we will theeterm "conventional” exclusively with the
meaning of "conventional in use".

Beninca et al. (1977) expand Searle's (1975) gémetion of conventionality of usage to
cope with sentences that have different degreeson¥entionality. According to them, indirect
speech acts fall into three categories: conventiosemi-conventional, and non conventional
indirect speech acts (Beninca et al., 1977). Benieical. (1977) study the different degrees of
conventionality of indirect requests for actionltalian by comparing them to their direct or litera
counterparts. In the present section, we will cderisdirect and indirect requests for action in both
Italian and English as similar conclusions can tzevt about these two languages. In summary, we

will investigate those cases, in Italian and in listg in which the speaker performs simultaneously
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two acts: one literal, whose force is establishedhe basis of the linguistic indicators of foraed
one indirect, whose force is established taking adcount the literal act and the context in which
is performed (Beninca et al., 1977, p. 503). Wd séle that, in certain indirect speech acts (the
more conventional ones), there exist, in the litepech act, some traces or linguistic indicatdrs
force of the indirect speech act (Beninca et &7,71 p. 503).
Beninca et al. (1977) begin with laying out thkcfey conditions for requests for action (p.
505):
1. The speaker cannot (or does not want to) do theract
2. The speaker thinks that the interlocutor is capabla can do the action;
3. The speaker thinks that the interlocutor has nbtgee the action nor is doing the action;
4. The speaker thinks that the interlocutor can doatton (viz. he or she does not have
external impediments);
5. The speaker thinks that the interlocutor has natidéel and will not do the action
independently of the request;
6. The speaker thinks that the interlocutor will adceapd has no reasons for not doing the
action;
7. The speaker wants or has a reason for the intedotudo the action.
Out of these seven conditions, only the first aéased exclusively on the speaker, whereas the
other six involve both the speaker and the intetioc(Beninca et al., 1977). Beninca et al. (1977)
continue by saying that many requestive indiregtesp acts in Italian consists of either asserting
one of the conditions based on the speaker or iQnégj one of the conditions based on the
interlocutor (p. 507). This is a characteristicindlirect requests (and of indirect speech acts in
general) that Searle (1975) noticed in Englishfaict, the speaker can make an indirect request
either by asserting the satisfaction of the simgedondition (based on the speaker) or by
guestioning the wants and wishes of the hearere¢bas the interlocutor), but not vice versa. To
report Searle's words (1975): "it is odd, in norm@tumstances, to ask other people about the
existence of one's own elementary psychologicdéstand odd to assert the existence of other
people's elementary psychological states when aslidigethem. (...) It is, in general, odd for me to
ask you about my states or tell you about yours'7{f). Beninca et al. (1977, p. 507) make the
following examples:
58a. Vorrei che mi venissi a prendere.
58b. Puoi venirmi a prendere?
which translate into English as follows:

58c. | would like you to pick me up.
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58d. Can you pick me up?

These sentences are not directly (or literally)uestis, but in some contexts work as requests
(Beninca et al., 1977, p. 507).

While all indirect requests are tied to the féliatonditions for requests for action reported
above, which means that one cannot perform an dodirequest by uttering any sentences
whatsoever, they can have different degrees of emtionality. Beninca et al. (1977), in fact,
distinguish between conventional, semi-conventiorsald non conventional indirect requests.
"Conventional indirect requests are immediatelypgeizable as requests for any interlocutor in any
context, and the requestive use of such forms eardngnized even when the context is not given
or understood" (Beninca et al., 1977, pp. 507-588¢ording to them, this is the case also because,
when it comes to conventional indirect requestsrehare often requestive "relics” in the literal
speech act used to make the indirect requestriicpar (Beninca et al., 1977, p. 508):

- descending (as opposed to ascending) intonatitimei interrogatives;

- the possibility to insert "per favore" in ltali@an "please” in English;

- in certain cases, the use of the conditional.

The most conventional indirect forms for requests: dSai...?" (En. "Can you (ability)...?"),
"Puoi...?" (En. "Can you (possibility)...?"), "Sapti...?" (En. "Could you (ability)...?"),
"Potresti...?" (En. "Could you (possibility)...?"Y,i dispiace...?" (En. "Do you mind...?"), "Vuo?"
(En. "Do you want...?"), "Vorresti...?" (En. "Wowau like...?"), "Vorrei..." (En. "l would like..);

or the use of the simple interrogative form (Beaiet al., 1977, p. 508); a few examples with their
corresponding English translations are the follgv{we also report the number of the felicity
condition that they are tied to):

Questioning felicity condition 2:

Sai riparare il televisore?
Can you repair the television?

Questioning felicity condition 4:

Puoi uscire un attimo?
Can you leave for a moment?

Questioning felicity condition 6:

Ti dispiace lasciare aperta la finestra?
Do you mind leaving the window open?
and

Vuoi portarmi un bicchiere d'acqua?

Do you want to bring me a glass of water?
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Asserting the first alternative of felicity conidm 7:
Vorrei che non mi parlassi cosi.
I would like you not to talk to me like that.
Semi-conventional indirect requests, on the otlaeidhare less conventional because, in order to be
interpreted as requests (and not literally), thegchto be uttered in the context in which the heare
knows (as factual information of the speaker) wawion the speaker requests (Beninca et al., 1977,
p. 509), that is to say: the hearer knows thatsiheaker's psychological state is that of desire.
Moreover, these forms need one addition step (veispect to conventional indirect requests) to be
connected with the felicity conditions for the spleeact of requesting (Beninca et al., 1977); a few
examples with their corresponding English transtetiare the following (Beninca et al., 1977, p.
508; we also report the number of the felicity atiod that they areventually tied to):
Dov'é il sale?
Where is the salt?

Additional stepif the speaker asks where the salt is, he odsles not know where the salt

is, and therefore:

Asserting felicity condition 1:

Non so dov'é il sale.

| don't know where the salt is.

Contextual requirementhe hearer knows the psychological state of pleaker (desire)

or
Vedi il sale?

Do you see the salt?

Additional stepif the hearer sees the salt, he or she can (@l pass it to the speaker,

and therefore:

Asserting felicity condition 2:
Puoi passarmi il sale.

You can pass me the salt.

Contextual requirementhe hearer knows the psychological state of pleaker (desire)

Other examples of semi-conventional indirect retpiage (Beninca et al., 1977, pp. 508-509):
Non trovo il sale.
| cannot find the salt.
Hai tu il sale?
Do you have the salt?

C'e bisogno...
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There is the need...

This last example is semi-conventional in that,onder to be used as an indirect request, it
necessitates the context in which the hearer utatets that the need expressed with an impersonal
form is actually pointed out to him or her (Beninehal., 1977). Also in the case of semi-
conventional indirect requests there can be remygeselics” in the literal speech act used to make
the indirect request (Beninca et al., 1977).

Finally, there exist non conventional indirect wegts. They have this name because the
hearer must know the context in order to interphetm as requests. Non conventional indirect
requests are always tied to the second alternafivfelicity condition 7, i.e. "the speaker has a
reason for the interlocutor to do the action”, whigeans that the hearer needs to recognize that the
reason of the speaker is presented to him or heuch as way as to trigger an action in response
(Beninca et al., 1977). Let's consider the follogviexample with its corresponding English
translation (Beninca et al., 1977, p. 509):

Domani devo pagare la rata della macchina.

Tomorrow | will have to pay the mortgage for my.ca

Contextual requirementthe hearer needs to know, or needs to be aldagpose, that the

speaker does not have enough money to pay the agertigr his or her car, and needs to
consider him- or herself as a person to whom tlealsgr might ask for a loan. The hearer
needs to recognize that the reason provided bggbaker, i.e. that the speaker the next day
will have to pay the mortgage for his or her carpiesented to him or her as a reason for
him or her to do a certain action in response.
That being said, the hearer might not considerghson of the speaker as a valid reason to perform
a certain action in response; for example, if fneager utters (Beninca et al., 1977, p. 509):

Che caldo!

How hot!
the hearer might be afraid of drafts and therefareconsider the heat a good reason for opening a
window. In the case of non conventional indirecjuests there are no requestive "relics" in the
literal speech act used to make the indirect rediBeninca et al., 1977).

In summary, we can say that a minimum of conveatity is necessary in all indirect
requests, even in the non conventional ones, ieram@ permit the hearer to recognize them as
requests. Conventional forms are those that, régggdf the context, on the sole basis of some
elements (requestive relics or force indicators@né in the literal speech act), are conventionally
intended as requests (Beninca et al., 1977, pp5B08 Semi-conventional indirect forms are those

that can be intended in certain contexts as regu@&sninca et al., 1977, p. 509). Finally, non
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conventional indirect requests are those that eaimterpreted as requests in certain contextsif th
hearer recognizes as valid the reason that th&kspgiaves him or her to take action (Beninca et al.
1977, p. 509). At this point, we can make one eXaropindirect request for action for each degree
of conventionality, together with an example okediror literal request:

Direct or literal request:

59a. Close the window!

59b. Chiudi la finestral

Conventional indirect request:

59c. Can you (please) close the window?

59d. Puoi (per favore) chiudere la finestra?

Semi-conventional indirect request:

59e. | cannot reach the window.

59f. Non riesco ad arrivare alla finestra.

Non conventional indirect request:

59g. How hot!

59h. Che caldo!
Generally speaking, while semi-conventional and cmmventional indirect requests need a number
of inferential steps to be interpreted as requesisyentional indirect requests, just like direct o
literal requests, do not. Nevertheless, conventiomhrect requests, not being literal requests, ca
sometimes be interpreted as (and intended as)quesdtions or real assertions (Beninca et al.,
1977). Conventional indirect requests lose them-remuestive interpretation when "per favore" or
"please” is added. As we mentioned above, conwvegitindirect requests like 59c give the
interlocutor the possibility to reject the requést at least the idea that they can); the intetimcu
can in fact reply with a yes / no answer to thauesq (and not to the literal question). Let's coesi
the following example (Beninca et al., 1977, p. 612

60a. A: Ti dispiace / dispiacerebbe uscire?

60b. B: Si (ed esce)

60c. A: Do / Would you mind leaving?

60d. B: Yes (and he/she leaves)
In this example, the question made by speakerbkilsg used as a conventional indirect request. In
fact, if the interlocutor was instead answeringlttezal question (and therefore minded leaving), h
or she would probably not be leaving afterwards.

We mentioned above the fact that that sentenaegeoationally used as indirect requests are

not idioms, and therefore have a literal, wordyad translation in other languages. We also said
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that, sometimes, translating indirect requests atib@r languages can modify their illocutionary act
potential. Beninca et al. (1977) conclude theircdésion on conventionality by specifying that,
while conventional indirect requests can modifyitheequestive potential in translation, non
conventional indirect requests maintain their resjue potential constant in all languages. "Could
you help me?", a conventional indirect request mglish, can be translated into "Pourriez-vous
m'aider?"”, "Konnen Sie mir helfen?", or "Potrebbatami?" and keep the same requestive
potential, but other indirect requests, such ae"fou ready to do X?" or "Sei pronto a fare X?",
despite being semi-conventional in both Italian dfaglish, becomes a conventional indirect
request in modern Hebrew, thus modifying its retjuegotential (Sadock, 1974, ch. IV). On the
other hand, all non conventional indirect requesésntain their non conventionality in translation:
"How hot!" or "Che caldo!" remains non conventiomegardless of the language into which it is

translated.
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CHAPTER 3 - ON CLASSIFICATION

In chapter 1, we focused on the philosophicalinsigpf the speech act theory and on some
of its most prominent theoretical developments. Ehkeaway from chapter 1 is that the speech act
theory is a full-fledged, pragmatics-aware thedryneaning which features a very effective hands-
on bag of notions for bridging the gap betweenrattees and speaker meaning. In chapter 2, we
defined a framework for understanding indirect speacts, in particular indirect promises and
requests. We demonstrated that linguistic form totetermines illocutionary force because speech
acts depend on a number of conditions that areegxtudl in nature. Nevertheless, we also
demonstrated that there exist a number of speevitedethat the speaker can use to provide
linguistic evidence of his or her communicativeemtions. In the present chapter, we will take a
step back and get a bird's eye view of the speeicbcasystem. We will see that speech acts can be
of different types according to the way in whicheyhare classified. The term "speech act
classification” can be used to indicate eitherpghecess of grouping together speech acts that share
the same characteristics, or the result of suchgss) i.e. the arbitrafilist of all possible types of
speech acts. Most of the classifications that hla@en proposed are based on the notion of
illocutionary point, that is to say: each clasdefined is such a way as to include all the speeth
with the same communicative point or purpose. fidag speech acts will indeed give us an idea
of all the things that we can do with language, Wwilit also ease our transition into computational
linguistics. In fact, most of the studies in congiignal linguistics involving speech acts congist i
the proposal of a classification (or tag-set) enfsuited to a specific purpose, such as conversati
tracking or machine translation - and a statistimaldel for mapping utterances (or sometimes
larger stretches of discourse) to their appropsagech act tags.

More specifically, we will begin with an analysif the classifications proposed in
philosophy by Austin (1962) and Searle (1976). Bé&aclassification (1976) has become the gold
standard for most (if not all) subsequent classifoms of speech acts - both in philosophy /
linguistics and computational linguistics - maifdgcause of its focus on the illocutionary point or
purpose of the utterances, which turns out to erg reliable criterion for distinguishing between
language uses. We will then go through the clasdifins proposed in computational linguistics
and compare them to the classification propose&dmrie (1976). In particular, we will analyze:
the DAMSL Standard tag-set (Allen & Core, 1997 tBWBD-DAMSL tag-set (Jurafsky et al.,
1997), the MRDA corpus and tag-set (Shriberg et24104), the works by Cohen, Carvalho, and
Mitchell on "email speech acts" (Cohen et al., 200drvalho & Cohen, 2005; Carvalho & Cohen,

2 "Arbitrary" in the sense of "subjectively decided".
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2006; Carvalho, 2008), the BC3 corpus and tagidkeich et al., 2008), the TA corpus and tag-set
(Jeong et al., 2009), and the QC3 corpus and ta@@ety & Hoque, 2016). Before shifting the
attention to computational linguistics, we will éxim why it is important to classify speech acts in
computational linguistics in the first place, ti@to say: we will evaluate the benefits of havaig
hand an accurate classification of speech acts ibaygg specific examples of its possible
applications. We will also examine the ways in vhhilse notion of speech act has been simplified -
or perhaps oversimplified - in order to be handdgcdcomputer programs. We will in fact witness a
significant change from the in-depth characteroratdbf speech acts (which we sought in the last
two chapters) to the analysis of the surface listiiproperties of speech acts and of the way in
which they are used back and forth in conversataacalled adjacency pairs (Schegloff, 1968), i.e.
two-part structures of the form "question-answer™'request-grant” (Joty & Hoque, 2016), will
play a major role in our understanding of speects &t conversation. In chapter 4, we will
elaborate on the problems that arise from the atiaptof the speech act theory in computational

linguistics.

1. Introduction

The classification of speech acts is based ondiee that the uses that the speakers make of
a language are limited in number - or at least ciadlel to a set of primitives - and classifiable.
According to Searle (1976), there is not an infinaf indefinite number of uses of language, but
rather the things that we do with language aretdéichin number, provided that we define clear
criteria for delimiting one language use from amotlEffectively classifying speech acts means
defining unambiguous criteria for distinguishingtween the different illocutionary forces, or
between what Searle and Vanderveken call the diffeémnatural kinds of uses of language" (1985,
p. 179). To be even more precise, we will follove lootsteps of Searle (1976) and focus on a
specific component of illocutionary force calletbdutionary point. The illocutionary point is the
purpose or goal of the utterance; it is the basic most important - component of illocutionary
force as the other components of illocutionary déommerely further specify and modify the
illocutionary point, or are its consequences (Sedtl Vanderveken, 1985). To make a few
examples of illocutionary points: "the point of tet@ments and descriptions is to tell people how
things are, the point of promises and vows is torod the speaker to doing something, the point of
orders and commands is to try to get people tdhohms$, and so on" (Searle & Vanderveken, 1985,
pp. 13-14). Searle (1976) takes "illocutionary pdiirst and foremost), and its corollaries, (a9

the basis for constructing a classification” (p). lrom this point of view, two speech acts are of
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the same type, and thus belong to the same cfabg intention behind them is that of achieving
the same illocutionary point. From this point okewi the number of things that we do with
language is determined by the number of the differfocutionary points that a speaker can
achieve.

We will see that classifying speech acts accordingheir illocutionary points will prove
beneficial as it allows for a fairly neat delimitat between the different uses of the language.
However, the notion of "illocutionary point or pwge" remains vague and open to interpretation.
One can in fact define tailor-made illocutionaryrs at his or her convenience, which is one of the
reasons why Searle's approach has become quitalmgp® researchers in computational linguists
and software developers. To quote Jaszczolt (200303): "it is essential to remember that the
number of categories in the classification of spesds is totally arbitrary”. One can come up with
his or her own classification by creating his or ben list of illocutionary points so long as clear
criteria for distinguishing each point are provid@that being said, it can be argued that there is a
small set of primitive illocutionary points thateamtrinsic to human behavior, namely: reporting
facts, expressing opinions and feelings, committomgloing something, trying to get others to do
things, and declaring states of affairs. Thesechidlsicutionary points are at the basis of Searle's
(1976) classification. Searle (1976) develops hiagssification as an improvement of the
classification proposed by Austin (1962). We wdkgshat Austin's (1962) classification lacks well-
defined classificatory principles and therefore dat achieve the same success as Searle's (1976).
Searle (1976) defines of 5 coarse classes, comdspp to 5 primitive illocutionary points.

Since all the classifications of speech acts pgedon computational linguistics that we will
analyze in the present work are based on illocatypipoint, our comparison between theory and
practice will consist in mapping (more or less dilg the classifications proposed in
computational linguistics to the classification posed by Searle (1976). We will in fact
deliberately leave Austin's (1962) classificatiart of the picture since it does not hold to the sam
standard. Austin's (1962) classification, whileegg®l to our discussion on classification, does no
fit into our comparison because it is not essdgtiahsed on illocutionary points. In fact, perhaps
with the only exception of commissives (more belowhose definition given by Austin is,
according to Searle (1976), unambiguously basedlazutionary point, the biggest weakness of
Austin's (1962) classification is that "there isglear or consistent principle or set of principtes
the basis of which the taxonomy is constructed'affee 1976, p. 8). Searle (1976) asserts that
Austin's (1962) weakness is caused by a confusewden illocutionary acts and illocutionary
verbs, which in turn causes both overlaps betwd@sses and the presence of different kinds of

illocutionary verbs within the same class (Seal®76). We will see that Austin (1962)
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distinguishes between the different uses of thguage by proposing a list of illocutionary verbs
representative of each use. That being said, faiisto mention that Austin (1962) acknowledges
many of the problems connected with his classificatwhich makes his work as a whole useful to
our discussion on speech act classification.

Going back to Searle (1976), we have not consitiget the fact that each of his 5 coarse
classes, corresponding to 5 primitive illocutiongpgints, subsumes a number of different
illocutionary forces. Since we are classifying éiltionary points and not forces, we will discuss
each component of illocutionary force only brieitysection 5. However, we must be aware of the
fact that two utterances can have the same illooaty point but different illocutionary forces. The
same illocutionary point can in fact be achievedidifferent way - or with a different degree of
strength - for each force that it subsumes; fomgla, we can try to get somebody do something
either by requesting (less strong) or insistingo(gger) that he or she do it (Searle & Vanderveken,
1985). This explains why, in most classificatiodgferent forces like requesting and insisting fall
into the same class: they share the same illocartyopoint of directives, i.e. they are both aiméd a
trying to get people to do things. Similarly, as weentioned in chapter 2, promising and
threatening often fall into the same category bseadespite being two different forces, they share
the same illocutionary point of committing the dpsato doing something. In the light of this, we
say that two forces are of the same type or belorthbe same class (or category) if they share the
same illocutionary point (in spite of achievingntdifferent ways).

Since in this chapter we are particularly intezdsh the linguistic properties of speech acts,
a component of illocutionary force that will becopeticularly useful to our discussion are the so-
called propositional content conditions, or rathieir syntactic consequences. The illocutionary
point of a speech act will "impose certain conditian what can be in the propositional content”
(Searle & Vanderveken, 1985) - the propositionaitent conditions - which have obvious syntactic
consequences (Searle & Vanderveken, 1985). For gearmwould be linguistically odd to say "I
order you to have eaten beans last week" (SeaMar&erveken, 1985, p. 16) to make an order, or
"I will see you at 5" to describe a state of afaifhis means that, by analyzing the linguistierfor
of an utterance, we are able (to a certain extenbacktrack and identify the point that imposed
those conditions. Nevertheless, we need to alwags I mind that there is not a one-to-one
correspondence between sentences or expressioificandionary points as the same sentence or
expression can be uttered with different illocuipnpoints.

Building a solid classification of speech acts Wiandeed be a great academic achievement,
but it would also be useful from a practical stavidp for its many possible applications. As a

general principle, we say that a classificatiosdech acts needs to include a fairly limited numbe
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of classes to allow for a clear definition of eatdss, but at the same time it should include ehoug
classes to be significant in the first place (aséful for downstream processing). A classificatibn
speech acts can in fact be used as one of the grcoenponents for the development of a number
of applications, to name a few: dialog systemspmated summarization, machine translation, and
conversation tracking. We will discuss more in ddialow the benefits of having at hand a well-
built classification of speech acts. On a sligllifferent note, we will see that, for the classtion

of speech acts in computational linguistics, litikes been retained of what was theorized by Austin
(1962) and Searle (1969; 1975; 1976). The speecthaory and the notion of speech act have in
fact been simplified to suit practical needs, some$ arguably beyond recognition. We will see
more in detail below and in the next chapter whis teimplification occurred, and what its
manifestations and consequences are. We anticipatetwo classes of speech acts defined by
Searle (1976) are particularly controversial. Osi¢he class of expressives, which has often been
excluded or overly simplified probably becausesitconsidered difficult to leverage. The other
controversial class is that of declarations. THass has often been removed altogether in the
transition to computational linguistics becausehaf lack of contextual data: declarations, in fact,
rely on particular cultural-dependent institutioméiose presence is challenging to retrieve with the
current technology. At the same time, other clagisasare not mentioned in the theory have been
created ad hoc for their utility in the developmehspecific applications; one example is the class
of "answers", whose illocutionary point is that béing in response to questions, which is
fundamental trait to be detected for the develogroédialog systems.

To conclude our introduction, we would like to @k the fact that a speech act's
"ecological niche", as Green (2017) calls it, is tonversation. While there are obvious situations
in which speech acts occur in isolation - suchhastitterance of "Please get off my foot!" in a
crowded subway - most speech acts occur within revergation. Scrutinizing speech acts "in
captivity" would therefore deprive them of somethéir distinctive features (Green, 2017). We
have mentioned above the fact that many speecliadiatsto pairs: assertions purport to be answers
to questions, acceptances or rejections pair wigrsy and so on (Green, 2017). As we will see,
unlike Austin (1962) and Searle (1969), many regess in computational linguistics study speech

acts in pairs.

2. Ambiguity

Before proposing his classification of speech ,aésstin (1962) elaborates on the

relationship between conveying meaning and perfogniunctions (or actions), giving particular
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attention to the issue of ambiguity in natural laage. This brief parenthesis on ambiguity will be
useful for our understanding of natural language asole, but it can also be seen as a prelude to
our later discussion on misclassification. Austl®9g2) asserts that never in history has language
been precise, nor explicit, where precision andlieikpess are to be understood as follows:
"precision in language makes it clearer what is\@pesiaid - its meaning: explicitness, in our sense,
makes clearer the force of the utterances, or hasvto be taken™ (Austin, 1962, p. 73). In other
words, an utterance is precise if its propositiarmitent is unambiguous (semantically) in terms of
reference, predication, lexicon, structure, angec@t the same time, an utterance is expliciéf t
speaker makes clear the illocutionary force withclhts propositional content is to be taken. As
we have reported in chapter 1, "[p]ropositionakathe acts of referring and predicating) cannot
occur alone; that is, one cannot just refer andlipate without making an assertion or asking a
guestion or performing some other illocutionary' §8earle, 1969, p. 25). "A propositionvikat is
asserted in the act of asserting [emphasis add8dHrle, 1969, p. 29hat is questioned in the act

of questioningwhat is promised in the act of promising, and so oreréfore, according to Austin
(1962), every utterance can be more or less ambgyuo two different but related dimensions:
precision and explicitness. We can clarify the efiéhce between the two by reconsidering the
following examples from chapter 1 (61a from Grezdi 7):

61a. You'll be more punctual in the future.

61b. Every man loves a woman.

With regards to 61a, we said that the speaker doesnake clear whether he or she is making a
prediction, issuing a command, or making a thrdat.can say that the speaker is not bexpicit

in making clear the force of his or her utterar@Hb, on the other hand, has a semantic ambiguity
caused by the unspecified scope of the verb "loVkis utterance can mean either that a) for every
man, there is a woman, and it's possible that ezai loves a different woman, or that b) there is

one particular woman who is loved by every man. d&fe say that the speaker is not bepnegise

in making clear the propositional content of hider utterance.

On a similar note, Austin (1962) observes thae "tliving of straightforward information
produces, almost always, consequential effects @gtion, (which) is no more surprising than the
converse, that the doing of any action (including tittering of a performative) has regularly the
consequence of making ourselves and others awdeetsf (Austin, 1962, p. 110). With regards to
the first point, Austin (1962) is not referrington conventional speech acts, but rather to the fac
that utterances that are intended to give stradghdrd information (and just that) can have
consequential non-immediate effects on the intettmg who will perform certain actions in the

future in the light of the information that he dreshas acquired. Non conventional indirect speech
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acts, on the other hand, consist in utterancesgigiraightforward information buttended as
something else to triggeémmediate reactions from the interlocutor (reactions that different from

the simple acknowledgment of the information bemagsmitted). Austin (1962) observes that the
propositional content of a speech act, whethersiasserted, questioned, promised, etc., will
influence the hearer's knowledge about the statdfairs. In other words, when the speech act has
a propositional content (and some as we will seaaty) some information about the state of affairs
is inevitably conveyed in its performance, regassdlef its force. To clarify this point, we will qtgo
Allen and Core (1997), who write in regard to staats: "[n]ote also that we are only coding (as
statements) utterances that make explicit clainmgiathe world, and not utterances that implicitly
claim that something is true". To demonstrate howoa-statement can implicitly make the hearer
aware of facts, they make the following exampleet'$ take the train from Dansville", which
presupposes the existence of a train in Dans\lle,should not be considered a statement; it is
rather an invitation (Allen & Core, 1997). An exgtistatement would instead be "There is a train
in Dansville".

Our final remark about ambiguity is that certaiassifications merge illocutionary force and
propositional content, which makes them sensitivteamly to explicitness but also to precision. As
we will see more in detail below, this is espegidiie case of Cohen and Carvalho. Let's consider
the following examples:

62a. Can you please send me the document?

62b. Can you please stop by tomorrow?

Despite being both requests, 62a would be clads#fgea "request for data" and 62b as a "request
for meeting” (Cohen and Carvalho, 2004). Simila@ghen and Carvalho (2004) hypothesize an
email conversation assistant capable of detectiggney:

63. Can you do this ASAP?

The use of "ASAP" makes 63, not just a requesaétion, but a request feprompt action, which in
turn implicates that the issue needs to be addtesgane (Cohen and Carvalho, 2004). Bearing in
mind that precision and explicitness are not uteelawe can conclude this section by saying that,
since our main goal is to classify utterances atiogrto their illocutionary point, we are primarily
concerned with the ambiguity of language in terrhexplicitness. Generally speaking, the less

explicit an utterance is, the more difficult ittesretrieve its illocutionary force (and point).

3. More Primitive vs. Less Primitive Devices
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Austin (1962) argues that humans have always lasgpiage to perform functions, but that
their ability to do so has increased in the cowfseistory as society developed. According to him,
the performance of functions with language has fecmore and more explicit - or less and less
ambiguous - with time (Austin, 1962). He writeshétexplicit performative formula, i.e. the use of
(ilocutionary) verbs in the first person singularesent indicative active form; e.g. | promise, |
order, is the last and 'most successful' of nunespeech devices which have always been used
with greater or less success to perform the samai@in” (Austin, 1962, p. 73). In the light of this
before going through Austin's classification of egte acts, we dedicate a few lines to what Austin
calls instead "more primitive speech devices". Adow to him, these devices have been (partially)
"taken over by the device of the explicit perforimalt (Austin, 1962, p. 73), but are still used to a
significant degree to perform functions, althoughsl explicitly. We would like to stress the fact
that implicitness and indirectness are not the savhée implicitness refers to the conventionality
that binds the utterance's literal meaning toitésdl force, indirectness refers to the converglipy
of usage of the utterance that binds the performaria direct speech act with the simultaneous
performance of an indirect one.

We will see below that Austin (1962) classifieesgh acts by associating each act with an
illocutionary verb naming it. However, as we sdltk force of an utterance is to a certain extent
conveyed by "more primitive devices". These devicas be summarized as follows (from Austin,
1962):

1) Mood, such as the use of the imperative to naaketterance a command, an exhortation,

a permission, and so forth. We report the followexgmples (Austin, 1962, pp. 73-74):

'Shut it' resembles the performative 'l order §@shut it'.

'shut it, if you like' resembles the performativpermit you to shut it'.

‘Very well then, shut it' resembles the performatl consent to your shutting it'.
'Shut it if you dare' resembles the performativkate you to shut it'.

Similarly, we may use auxiliaries (Austin, 1962 78):

'You may shut it' resembles the performative \tegpermission, | consent, to
your shutting it'.

"You must shut it' resembles the performativedeo you, | advise you, to shut it'.
"You ought to shut it' resembles 'l advise yosHhat it'.

2) Tone of voice, cadence, and emphasis, whicleateres of spoken language not easily

reproducible in written language: punctuation, i¢®l and word order can be used as

indicators of a certain illocutionary force, bueyhare quite unrefined and arbitrary. Austin,
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for example, uses an exclamation mark followed lgyestion mark to indicate a protest. He
makes the following examples (Austin, 1962, p. 74):

It's going to charge! (a warning);

It's going to charge? (a question);

It's going to charge!? (a protest);

3) Adverbs, adverbial phrases, and turns of phrémegxample, the force of "l shall"

changes significantly if we qualify it by addingrtybably” or "without fail":

| shall probably...
| shall without fall...

The use of such devices has a particular influena those functions of language that,

despite being essentially different, employ "thensaor similar verbal devices and

circumlocutions” (Austin, 1962, p. 75); Austin (I96p. 75) makes the examples of:

evincing, intimating, insinuation, innuendo, giving understand, enabling to infer,

conveying, and expressing, all of which are perfxmwvith the same verbs and thus need
different adverbs as their qualifiers;

4) Connecting particles; for example, "we may ueegarticle 'still' with the force of 'l insist

that'; we use 'therefore' with the force of 'l dode that'; we use 'although’ with the force of

‘I concede that' (Austin, 1962, p. 75). In addittorthis, the use of titles (and, we add, the

use of subjects of emails or threads) serves dasipiirpose; for example "Manifesto, Act,

Proclamation, or the subheading 'A Novel..." (Aust962, p. 75);

5) Accompaniments of the utterance, that is gestafeceremonial non-verbal actions,

which are out of the scope of the present study;

6) The circumstances of the utterance, which maynay not be made explicit in the

linguistic form of the utterance, such as (Austi62, p. 76) coming from him, | took it as

an order, not as a request”, or again "l shalsdime day", which we understand differently
in accordance with the health of the speaker.

Austin argues that, unlike more primitive devicedjich can be misleading principally
because of "their vagueness of meaning and unesrtaf sure reception” (Austin, 1962, p. 76),
explicit performatives (illocutionary verbs) kedpetperformance relatively fixed (Austin, 1962):
"in a way these resources (more primitive devicas) over-rich: they lend themselves to
equivocation and inadequate discrimination. (.hg Explicit performative rules out equivocation
and keeps the performance fixed, relatively" (Austl962, p. 76). Assuming that explicit
performatives are fairly rigidly tied to the furmtis they perform, they are a good test for

determining which illocutionary force an utterarftas. In addition to this, being used mainly in
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“that...” or "to..." formulas (Austin, 1962), exgli performatives are relatively easy to identify a
they share a similar distribution. According to whae have said so far, it looks like the
membership of an utterance to a specific classlafutionary forces can be determined reliably
only by determining whether or not a certain illbonary verb (explicit performative) occurs in the
linguistic form of the utterance, and that the stigation of over-rich primitive devices should be
avoided.

We can summarize the main points made in thisseas follows:

- Humans perform functions (or actions) throughagjey more or less explicitly on the

basis of the speech devices that they use;

- The use of the explicit performative (a perforivetverb) is the most advanced and most

successful way to perform a function with language;

- Other speech devices can be used to performatine $unction performed by the explicit

performative, but in a less explicit and thus mamgbiguous way;

- Explicit performatives are fairly rigidly tied tthe functions they perform, but the other

speech devices are not (more below).

4. Austin's Classification

Austin (1962) does not adopt the notion of illacoary point for his classification, maybe
with the exception of the class of commissives @grloelow), and considers performative verbs as
the only speech device that is reliable enoughetaised as a criterion for classifying speech acts.
For these reasons, his classification is arguabtyarclassification of speech acts, but ratherla fu
fledged classification of English illocutionary Wst In fact, Austin (1962) wrongly (but knowingly)
assumes that any two non-synonymous illocutionarps mark different illocutionary acts (Searle,
1976), and therefore the same illocutionary verbnoa belong to two different classes. On this
false premise, classifying illocutionary verbs @givalent to classifying illocutionary acts. Auss$in
(1962) reasoning can be summarized as followsmmikee occurrence of an illocutionary verb in the
first person singular present indicative activarfas a clear indicator that the utterance in whiah
illocutionary verb occurs is used to perform a speact of the type corresponding to the class to
which the illocutionary verb belongs. Other indaratof illocutionary force, that is to say: anytin
in the language that is not an illocutionary vasbput aside. In Austin's (1962) classificationréhe
is one single variable (the illocutionary verb) whovalue determines (by itself) the type of the
illocutionary act. According to Austin's (1962) s&fication, in the absence of a value, i.e. irecas

that there is not an illocutionary verb in the ligjic form of the utterance, we are unable to
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determine to which class that utterance belongausscwe would need to resort to more primitive
(and unreliable) devices. Let's now assume thaheesl to map the utterance below to the speech
act that it performs by analyzing its linguistierfoin isolation (Austin, 1962, p. 74):

64. You must shut it.

We are inclined to think that the speech act peréat is either an order or an advice, depending on
the context. If, on the other hand, we use a perdtive (Austin, 1962, p. 74):

65a. | order you to shut it.

65b. | advise you to shut it.
the speech act performed is explicit. As reductageit may sound, utterances such as 64 are
considered by Austin (1962) not explicit enouglbéoclassified. We have seen that Austin (1962)
lists a number of (or types of) more primitive dms, but then excludes them from his
classification for being too unreliable. Austink062) classification is therefore based exclusively
on illocutionary verbs. According to Searle (197&),the other hand, illocutionary points should be
at the basis of a classification of speech acts,il&ocutionary verbs, together with other lingugst
(and non-linguistic) features of the utterance,udthdoe used (in combination) to retrieve the
illocutionary point of the utterance (and thereftite class to which the utterance belongs). Searle
(1976), as we will see especially in section 6,uasgthat (the more primitive device of) syntax
plays too an important role in the identificatidnltmcutionary points.

Austin (1962) distinguishes five categories ossts of illocutionary acts and lists a number
of illocutionary verbs representing each class. hEatass indicates a type or “family" of
illocutionary verbs, and consequently a set of fdssutterances in which they are employed. The
five classes of speech acts proposed by Austin)18f the following (as reported by Jaszczolt,
2002, p. 301):

- verdictives (for example estimating, assessiegcdbing);

- exercitives (for example ordering, appointingyiashg, excommunicating);

- commissives (for example promising, intendingtibg)

- behabitives (for example apologizing, congratotatthanking, blaming, complaining);

- expositives (for example arguing, insisting, rafiing).

Austin (1962) sums up these five categories of dpeets as follows: "the verdictive is an exercise
of judgement (or the giving of a verdict), the eive is an assertion of influence or exercisirig o
power, the commissive is an assuming of an obbgatr declaring of an intention (or the
commitment to causes or courses of action), thaliiéhe is the adopting of an attitude (or of a

social beavior), and the expositive is the clanfyof reasons, arguments, and communications (of
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how utterances fit into lines of reasoning)” (p316ee also Green, 2017). Austin (1962) defines

each of them in detail as follows:
- "Verdictives are typified by the giving of a vért as the name implies” (Austin, 1962, p.
150). More specifically, "verdictives consist inettdelivering of a finding, official or
unofficial, upon evidence or reasons as to valuact; so far as these are distinguishable.”
(Austin, 1962, p. 152). The verdict need not tdibal and can be based on facts which are
not certain; for example, it can be an estimatec&oning, or an appraisal (Austin, 1962);
- "Exercitives are the exercising of powers, righis influence. Examples are appointing,
voting, ordering, urging, advising, warning, &cAustin, 1962, p. 150). "An exercitive is
the giving of a decision in favour of or againgtestain course of action, or advocacy of it. It
iIs a decision that something is to be so, as disfiom a judgment that it is so: it is
advocacy that it should be so, as opposed to anastthat it is so" (Austin, 1962, p. 155);
- "Commissives are typified by promising or othessiundertaking; thegommit you to
doing something, but include also declarationsnoroancements of intention, which are not
promises, and also rather vague things which we ealyespousals, as for example, siding
with. They have obvious connexions with verdictia®l exercitives.” (Austin, 1962, pp.
150-151). With a few exceptions, "the whole poiha@ommissive is to commit the speaker
to a certain course of action." (Austin, 1962, fOJ1 Commissives are the only class that
remains almost unvaried in Searle's (1976) clasgion, the only difference that, in Searle's
(1976) classificationall commissives, without exception, have the pointahmitting the
speaker to a certain course of action;
- "Behabitives, are a very miscellaneous group, laade to do with attitudes arsdcial
behaviour. Examples are apologizing, congratulating, comnmendccondoling, cursing, and
challenging.” (Austin, 1962, p. 151). "Behabitivieslude the notion of reaction to other
people's behaviour and fortunes and of attitudek expressions of attitudes to someone
else's past conduct or imminent conduct." (Aust#g2, p. 160);
- "Expositives (...) make plain how our utteranég¢snto the course of an argument or
conversation, how we are using words, or, in gdnara expository. Examples are 'l reply’,
‘I argue', 'l concede’, 'l illustrate’, 'l assum@'postulate’.” (Austin, 1962, p. 151).
"Expositives are used in acts of exposition invadyithe expounding of views, the
conducting of arguments, and the clarifying of wsagnd of references." (Austin, 1962, p.
161). In the case of expositives, "the main bodyhef utterance has generally or often the

straightforward form of a 'statement’, but theramsexplicit performative verb at its head
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which shows how the 'statement’ is to be fittedo ithe context of conversation,

interlocution, dialogue, or in general of expositlo(Austin, 1962, p. 85).

Austin's classification lacks well-defined classatory principles: the categories overlap and
it is thus often not clear which category an illbenary verb belongs to (Jaszczolt, 2002). As
Austin himself admits: "we should be clear from 8tart that there are still wide possibilities of
marginal or awkward cases, or of overlaps.” (Aysti®62, p. 151). Austin (1962) acknowledges
that this cross-classification is particularly ead in the last two classes, behabitives and
expositives, but that ultimately affects all fivéagses; he writes: "behabitives are troublesome
because they seem too miscellaneous altogether:egpaositives because they are enormously
numerous and important, and seem both to be indludéhe other classes and at the same time to
be unique in a way that | have not succeeded inngaktear even to myself. It could well be said
that all aspects are present in all my classesusi{A, 1962, p. 151). We can say that the five
classes proposed by Austin do not discriminate rately between one type of illocutionary force
and the other, i.e. the classes overlap by dedmitior example, an utterance with the illocutignar
force of a behabitive - which may (e.g. "l supppdl may not (e.g. "l am in favor of") contain an
illocutionary verb -also commits the speaker to a certain course of actibns making the
behabitive utterance partially commissive. Moreovan illocutionary force can be generated
without the use of the explicit performative formulhus, "I support” and "l am in favor of" have
the same illocutionary force, regardless of whetherillocutionary force is made explicit by an
illocutionary verb.

Austin (1962) then discusses the use of specidbmeative-looking words, such as "off-
side" and "liable". "Instead of 'l pronounce yodraitle' | might say "You are off-side' and | might
say 'l am (hereby rendered) liable' instead ohdartake..." (Austin, 1962, p. 58). Furthermore, a
speech act can also be performed by uttering desimgrd (Austin, 1962; Searle &Vanderveken,
1985), such as "out" (uttered by an umpire) or ltgu{uttered by a judge). Austin (1962) explains
the phenomenon of descriptive utterances and simgtds having a certain illocutionary force as
follows: "any utterance (even a single word) whiein fact a performative (even though it does not
look like it) should be reducible, or expandible,amalysable into a form with a verb in the first
person singular present indicative active" (pp.6&L- To prove his point, Austin makes the
following examples of single-word utterances: ""Qsitequivalent to 'l declare, pronounce, give, or
call you out' (when it is a performative) (...)uidy' is equivalent to 'l find, pronounce, deenuyo
be guilty." (Austin, 1962, p. 62). Similarly, astziptive utterance like "I am in favor of' can be

analyzed into "I support”. The hypothesis that w&e extract a performative verb from virtually any
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non-performative looking utterance and the asswnpiiat performative verbs are rigidly tied to
specific functions are at the basis of Austin'ssification of performative verbs.

Austin (1962), in the first part of his work, makéhe distinction between performative
utterances and constative (or descriptive) utteran@his distinction will be later abandoned by
Austin (1962) himself to make room for a more coet@nsive view, according to which every
utterance involves the performance of a speechwdwtther it is an assertion (descriptive), or a
promise, an order, etc. Currently, we still use teem "performative"”, also in computational
linguistics, to indicate those utterances thatused to explicitly perform specific speech actsith
keeping Austin's (1962) original definition).

The use of performative verbs does not come witpooblems. To quote Austin, we must
acknowledge the fact that "this first person siagyresent indicative active, so called, is a pacul
and special use. In particular we must notice thate is an asymmetry of a systematic kind
between it and other persons and tenses of thesaeng verb. The fact that there is this asymmetry
is precisely the mark of the performative verb (dmel nearest thing to a grammatical criterion in
connection with performatives)" (Austin, 1962, pR-63). Austin makes the example of "l bet" - a
performative - and compares it with "bet" in anottense and/or person. "l betted" and "he bets",
unlike "I bet", are in fact statements describimtjans performed by the speaker or by somebody
else; "actions each consisting in the utterancénefperformative 'l bet™ (Austin, 1962, p. 63).
Austin goes on by pointing out that "this sort sfy@metry doesot arise at all in general with
verbs that ar@ot used as explicit performatives [emphasis addeal].example, there is no such
asymmetry between 'l run' and 'He runs™ (AustB62, p. 63), nor with between "l run" and "I am
running"; they are all statements regardless afdeand person since "to run" is not a performative
verb. The use of the present continuous is paditubambiguous; e.g. "l apologize" is without a
doubt a performative, but "I am apologizing” caneltber a performative or a statement. Let's now
consider a few examples with the second and therdgm (singular and plural) (example 66b from
Austin, 1962, p. 57):

66a. | authorize you to pay...

66b. You arénereby authorized to pay...

While 66a is clearly a performative - the speakeéharizes the hearer to pay - 66b is ambiguous: in
order to be classified as a performative, it nabdsword "hereby", otherwise it could simply be a
description of what usually happens, that is thathearer is usually authorized to pay. The same
problem arises with third person plural verbs ia plassive voice (from Austin, 1962, p. 57):

67a. Passengers are warned to cross the tratlelyitige only.

67b. Passengers drereby warned to cross the track by the bridge only.
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Or again with impersonal verbs in the passive vfiman Austin, 1962, p. 57):

68a. Notice is given that trespassers will be groged.

68b. Notice idereby given that trespassers will be prosecuted.
67a and 68a may be used to describe what usuglpyeha, whereas 67b and 68b are clearly used to
perform a warning (Austin, 1962). "Hereby" is tygly employed in a formal or legal context
(Austin, 1962), which means that in other contewts cannot easily distinguish between a
performative and a description of a regularity.

To sum up, regardless of whether it is true thatdxplicit performative form can extracted
from any non-performative looking utterance, we sag that the use of explicit performatives is,
too, to a certain extent ambiguous: the use offferdnt person, tense, and voice are in fact
indicators of a different illocutionary force. Atis point, we conclude this section by saying that,
according to Austin (1962), the performance of #ution can be made made explicit (and not
merely stated or described) by means of:

- "the verbs which seem, on ground of vocabulaoypé specially performative verbs"

(Austin, 1962, p. 61);

- "other words which seem to have a special perditra function (and indeed have it), such

as 'guilty’, 'off-side’, &c." (Austin, 1962, p. 61)hese words are indicators of the action

performed "in so far as and when they are linkedomgin' with these special explicit

performative verbs like 'promise’, 'pronouncendt (Austin, 1962, p. 61);

- the "hereby" formula; it is a useful alternativet it is "too formal for ordinary purposes,

and further, we may say 'l hereby state..." Oefehy question..." (Austin, 1962, p. 61);

- the use of mood, voice, and other more primitiegices. These devices are controversial

and require complex rules to become a useful inoligz the action performed.

5. Searle's Classification

After the publication of "How to Do Things with Was" in 1962, the most prominent
classification proposed within the domain of lirgfids and philosophy is that of Searle in "A
classification of illocutionary acts" (1976). Sesl studies on language use (1969; 1976) will be
adopted as the theoretical background for mosidifall) works on speech acts in computational
linguistics, and his classification will become tgeld standard for most (if not all) subsequent
classifications of speech acts. The importance Seatrle’'s classification has gained over the years
is due mainly to his focus on the illocutionary mtoor purpose of utterances (as a component of

illocutionary force).
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Before proposing his classification, Searle (19&@porates on what illocutionary force is
and on the aspects in terms of which one (kindildffutionary act is different from another,
drawing particular attention to the notion of illdonary point or purpose of utterances. As we
have said above, according to Searle (1976), tkarat an infinite of indefinite number of uses of
language, but rather the things we do with languwagdimited in number, provided that we define
clear criteria for delimiting one language use franother (criteria that, as we will see below, are
not based only on verbs). Searle (1976) agreesAwitttin on the unreliably of illocutionary verbs
as indicators of illocutionary forces and triectome up with a solution to this problem. He writes:
"differences in illocutionary verbs are a good gultlit by no means a sure guide to differences in
illocutionary acts." (Searle, 1976, p. 2). ParBefrle's critique is in fact that Austin's classifion
is a classification of English illocutionary verasdnot of illocutionary acts. Austin's methodology
is overly lexicographic as he wrongly assumes tihatrange and limits of illocutionary acts can be
understood by studying illocutionary verbs in Eslglior other languages (Green, 2013). Austin
(1962) groups together in the same class verbs h@athinks (are used to) perform the same
illocutionary act as he assumes that any two nosymous illocutionary verbs mark different
illocutionary acts (Searle, 1976). In other wordlscriminating between (and -classifying)
illocutionary verbs is seen by Austin (1962) as ieglent to discriminating between (and
classifying) illocutionary forces (or points). Fexample, Austin (1962, pp. 156-157) lists a number
of verbs under the commissive class. Those ares¢nes whose point is, according to him, "to
commit the speaker to a certain course of actign"166). Austin (1962) assumes that every
utterance in which any of the commissive verbs oxasg a performative verb is necessarily used by
the speaker to commit him- or herself to a certaiure course of action.

Searle (1976) argues that we should classify utionary forces, or better illocutionary
points and not illocutionary verbs (and that wewtiaise illocutionary verbs only as one indicator,
to be considered in conjunction with other indicatdor determining illocutionary points). The
distinction between illocutionary forces and illtiomary verbs is clarified satisfactorily by Searle
and Vanderveken (1985); they write about assertikesfollowing (p. 38) (more on the class of
assertives below): "[w]e will call the illocutionarforces with the assertive poirassertive
illocutionary forces and the performatives or illocutionary verbs whiohme an assertive
illocutionary forceassertives', assertive verbs, or illocutionary verbs of tlesextive type. Always
bearing in mind that relying on illocutionary verlssoth misleading and reductive, assertive verbs,
or simply assertives, can still be used, although many reservations, to mark utterances with the
assertive force. Austin's (1962) work, becausedsoiniconsistencies, should not, we argue, be used

as the theoretical foundation of a classificatidnspeech acts. However, his reflections on
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performatives and constatives, together with hialyais of illocutionary verbs and other speech
devices, will indeed turn out to be useful in otgcdssions of illocutionary points. To sum up, the
shift of focus caused by Searle (1969; 1976) frdimcutionary verbs to illocutionary points
changes also the way in which we analyze languexg¢ead of looking for illocutionary verbs
within sentences, we now investigate whole senteirctheir context of utterance.

Except maybe for commissives, whose definitionegiloy Austin is, according to Searle
(1976),unambiguously based on illocutionary point, the biggest weakregs&ustin's classification
is that "there is no clear or consistent principleset of principles on the basis of which the
taxonomy is constructed” (Searle, 1976, p. 8). Mrmkness is caused by a confusion between
illocutionary acts and illocutionary verbs, whiathturn causes both overlaps between classes and
the presence of quite different kinds of verbs imitthe same class (Searle, 1976). Searle (1976)
sums up the shortcomings of Austin's (1962) clasgibn as follows: "in ascending order of
importance: there is a persistent confusion betweens and acts, not all the verbs are illocutignar
verbs, there is too much overlap of the categotims,much heterogeneity within the categories,
many of the verbs listed in the categories dortlsfyathe definition given for the category and,
most important, there is no consistent principleclassification” (Searle, 1976, pp. 9-10). Searle
(1976) devises a more effective classificationrigKiillocutionary point (first and foremost), artd i
corollaries" as the basis for its construction (®d 976, p. 10). Searle (1976) distinguishes five
classes:

- assertives (or representatives) (for examplanstasuggesting, boasting, complaining,

claiming, reporting);

- directives (for example ordering, commandinguesiing, advising, recommending);

- commissives (for example promising, vowing, afigy;

- expressives (for example congratulating, thankimpgrdoning, blaming, praising,

condoling);

- declaratives (or declarations) (for example exeamicating, resigning, dismissing,

christening, naming, appointing, sentencing).
We can sum up these five classes as follows: reptatves describe an existing state of affairs
(they tell people how things are), directives anthmissives try to get someone else or commit the
speaker, respectively, to bring about a futureestditaffairs, expressives externalize feelings and
attitudes about a state of affairs, and directivésg about changes of a state of affairs throingir t
utterance (Searle, 1976).

Before diving deeper into Searle's classificatime, dedicate a few lines to clarifying the

notions of illocutionary point and direction of,fiboth necessary for a thorough understanding of
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the work of Searle (1976). According to Vanderveékesuccess-conditional semantics, the success
value of a speech act is determined by its comhtiof satisfaction, which "depend on the truth
conditions of the proposition (P) embedded under itlocutionary force (F) and the way the
proposition is related to the world through theganay of its illocutionary force called the ‘diraxt
of fit" (Jaszczolt, 2002, pp. 301-303). The coiudis of satisfaction of speech acts can be seen to
generalize the notion of truth; for example, we sag that the aim of assertions is to capture how
things are and that the aim of commands is thatMbréd is enjoined to conform to them (Green,
2017). When an assertion succeeds, not only isiét but it also has it its target, just like wheen
command succeeds, not only it brings about thé wiiits content, but it also does so in a way that
makes it a command (and not a prediction, for exemvhile we will focus on illocutionary point
and direction of fit, it is however useful to deabe a few words to all seven components of
illocutionary force. These components can be seem r@visited version of Searle's (1975) felicity
conditions.

According to Searle and Vanderveken (1985), itmnary force is defined in terms of
seven features (see also Green, 2017, pp. 12-13):

1. lllocutionary point: the characteristic aim of tepeech act; for example, the illocutionary
point of a request is to get the addressee to n@song (we will focus on this below);

2. Degree of strength of the illocutionary point: teength with which the speaker wants to
achieve the illocutionary point; for example, resfieg and insisting have the same
illocutionary point but the latter is stronger thtae former;

3. Mode of achievement: the way in which the illocaaoy point must be achieved; for
example, requesting and commanding both aim tohgeaddressee to do something (this is
their illocutionary point), but issuing a commanahlike making a request, involves
invoking one's authority to be successful. This ponent of illocutionary force is tied to the
set of culturally-dependent, group-specific coniard that characterize institutional speech
acts (see chapter 1, §2.2);

4. Content conditions: the propositional content cbads necessary for the performance of
certain illocutionary acts; for examples, the sggatan only promise what is in the future
and under his or her control,

5. Preparatory conditions: all the other conditionat tnust be met for the speech act not to
misfire, such as social status, authority, role; f&tr example, a person must own an object
in order to bequeath it and a person must be legalbsted with the necessary authority in

order to marry a couple.
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6. Sincerity conditions: the psychological state titn&t speaker expresses performing a speech
act; for example, assertions express belief, apedog@xpress regret, promises express
intentions, etc;

7. Degree of strength of the sincerity conditions: strength with which the speaker expresses
his or her psychological state; for example, betjuesting and imploring express desire and
are identical in terms of all the components abawecept for the fact that imploring
expresses a stronger desire than requesting.

With regard to illocutionary point, Searle and Vandgken (1985) write that "each illocution has a
point or purpose which is internal to its beingat of that type. (p. 13) (...) By saying that the
illocutionary point is internal to the type of idationary act, we mean simply that a successful
performance of an act of that type necessarilyeads that purpose and it achieves it in virtue of
being an act of that type" (p. 14). As we have sdidve: "the point of statements and descriptions
is to tell people how things are, the point of piggs and vows is to commit the speaker to doing
something, the point of orders and commands igyttotget people to do things, and so on" (Searle
& Vanderveken, 1985, pp. 13-14). These points ap@ses are called the illocutionary points of
the speech acts to which they correspond, and ackpact is successful if it achieves its
corresponding purpose (or point) (Searle & Vandezme 1985). That is to say: a statement or a
description is successful if it tells people howngs are, a promise or a vow is successful if it
commits the speaker to doing something, an ordea oommand is successful if it tries to get
people do things, and so on. Searle and Vandervid@sgb) clarify why the illocutionary point is
the most important of the components of illocutignfrce by pointing out the following: "In real
life a person may have all sorts of other purp@sesaims; e.g. in making a promise, he may want
to reassure his hearer, keep the conversation goirigy to appear to be clever (...) none of these
part of the essence of promising. But when he mak@smise he necessarily commits himself to
doing something. Other aims are up to him, nont@er is internal to the fact that the utteranc is
promise; but if he successfully performs the acinaking a promise then he necessarily commits
himself to doing something, because that is thecullionary point of the illocutionary act of
promising” (Searle and Vanderveken, 1985, p. 14pther important point raised by Searle and
Vanderveken (1985) is that the illocutionary paht speech act is achieved only "as part of & tota
speech act in which the propositional content jgressed with the illocutionary point” (p. 15). In
other words, "the illocutionary point is achievedtbe propositional content" (p. 15): "[0]ne cannot
promise that someone else will do something (nd) @ne cannot promise to have some something
in the past” (p. 16), similarly one cannot apolegiar something that he or she has not done or is

not otherwise responsible for, such as for thetadal orbit of the planets (preparatory conditijpns
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As we mentioned above, propositional content camubt are particularly useful to our discussion
since they have obvious syntactic consequencesl¢S&danderveken, 1985); for example: "I will
meet you at 5 pm" can be a commitment to a futatese of actions, whereas "I have met you at 5
pm" cannot.

Direction of fit is described by Jaszczolt (20@8)follows: "one of the main characteristics
of speech acts is their direction of fit which cbhe world-to-words or words-to-world. If by
performing the speech act the speaker affects tethe world is, the direction of fit is world-to-
words: the world adjusts to the words. For exampleordering for something to be done, the
speaker affects the way the world is. If by uttgrihe speech act the speaker describes the way the
world is rather than affecting it, the directionfafis words-to-world: the words adjust to the way
the world is. Stating something or complaining h#ve direction of fit. Assertives have the words-
to-world direction of fit, directives and commisss/ have world-to-words, expressives have no
direction of fit, while declarations have both wbib-words and words-to-world directions of fit"
(Jaszczolt, 2002, p. 302; see also Searle and Viaidmn, 1985). That being said, we are concerned
with illocutionary point and direction of fit to ¢hextent to which they are reflected in the lingais
form of the utterance and are useful for clasdifioa purposes. As Green (2013) points out,
"[d]irection of fit is also not so fine-grained &3 enable us to distinguish speech acts meriting
different treatment”; for example asserting andjectmring (that something is true) have both a
words-to-world direction of fit but are indeed sedtj to different norms: while assertions are
manifestations of knowledge, conjectures are naeé€@®, 2013). As a consequence, we might
expect different uptakes, which are completely patwlent of the direction of fit: "How do you
know?" is an appropriate reply to assertions, lotitem conjectures (Green, 2017).

Let's now analyze Searle's classification in dletaearle (1976) describes each class as
follows:

- assertives (representatives): "[tlhe point orppse of the members of the representative

class is to commit the speaker (in varying degreespmething's being the case, to the truth

of the expressed proposition. All of the membershef representative class are assessable
on the dimension of assessment which includesandefalse.” (Searle, 1976, p. 10).Searle
goes on: "The direction of fit is words to the wbrthe psychological state expressed is

Belief (that p)": B(P) (Searle, 1976, p. 10). Reyamtatives include the so-called statements,

I.e. standard indicative formathout explicit performatives such as "he is a liar" 4hd has

appendicitis” (Searle, 1976, p. 20), but includmaltterances characterized by one out of "a

large number of performative verbs that denoteuitons that seem to be assessable in the

True-False dimension and yet are not just 'statéestigearle, 1976, p. 10). In fact, we may
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want to say that, while in the making of statementsimplicitly "call, diagnose and
describe, as well as accuse, identify and charaete(Searle, 1976, p. 20), in using a
performative verb, weexplicitly do so. Assertives / Representatives of the explicit
performative type also make explicit some addedufeathat typifies them; for example,
"boast” and "complain" have the added feature @frigasomething to do with the interest
of the speaker, and "conclude" and "deduce" hageattded feature of marking a relation
between the representative illocutionary act ardrést of the discourse (Searle, 1976, pp.
10-11). Representatives correspond to most of Assgxpositives and to many of his
verdictives in that they have the same illocutignpoint, differing only in terms of other
components of their illocutionary force (Searle,7@P Arguably, "the simplest test of a
representative is this: can you literally charaegeeit (inter alia) as true or false"? (Searle,
1976, p. 11), which however will not give neitheecessary nor sufficient conditions
(Searle, 1976), as we will see when we analyzel&gdifth class. We will see in fact that
assertions (characterizable as true or false) tsmkse uttered as declarations (and not as
assertives) by somebody in a position of authavithin an institution;

- directives: "[t]he illocutionary point of thesemsists in the fact that they are attempts (of
varying degrees...) by the speaker to get the héardo something.” (Searle, 1976, p. 11).
They range from inviting and suggesting, to inaigtihat the hearer does something (Seatrle,
1976). "The direction of fit is world-to-words aride sincerity condition is want (W) (or
wish or desire). The propositional content is alsvdlyat the hearer H does some future
action A." (Searle, 1976, p. 11).They have theolwihg symbolism: W(H does A) (Searle,
1976, p. 11). "Verbs denoting members of this chass ask, order, command, request, beg,
plead, pray, entreat, and also invite, permit, awise."(Searle, 1976, p. 11). But also some
of Austin's behabitives belong to this class, sashdare, defy and challenge, as well as
many of his exercitives;

- commissives: here Searle adopts Austin's defmitof commissives. He writes:
"Commissives then are those illocutionary acts whasint is to commit the speaker (again
in varying degrees) to some future course of atti@earle, 1976, p. 11). However, Searle
(1976) rules out some of the verbs proposed byiAustich as shall, intend, and favor. "The
direction of fit is world-to-words and the sincgritcondition is Intention (I). The
propositional content is always that the speakéo&s some future action A." (Searle, 1976,
p. 11). They have the following symbolism: I(S dégqSearle, 1976, p. 11);

- expressives: "[t]he illocutionary point of thisass is to express the psychological state

specified in the sincerity condition about a stafeaffairs specified in the propositional
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content. The paradigms of expressive verbs araKth@ongratulate', 'apologize’, ‘condole’,
'deplore’, and ‘welcome’'. Notice that in expressibere is no direction of fit" (Searle, 1976,
p. 12).With regard to this last point, we can det t'the truth of the expressed proposition is
presupposed. Thus, for example, when | apologizddwing stepped on your toe, it is not
my purpose either to claim that your toe was stdppeor to get it stepped on. This fact is
neatly reflected in the syntax (of English) by thet that the paradigm-expressive verbs in
their performative occurrence will not take thataudes but require a gerundive
nominalization transformation (or some other no)ingearle, 1976, p. 12). To prove his
point, Searle (1976) makes the following examples:
"one cannot say:

*| apologize that | stepped on your toe;
rather the correct English is,

| apologize for stepping on your toe." (Searle,d,97. 12)
They have the following symbolism: (P)(S/H+ propgr{Searle, 1976, p. 13). "P is a
variable ranging over the different possible psyobcal states expressed in the
performance of the illocutionary acts in this classd the propositional content ascribes
some property (not necessarily an action) to eigher H.I can congratulate you not only on
your winning the race, but also on your good lobKkSearle, 1976, p. 13);
- declarations: "there is still left an importarass of cases, where the state of affairs
represented in the proposition expressed is rehlme brought into existence by the
illocutionary force-indicating device, cases where brings a state of affairs into existence
by declaring it to exist, cases where, so to spakjng makes it so'. Examples of these
cases are 'l resign’, 'You're fired', 'l excommatgcyou', 'l christen this ship, the battleship
Missouri', 'l appoint you chairman’, and '‘War igdiw/ declared.” (Searle, 1976, p. 13).
Searle goes on: "[i]t is the defining charactetistif this class that the successful
performance of one of its members brings about tberespondence between the
propositional content and reality, successful pemtnce guarantees that the propositional
content corresponds to the world: if | successfydgrform the act of appointing you
chairman, then you are chairman; if | successfpilyform the act of nominating you as
candidate, then you are a candidate; if | succggiarform the act of declaring a state of
war, then war is on; if | successfully perform #t of marrying you, then you are married"
(Searle, 1976, p. 13), and so on and so forth.I&€E76) argues that in declarations "there
is no surface syntactical distinction between psiggmnal content and illocutionary force:

"You're fired' and 'l resign' do not seem to perandistinction between illocutionary force
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and propositional content” (Searle, 1976, p. 13kcdkding to Searle (1976), this

correspondence between F and P can be also explaynbe fact that statements, if used to

perform declarations, have actually the followirggnantic structure (Searle, 1976, pp. 13-

14; more below):

| declare: your employment is (hereby) terminated-you're fired")

| declare: my position is (hereby) terminated."(xesign")

"Declarations bring about some alternation in tla¢us or condition of the referred-to object

or objects solely in virtue of the fact that thecldeation has been successfully performed.”

(Searle, 1976, p. 14).

Searle (1976) remarks the fact acknowledged byiA($962) thatevery utterance consists
in performing (at least) one illocutionary act, walnimeans that, in terms of the illocution
performed, there is virtually no distinction betwetne so-called constatives and performatives.
Thus, "just as saying certain things constitutdtirgemarried (a ‘performative’) and saying certain
things constitutes making a promise (another 'perétive’), so saying certain things constitutes
making a statement (supposedly a 'constative’)ar(&el1976, p. 14). In other words, "making a
statement is as much performing an illocutionatyascmaking a promise, a bet, a warning or what
have you." (Searle, 1976, p. 14). That being daiduistic competence by itself is not sufficient t
perform every illocutionary act: according to Segf1976), declarations require the understanding
of culture-specific institution to be performed. fact, as Searle (1976) points out "the mastery of
those rules which constitutes linguistic competebgethe speaker and hearer is not in general
sufficient for the performance of a declaration.dddition, there must exist an extra-linguistic
institution and the speaker and hearer must oceppygial places within this institution. It is only
given such institutions as the Church, the lawaiga property, the state and a special position of
the speaker and hearer within these institutioma$ ¢time can excommunicate, appoint, give and
bequeath one's possessions or declare war. As Nvee@imore in detail below, the fact that most
declarations require extra-linguistic institutiorms be performed makes their automated detection
and classification virtually impossible.

6. Deep Structure Representations of Searle's Class

As Jaszczolt (2002) points out, the classificatitede by Searle in 1976 is based in part on
linguistic criteria: generally speaking, indicativeod is used for assertives, imperative mood for
directives, and so on, but also specific syntatties are imposed by each illocutionary force. For

example, "in utterances with the directive poirg #peaker attempts to get the hearer to carry out

90



Federico Vescovi - mat. 842655

the course of action represented by the propositioontent” (Searle & Vanderveken, 1985, p. 37);
the propositional content must not be in the passé¢ and the overall sentence is the surface
realization of a deep structure. We have seen édfow it is linguistically odd to say something
like "I order you to have eaten beans last weekaffe & Vanderveken, 1985, p. 16) instead of "I
order you to eat the beans next week". Searle (1pitsides a deep structure representative of
each type of illocutionary force:

- assertives (representatives):

deep structure: | verb (that) + S.

where "verb" stands for a verb of the list of veolbshe assertive type, "that" is optional, and

S is an arbitrary sentence. Examples of surfadezatians are: "l state that it is raining" and

"l predict he will come" (Searle, 1976, p. 17). Spmassertive verbs may require further

constraints on S; for example, "predict” requidesttinside S, the auxiliary verb is in the

future, or anyway not in the past. Moreover, sog@easentative verbs, such as "describe”,

"call", "classify", and "identify", take a syntactistructure similar to that of many

declaratives: | verb NF NPy be pred.

We say: "I call him a liar, | diagnose his caseappendicitis, | describe John as a Fascist"

(Searle, 1976, p.19). These utterances can takiiimeof statements:"He is a liar, He has

appendicitis, He is a Fascist" (Searle, 1976, p.A)S can thus by itself be an assertive.

We can come up with the following rule for statemsemearing into mind that it can also

apply to some declarations: x am/are/is/have/had/g.could ideally also add rules that

identify as statements all performatives in theos€elcor third person, in the past tense, in the

present continuous, and in the passive voice;

- directives:

deep structure: | verb you + you Fut Vol Verb (NR)Iv).

™| order you to leave' is thus the surface striectiealization of 'l order you + you will

leave™ (Searle, 1976, p. 17);

- commissives:

deep structure: | verb (you) + | Fut Vol Verb (NRdv).

™| promise to pay you the money' is the surfacacstire realization of | promise you + |

will pay you the money" (Searle, 1976, p. 17). $any, "I pledge allegiance to the flag"

has the following deep structure: | pledge + | Vol allegiant to the flag (Searle, 1976, p.

17);

- expressives:

deep structure: | verb you + I/you VP => Gerundiam.
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We say: "l apologize for stepping on your toe, hgtulate you on winning the race, |
thank you for giving me the money" (Searle, 1976.8)
- declaratives (three types):
1) deep structure: | verb NP NP, be pred. (same as some assertives)
We say: "l find you guilty as charged. | now pronoe you man and wife. | appoint you
chairman”, which are the surface structure reatimatof "I find you + you be guilty as
charged, | pronounce you + you be man and wifppbat you + you be chairman” (Searle,
1976, p. 20);
2) deep structure: | declare + S.
We say: "l declare the meeting adjourned, war ilne declared”, which are the surface
structure realizations of "l/we (hereby) declareatstate of war exists, | declare + the
meeting be adjourned"” (Searle, 1976, p. 20);
3) deep structure: | verb (NP). (the most mislegdin
We say: "You're fired. | resign. | excommunicateuyjowhich are the surface structure
realizations of "l declare + Your job is terminatétiereby declare + My job is terminated, |
declare + Your membership in the church is terneda{Searle, 1976, p. 21).
Taking into account syntax will help us disambiguabme of those illocutionary verbs that can
have more than one illocutionary force (or beloogntore than one class). We have seen that
Austin's (1962) classification is ambiguous in titassumes that any two illocutionary verbs
necessarily make explicit two different illocutiogdorces. However, as we have mentioned above,
there exist some verbs that belong to more thanctass. In some of these cases, the illocutionary
force of the utterance depends on the syntactiectstre in which the illocutionary verbs are
embedded. Jaszczolt (2002, p. 303) makes the egavhhe verb "advise" which can be used as an
assertive (69a) or as a directive (69b) dependmthe syntax:
69a. She advised us that we have passed the exam.
| verb (that) + S.
69b. | advised you to do it.
| verb you + you Fut Vol Verb (NP) (Adv).
We conclude our discussion on Searle's (1976) iizgson, and with it our discussion on the
theoretical classifications of speech acts, by llggting the fact that classifying speech acts is a
fairly difficult task, not only because of the issof implicitness, but also because of indirect
speech acts and context-dependence. Jaszczolt)(200@es that "the whole enterprise of
distinguishing and classifying speech acts is @f.)imited use in pragmatics” (2002, p. 303)
mainly because "there are implied, indirect spesath that are difficult to classify" (2002, p. 304)
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Nevertheless, classifying speech acts has foundinaber of practical applications. The next
sections are dedicated to why and how classifinatiof speech acts have been implemented in
computational linguistics, in spite of the unsolv@a unsolvable) theoretical ambiguities that

underlie them.

7. Computational Linguistics: Introduction and Motivation

The speech act theory has been put to use wiletyits theoretical origins are discussed
very little in computational linguistics. Many warkn computational linguistics about speech act
detection do not discuss what a speech act is (or them), nor provide sufficient reasons for why
certain classes or types of speech acts have lafimed instead of others. This can be explained by
the fact that the classifications proposed in caiempenal linguistics are not based on theoretical
premises, but on practical ones. These classibicatindeed embrace a simplified notion of
illocutionary point, but are built exclusively - thithe definition ad hoc classes - to be used withi
larger projects and programs aimed at specificstasich as: email conversations tracking, vocal
assistance, machine translation, and so on. Irr dodee implemented for computational purposes,
both the notion of illocutionary point and the motiof utterance have undergone a number of
changes. Since these changes are, for the mostspadific to each different tag-set, we limit
ourselves to reporting here the changes that dfieclifferent degrees) all the classifications.

First of all, the notion of illocutionary point fidbeen, on many occasions, refined to include
different "dimensions” of the intended purpose ludé utterance. An utterance often has a main
illocutionary point and a secondary illocutionaimt, which often (but not necessarily) correspond
to a forward looking and a backward looking funotif the utterance. Let's consider the following
exchange:

70a. A: Can you please send me the document?

70b. B: Yes, | will do it tomorrow.

Roughly speaking, in this context, utterance 70€ bath the illocutionary point of a statement (in
that it is used to give straightforward informafi@and the illocutionary point of an acceptance (in
that it is used to accept the request made by speégk We will see more in detail below how each
classification deals with multiple illocutionaryipts. The second point that we make is that the uni
of analysis has changed. We recall that in chéaptee defined the utterance as the concrete product
of speech and writing or a contextualized sentewitieh comes "with information as to who the
speaker is as well as information about the tiitne place and other circumstances of the performed

act of speaking” (Jaszczolt, 2002, p. 2), and wimee sentence as the abstract, grammatical unit
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that can be derived from an utterance by abstmaaiirer contingent and contextual information.
The unit of analysis in computational linguistiaaresponds to neither of these. The information
available to identify the point of an utterancemsstly textual. However, as we have mentioned
above, the discourse will become an important nesofor the identification of illocutionary points,
especially thanks to the analysis of conversatiothe form of adjacency-pairs. As we will see,
sometimes also the intonation of the utterancebeas encoded. One final point is that utterances
do not need to be complete meaningful sentencath-axpropositional content - to be considered
speech acts: among the others, "wow!", "hmhm", ‘@ithhah" are speech acts too. At the same
time, in some cases the unit of analysis has beeaneled to include more than one utterance up to
even an entire email or blog post.

In computational linguistics, having at hand a Ivdeffined classification of speech acts
proves to be useful for the accomplishment of aewahge of tasks. Cohen, Carvalho, and Mitchell
(Cohen et al., 2004; Carvalho & Cohen, 2005; Cémvad. Cohen, 2006; Carvalho, 2008), use
speech acts and machine learning techniques toouapwork-related email management. A
classification of email acts can be used not oolggeed up email communication overall, but also
to predict leadership roles within email-centerearkvgroups (Carvalho, 2008). The most recent
work on email speech acts it that of Carvalho (3008ich can be seen as an improvement of
previous works on email acts. Carvalho (2008) takepiration from act taxonomiéghat have
been proposed in the research areas of dialognsystgpeech recognition (Stolcke et al., 2000;
Taylor et al., 1998), and machine translation (bheei al., 2003). Joty and Hoque (2016), on the
other hand, address the issue of automated spetcicagnition in virtually every type of written
asynchronous conversations, e.g. fora, chats, sned. According to Joty and Hoque (2016), the
identification of speech acts "has been shown toudeful in many downstream applications
including summarization (McKeown et al., 2007) amgestion answering (Hong and Davison,
2009)" (p. 1746). Moreover, "[rlevealing the ungery conversational structure in dialogues is
important for detecting the human social intentians spoken conversations and in many
applications including summarization (Murray, 2Ql@jalogue systems and dialogue games
(Carlson, 1983) and flirt detection (Ranganath,B0@&s an additional example, Ravi and Kim
(2007) show that dialogue acts can be used fowyaingl the interaction of students in educational
forums" (Tavafi et al., 2013, p. 1).

Generally speaking, synchronous conversations drafp real-time and participants take
turns instantly - an example are telephone caNghereas asynchronous conversations take place

over extended periods of time and participants takes when it is convenient for them to do so -

**In the present work, taxonomy and classification are synonymes.
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an example are email conversations. As we will sdassifications based on synchronous
conversation seem to follow the theory more clogedpecially SWBD-DAMSL) than those based
on asynchronous conversation, thus making easaér riiapping to the classification proposed by
Searle (1976). Although the classifications basedymchronous conversation are more loyal to the
theory, they also feature a larger number of cl$secomparison with classifications based on
asynchronous conversation: classifications in sgomobus conversation feature between 25
(DAMSL Standard) and 50 (SWBD-DAMSL and MRDA) difént classes, whereas classifications
in asynchronous conversation feature only betwe@CB original tag-set) and 12 (TA and BC3
new tag-set) classes (more below). The line betvgganhronous and asynchronous is blurry since
some classifications designed for asynchronousersation have been adapted from classifications
designed for synchronous conversation: the TA c&rpdior example, has a tag-set which is an
adaptation of MRDA's (more below). In computationaiguistics, we will often call the
classifications of speech acts "tag-sets" to ref@he set of all the possible tags (each indigaéin

different speech act type or class) that one cartautabel an utterance.

8. Overview of the Classifications (Tag-sets) in @aputational Linguistics

In this section, we will present the classificasoof speech acts proposed in computational
linguistics with the goal of clarifying how eachaskification relates to the others chronologically.
For now, we will not dive into the criteria accardito which each classification defines its own
classes, which we will cover in detail in the negttions. Instead, we will attempt to answer the
following question so as to consider the issuelagsifying speech acts in its wider context: which
classification is inspired or is an adaptation frevhich other classification? In the process of
answering this question, we will inevitably havemiention the fact that the classification proposed
by Searle in 1976 constitutes, more or less diredtie theoretical background for all the
classifications of speech acts that we considénermpresent work. In this section, however, we will
not attempt the mapping between theory and praaticethe mapping between one classification
proposed in computational linguistics and the otkiée will delve into the differences between the
classification proposed by Searle (1976) and tippgposed in computational linguistics in the next
sections, where we describe each classificatiopga®d in computational linguistics and map it to
the classification proposed by Searle (1976). is $lection, on the other hand, we will first discus
the classifications of speech acts proposed foclsymous domains (telephone conversations and

2 A corpus can be generally be defined as a collection of written texts.
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meetings), and then we will move to those propdsedasynchronous domains (such as emails,
chats, fora, etc.).

Searle's (1976) 5 classes are the point of dapafbum most of the future classifications of
speech acts proposed both in linguistics and phplog and in computational linguistics. In
summary, Searle (1976) influenced the definitiorthef DAMSL Standard (Allen & Core, 1997),
which is in turn at the foundation of the SWBD-DAM$ag-set (Jurafsky et al., 1997), in turn at
the basis of the MRDA tag-set (Dhillon et al., 2p0%fhe MRDA tag-set (Dhillon et al., 2004)
inspired both the TA tag-set (Jeong et al., 200®) the new BC3 tag-set (Joty et al., 2011). The
original BC3 tag-set, on the other hand, was imsteapired by Cohen & Carvalho (2005). Cohen
& Carvalho, in all of their works (Cohen et al.,(0 Carvalho & Cohen, 2005; Carvalho & Cohen,
2006; Carvalho, 2008), refer directly to Searl&@%76) classification. Finally, the QC3 tag-set yJot
& Hoque, 2016) was inspired by the TA tag-set (deenal., 2009) and the new BC3 tag-set (Joty
et al., 2011). In short, most researches adoptectlly or indirectly - Searle's (1976) classificati
as a blueprint for their own, and leverage illoootiry point for the definition of ad hoc classes of
speech acts.

8.1 Synchronous Conversation Tag-sets

There are two major synchronous spoken domainocarpthe Switchboard-DAMSL
(SWBD-DAMSL) corpus (Jurafsky et al., 1997), a asmpf telephone conversations whose tag-set
is based on the DAMSL standard (Allen & Core, 19@nd the ICSI Meeting Recorder Dialog Act
Corpus or MRDA (Dhillon et al., 2004), a corpusméetings whose tag-set is based on SWDB-
DAMSL. Jurafsky et al. (1997), in their descriptiohthe SWBD-DAMSL tag-set, write that "[t]he
current version of the discourse tag-set is desigisean augmentation to the Discourse Annotation
and Markup System of Labeling (DAMSL) tag-set” oAMMSL standard. Jurafsky et al. (1997)
redirect us to the DAMSL standard (Allen & Core9T9to find "more theoretical justifications for
the particular tagging philosophy" (Jurafsky et 40997) of their SWBD-DAMSL tag-set. The
DAMSL standard represents the starting point fdr the classifications of speech acts for
synchronous conversation that we consider in teegut study, namely the SWBD-DAMSL tag-set
and the MRDA tag-set. Allen and Core (1997), inrtllefinition of the DAMSL standard, provide
us with the background information necessary ferthderstanding of Jurafsky et al.'s (1997) work
and classification, as well as of Dhillon et a[2604) work and classification (which in turn refer
also to Jurafsky et al. (1997)). Allen and Core9(@)9begin by defining dialog as "a spoken, typed
or written interaction in natural language betwéga or more agents" (Allen & Core, 1997), and

they divide it into conversational units called nsir during each turn each speaker temporary
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controls the dialog by producing one or more uttees. They then base the notion of utterance "on
an analysis of the intentions of the speaker" (Al Core, 1997). The intentions of the speaker
correspond to "why the utterance was spoken" (Ade@ore, 1997), which brings us to Searle's
(1976) notion of illocutionary point or purposetbé utterance. In fact, one can answer the question
"Why did you speak that utterance?" by making expthe illocutionary point or purpose of his or
her utterance; for example, if the speaker utt¥vhat time is it?" and is asked why he or she
uttered that sentence, the speaker can answerybygsdecause | wanted to request a piece of
information, i.e. the time" or "It was a requestibrmation™ or "Its illocutionary point or purpes
was to request information”. In the light of thikespite not adopting the same classes defined by
Searle (1976), nor referring to Searle's (1969;6)9ork directly, Allen and Core (1997) rely on
(Searle's contribution to) the speech act theohichvthey adopt as the theoretical background for
their definition of the DAMSL standard. As a conseqce, the SWBD-DAMSL (Jurafsky et al.,
1997) tag-set, which is based on the DAMSL standand the MRDA (Shriberg et al., 2004) tag-
set, which is based on SWBD-DAMSL, fit within thense theoretical framework. It is important to
mention that the observation of actual linguistatadis a common procedure in computational
linguistics for the definition of speech act classAs a consequence, we witness in computational
linguistic an abstraction from the classes thedrizg Searle (1976).

To be more specific, the MRDA corpus (Shriberglet2004) is a "corpus of over 180,000
hand annotated dialog act tags and accompanyirgexty pair annotations for roughly 72 hours
of speech from 75 naturally-occurring meetings"1(p. The MRDA tag-set features 50 tags and is
adapted (to deal with face-to-face conversationsinfthe tag-set of the older SWBD-DAMSL
corpus of telephone conversations (also 50 clagdesafsky et al., 1997): a corpus of "1155 5-
minute conversations, comprising 205,000 utteraacesl.4 million words" (Jurafsky et al., 1997).
The DAMSL standard, on which, more or less dirediigth the SWBD-DAMSL and the MRDA
tag-sets are inspired, was created to be usedrefer@nce for the annotation of spoken domain
corpora and is thus considered the starting pantriany subsequent synchronous conversation
tag-sets. The DAMSL standard can be easily mappdhet classification of speech acts proposed
by Searle (1976) since it is a clear adaptationt ¢¢ven though Searle (1976) is not explicitly
mentioned in the DAMSL standard). As we said, theesh act tags of the DAMSL standard
"indicate a particular aspect of the utterance"umitich summarizes the intentions of the speaker,
i.e. "why the utterance was spoken" (Allen & Coi®97). In other words, they indicate the
illocutionary point of each utterance. The SWDB-D8M tag-set expands the DAMSL standard
with specific tags for telephone conversation. i} the MRDA tag-set expands the SWDB-
DAMSL tag-set to deal with face-to-face conversagigmeetings). Some of the tags of MRDA
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remain the same of SWDB-DAMSL but modify their meays. Both SWDB-DAMSL and MRDA
corpora are tagged at the utterance level.

8.2 Asynchronous Conversation Tag-sets

Corpora of similar dimensions do not exist in atyonous domains (Joty & Hoque, 2016)
as there exist only a few small corpora of asynebus conversation, the most frequently
mentioned of which are the Trip Advisor Corpus ¢k TJeong et al., 2009), a corpus of Trip
Advisor forum conversations, and the British Coluen@onversation Corpora or BC3 (Ulrich et al.,
2008), a corpus of email conversations and blodspd&efore diving into the tag-sets chosen for
these two corpora, we proceed chronologically bysatering the works of Cohen, Carvalho, and
Mitchell (Cohen et al., 2004; Carvalho & Cohen, 20Carvalho & Cohen, 2006; Carvalho, 2008)
on the classification of what they call "email sgeects". Cohen, Carvalho, and Mitchell's works
on email speech acts mention explicitly the workSefrle (1976), but then divert from the theory
as they define their own classes, for the mostgragirically, that is to say: they look at the texdt
contents of email messages and find what kindsctéras it would be useful to capture in work
related email exchanges. In addition to this, ®e¢®76) and, after him, Allen and Core (1997),
Jurafsky et al. (1997), and Dhillon et al. (2004¢re reasoning on speech acts at the utterande leve
- and, in some cases, at the sub-utterance lewehereas Cohen, Carvalho, and Mitchell label
entire email messages with one single speech pet thich is actually represented by a verb-noun
pair, such as "Deliver, deliveredData" or "Requbkteting” (more below). The tag-set of Carvalho
and Cohen (2005), designed for email classificatiothe starting point for the tag-set proposed in
the BC3 email corpus (Ulrich et al., 2008). Intéiregy, the BC3 corpus is the only corpus of
asynchronous conversations whose tag-set is antadidep of a previous tag-set used for
asynchronous conversations (that of Carvalho & @pB605). The TA tag-set, the new BC3 tag-
set, and the QC3 tag-set, are all in fact (mordess direct) adaptations of the MRDA tag-set, which
was conceived for synchronous conversations.

To be more precise, one year after the creatioB@3 (Ulrich et al., 2008), Jeong et al.
(2009), in order to tag their new corpus - the Tokpus (plus 40 email threads taken from BC3) -
use a tag-set which is a reduced version of theuseel to tag the MRDA corpus (a corpus of
meetings; synchronous conversations). Jeong €R@09) define 12 categories as an adaptation
from the MRDA tag-set. they excluded what they ocadlloquial style interactions, such as
backchannel, disruption, and floorgrabber, fortieapplicability in emails and forums. While the
TA corpus was created from scratch (Jeong et @Q9f, Jeong et al. (2009) also used the same 12

category-tag-set on a sample of the BC3 corpus;iwiiiginally featured only 4 classes (cf. Ulrich
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et al., 2008). At this point, the problem of segménrf®is quite evident: while Cohen, Carvalho,
and Mitchell label entire email messages, almostryhody else labels single utterances.
Nonetheless, Ulrich et al. (2008) base their owgistet on Carvalho and Cohen's (2005) tag-set.
Jeong et al's (2009) new tag-set of 12 classesufastitution of the 4 original classes of the BC3
corpus (Ulrich et al., 2008)) was created becalsetiginal 4 classes designed for the BC3 corpus
were not suitable, according to them, for domagependent applications, nor for tagging texts at
the utterance level: as we have mentioned aboeeayrigginal 4 classes of BC3 were inspired by the
4 classes proposed by Carvalho and Cohen (200%) weoihked on a domain-dependent tag-set for
labeling entire email messages. "(The TA) tag-sdifferent from the prior work on DA (dialog
act) recognition in asynchronous conversationg §ince it is domain independent and suitable for
sentence level annotation” (Joty et al., 2011). édoland Carvalho (2005), on the other hand,
focused only on email communication and workedateling entire emails (not sentences), which
explains the domain dependence of the original BfBset, which was developed from it. The
same 12 classes tag-set proposed by Jeong et28l0thwas then used again by Joty et al. in 2011.
A couple of years later, Joty and Hoque (2016)terdae Qatar Computing Conversational Corpus
or QC3corpus and tag it with a reduced versiorhefli2 classes of the TA tag-set. The QC3 corpus
is a new data set of 50 conversations retrieveoh faocommunity question answering site called
Qatar Living (Joty & Hoque, 2016). Joty and Hoq@81(6) reduce the 12 classes of MRDA to 5
coarser act types in order to avoid the signifiaamderrepresentation of some classes. As Joty and
Hoque (2016) mention, some prior work (Tavafi et aD13; Oya & Carenini, 2014) took their

same approach.

9. DAMSL Standard

Before proposing their classification, Allen andr€ (1997) dedicate a few lines to the issue
of explicitness. We have said at the beginninghed thapter that the difficulty to determine the
action the speaker intends to perform comes froeatmbiguity of the utterance in terms of its
explicitness. Every utterance has an effect onstifessequent dialogue and interaction, but "[t]he
purposes behind an utterance are very complexéteriohine (Allen & Core, 1997); for example, in
which cases can we say thasthe result of an utterance, the speaker is now committed to certain
beliefs, or to performing certain future actions?'([emphasis added] (Allen & Core, 1997). We
must also bear in mind that there is a distincti@tween illocutionary force and perlocutionary

effects, distinction which Allen and Core (19973egbks as follows: "the effect that an utterance has

26 Segmentation is the division of the text into analyzable units.
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on the subsequent interaction may differ from whatspeaker initially intended by the utterance”
(Allen & Core, 1997). In chapter 1, we said that wdl focus on the illocutionary force of an

utterance instead of trying to predict its possipdglocutionary effects on the hearer. However,
identifying the illocutionary force or point of artterance still remains at difficult task Allen and
Core (1997) are also aware of the fact that sortiersccan be performed "indirectly". In fact, they
point out that the effect the utterance has ordthlgue is accounted for by the Forward Looking
Function category of tags (more belovayen though the actual form of the sentence might look
like something else" [emphasis added] (Allen & CA@97), i.e. even though the linguistic form of

the utterance might suggest another illocutionaintp

9.1 Utterance Tags Proposed in the DAMSL Standard
The DAMSL standard maps utterances to speech ypastin the context of spoken
bidirectional conversation as a dynamic exchangmtehtions. For this reason, in the context of
DAMSL (and of SWBD-DAMSL), we may want to talk aldodialog acts instead of speech acts,
but terminological differences do not concern udigaarly at this point. However, we must bear
in mind that, because of interruptions, which aqa@dal of spoken dialogs, the DAMSL standard
allows to group together a continuous set of utiega into a segment and to tag it with a single
label (Allen & Core, 1997). Despite increasing thanber of classes - from the 5 of Searle (1975)
to 9 -, the DAMSL standard also leaves open thesipiisy of tagging certain utterances or
segments as either uninterpretable (not comprebiefjsabandoned (not complete), or self-talk (not
intended to be communicated, yet communicated)efAl& Core, 1997): in these cases the
intentions of the speaker may not have been uratetgiroperly, thus the tag indicating the speech
act performed is not provided. More precisely, EFeMSL standard defines four main categories of
tags, the latter two of which include the tags imaki we are particularly interested (from Allen &
Core, 1997):
1) Communicative Status - records whether the artter is intelligible and whether it was
successfully completed. Possible tags:
- Unintepretable;
- Abandoned,;
- Self-talk.
2) Information Level - (an abstract) charactermatpf the semantic content of the utterance.
Possible tags:
- Task ("Doing the task"): utterances that advahedask;
- Task-management ("Talking about the task"):rattee that discuss the problem

solving or experimental scenario;
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- Communication-management ("Maintaining the comitation”): utterances that
address the communication process;
- Other-level: not falling neatly in any category.
3) the Forward Looking Function - how the curretierance constrains the future beliefs
and actions of the participants, and affects teealirse.
4) the Backward Looking Function - how the curremiterance relates to the previous
discourse.
Allen and Core (1997) define two of what we calligerclasses": Forward Looking Function and
Backward Looking Function; each utterance (or segjnean have one or more tags belonging to
each superclass. At the same time, "utterancesotmeed to always have a component at each
level. For instance, some utterances may have modfd Looking Function, while others might
have no Backward Looking Function" (Allen & Cor®Q9l). If Backward Looking Function tags
are given, an antecedent (to which the currentarite is responding) must also be provided. The
Forward Looking Function category includes 13 tagd the Backward Looking Function category
12 (I will indicate the possible tags in bold).

9.2 DAMSL Standard: Forward Looking Function
In Allen and Core's (1997) words: "the Forward LimgkFunction is a characterization of what
effect the utterance has on the dialogue, evergtinthe actual form of the sentence might look like
something else". This definition, as we have stikles into account indirect speech acts. The tags
the proposed in the DAMSL standard within the Fadvhaooking Function are (Allen & Core,
1997; the possible tags are in bold):
- Statement (the speaker makes a claim about thelwrl
- Assert (the speaker is trying to change the belief ofatidressee)
- Reassert(the speaker thinks that the claim has already besde)
+ Other-statement(other)
« Influencing-addressee-future-action (the speaksuggiesting potential actions to the
addressee beyond answering a request for infasnjati
- Open-option (the speaker is not creating an obligation thattkarer do the action
unless the hearer indicates otherwise)
« Action-directive (the speaker is creating an obligation that tregdredo the action
unless the hearer indicates otherwise)
« Info-request (the speaker is making a question or another rédoiemformation)

- Committing-speaker-future-action (the speaker mmitting to perform a future action)
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- Offer (the commitment is contingent on (depends on) adaeEs agreement)
«  Commit (the commitment is not contingent on (does not ddma) addressee's
agreement)
« Conventional Opening Closing
o Conventional-opening(the speaker utters a word, phrase, or sententetha
conventionally used to summon the addressee ast#drthe interaction)
o Conventional-closing(the speaker utters a word, phrase, or senteatésth
conventionally used in a dialog closing or useditmiss the addressee)
- Explicit-performative (the speaker performs an action by virtue of makivegutterance;
the speaker declares what is performed)
« Exclamation (the speaker utters an exclamation)
- Other-forward-function (the speaker performs a forward looking functioat is not
captured by the current scheme)

First of all, we recall that, according to the D&M standard, an utterance can perform
simultaneously multiple functions; this can be epéfied by an utterance such as "There is an
engine at Avon", which, in the right context, noflyis used to inform the listener of the existence
of an engine at Avon, but also "states the possilof using that engine to move some cargo”, i.e.
it can be used to influence the addressee's fatttrens (Allen & Core, 1997). A peculiarity of the
DAMSL standard is that it has a particular way ealihg with statements. A statement can have
different tags according to the context in whiclogturs. In the appropriate contexts, a statement
can be used to (Allen & Core, 1997):

- make an assertion or answer a guestion; e.gn"keaa meeting tomorrow" (i.e. (more

explicitly) "I make you aware of the fact that | aaha meeting tomorrow") (tag = Assert;

Reassert; Other-statement);

- suggest or request that the addressee engages\afuture course of action; e.g. "There is

a calculator on the table" (i.e. (more explicitly)suggest that we use the calculator on the

table") (tag = Open-option);

- request information in the form of an implicitsfeo question; e.g. "The train is late” (with

the right intonation) (i.e. (more explicitly) "Theain is late, right?") (Allen & Core, 1997)

(tag = Info-request);

- make an offer; e.g. "I'm free at 3" (in conteksetting up a meeting) (i.e. (more explicitly)

"l can meet with you at 3") (Allen & Core, 1997agt= Offer), or make a commitment; e.qg.

"I'll come to your party” (i.e. (more explicitly)l '‘promise that I'll come to your party”)

(Allen & Core, 1997) (tag = Commit);
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- perform an action by its utterance; e.g. "I quillen & Core, 1997) (tag = Explicit-

performative).

A particular controversial case is when the samsgclplogical state is expressed by
different types of utterances: an utterance thathmconsidered as an implicit apology, such as "I
am sorry", falls into the class of assertions sihég® seen as making a claim about the worldnelai
about which the listener can disagree, whereasoi#xapologies, such as "l apologize", belongs to
the explicit performatives class as the listenemca disagree with it (Allen & Core, 1997). Here
the issue of indirectness comes into play. Thetfasaitthe DAMSL standards allows for 6 different
tags to be assigned to an utterance whose linguigstn is a statement brings us back to the notion
of indirectness. We must note that the DAMSL stadidato be implemented by human annotators,
who will have to tag utterances according to tlesim interpretation of the way in which the
linguistic form of the utterance relates to theteah Choosing the right tag among these 6 options
will indeed be a much more complicated task foroemputer to perform on new textual input,
especially if it cannot rely on sufficient conteatunformation. Bearing in mind that distinguishing
between utterance types is often a non trivial ,tas& will now go through the classification
proposed by the DAMSL standard so as to show hdenA8 Core (1997) dealt with some of the
ambiguities that we have come across previoudligis;nxchapter, and in chapters 1 and 2.

In the DAMSL Standard, Statements include botlntdaabout the world and answers to
guestions. The claims about the world do not ne€td¢ strongly claiming that something is true or
false" (Allen & Core, 1997) as this class includaiso "weak forms of statement such as
hypothesizing or suggesting that something mightrbe” (Allen & Core, 1997). In other words,
statements in the DAMSL standard include Searle&erdives (which commit the speaker to
something being the case) and some, but not allfleS& expressives (which express how the
speaker feels about the situation): less expligitessives such as "l am sorry" and "I am thankful"
are tagged as Statements, whereas more explicissipes such as "l apologize" and "Thank you"
are tagged as Explicit-performatives (more beloMl¥o Searle's declarations are coded with the
Explicit-performative tag (more below). There iso#rer point that should be made about
Statements. We have said in chapter one that, anctimtext of speech acts, the speaker uses
language to intentionally "do something" in the gass of conveying meaning. This means that
some meaning in the form of information about th&tes of affairs is often conveyed in the
performance of speech acts. Allen and Core (199if¢ \ this regard: "[n]ote also that we are only
coding (as Statements) utterances that make exgiims about the world, and not utterances that
implicitly claim that something is true. As an iiive test as to whether an utterance makes an

explicit claim, consider whether the utterance ddug followed by "That's not true". For example,
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the utterance "Let's take the train from Dansvifleesupposes that there is a train at Dansville, b
this utterance is not considered a statement. Yooaldo't coherently reply to this suggestion with
"That's not true"". Another example could be thiad promise. As we will see below, an utterance
such as "I promise that | will lend you my mobileome charger" is to be tagged as Commit since it
commits the speaker to a future course of actienta lend his or her mobile phone charger, but at
the same time it makes the implicit claim that$peaker owns a mobile phone charger.

In the DAMSL standard, Influencing-addressee-fertaction includes all utterances whose
purpose "is to directly influence the hearer's fatnon-communicative actions, as in the case of
requests ("Move the train to Dansville" and "Péeapeak more slowly") and suggestions ("how
about going through Corning") (Allen & Core, 199There are many verbs in English that describe
variations of these acts that differ in strengtitjuding acts like command, request, invite, sugges
and plead" (Allen & Core, 1997). Allen and Core 9I9 point out that this category must not
include utterances whose purpose is to requestniafiion, such as "tell me the time", which will
be tagged as Info-request (more below). In otherdsoutterances belonging to the Influencing-
addressee-future-action category have the purposéwencing the hearer to perform some future
non-communicative action, thus excluding thoserattees whose purpose is to have the hearer
provide some kind of information (a communicatiai@n). This category roughly corresponds to
Searle's (1976) directives with the main differertbat Searle's directives include requests of
information, tagged as Info-request in the DAMSamstard. With regard to the linguistic form of
the utterances belonging to the Influencing-addredsture-action category, in addition to the use
of the imperative (above), Allen and Core (1997jic®o that questions can be made with the
intention of influencing the hearer's future nomacopunicative actions; for example, "how long
will it take if we go through Corning?' is sometisngsed to suggest that they move a train through
Corning” (Allen & Core, 1997), but at the same tiinean be uttered literally with the intention of
soliciting information from the addressee. Beforgcdssing this category any further, we need to
mention that Allen and Core (1997) make "the dddton between an Action-directive, which
obligates the listener to either perform the retpeesction or communicate a refusal or inability to
perform the action, and an Open-option, which satgge course of action but puts no obligation on
the listener”. In this latter category, Open-optitail utterances that take the form of a Statement
such as "There is a calculator on the table": m rilght context, such as the context where the
interlocutors are doing some complex mathematiqgarations, the speaker may utter such a
sentence to suggest that it would be better tauwsdculator. In the case of Open-option utterances
the hearer does not need to address what the spssilesince he or she is not placed under any

specific obligations (beyond the principles of satl conversation we have mentioned in chapter
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1). On the other hand, if the speaker said "Lettsaicalculator”, "We/You should use a calculator”,
or "l suggest that we/you use a calculator" (altidw-directive utterances), the addressee has to
explicitly accept or refuse the speaker's suggestause a calculator since he or she is now under
an obligation to do so. To sum up, both Action-cliee and Open-option utterance suggest
potential non-communicative actions to the addesdset while Action-directive utterances put the
addressee under the obligation to accept or reheseequest of action made by the speaker, Open-
option utterance do not put the addressee undeswtyobligations.

In the DAMSL standard, Info-Request applies taustiérances whose purpose is to question
or make a request in order to receive informatidie. should tag as Info-Request "any utterance
that creates an obligation for the hearer to pmwdormation, using any form of communication”
(Allen & Core, 1997), i.e. including nonverbal acts such as the display of graphs etc. We must
notice that the Info-request and Influencing-adskeesfuture-action (Influence-on-listener)
categories are similar: "they both apply to suggeahd requests (Info-requests request
communicative actions and Influencing-addresseerduiction utterances request non-
communicative action)" (Allen & Core, 1997). Som@amples of utterances tagged as Info-Request
are (from Allen & Core, 1997):

- yes/no questions such as "Is there an engineth?B "The train arrives at 3 pm right?",

and even "The train is late" (with the right irdtion);

- wh-questions such as "When does the next fligliteris leave?";

- requests for information such as "Tell me theetirbut also "Show me where that city is

on the map".

In the DAMSL standard, Committing-speaker-futuotien (Influence-on-speaker) includes
all utterances that "potentially commit the speglkervarying degrees of strength) to some future
course of action" (Allen & Core, 1997). If the uttace's commitment depends on the listener's
agreement, the utterance is tagged as Offer, whefdhe utterance's commitment does not depend
on the listener's agreement, the utterance is thgge€Commit. Some examples of utterances within
the category of Committing-speaker-future-actiom @rom Allen & Core, 1997):

Offer:
- typical Offers such as "Shall | come to youiad?" or "I'm free at 3"
(in context of setting up a meeting);
- Offers with explicit conditions such as "I'kliree after four if my meeting
ends on time" or "I can meet at 3 if you're free"
Commit:

- weak Commits such as "Maybe I'll come to youtya
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- regular Commits such as "I'll come to your pady"l promise that I'll be
there"
Allen and Core (1997) continue their discussionGffers and Commits by saying that Commits
usually follow a previous Open-option (Influenciagdressee-future-action) such as in (from Allen
& Core, 1997):
A: I don't know what to do Saturday night. (Askert
B: You could go to Bob's party. (Open-option)
A: Great, I'll see you there. (Commit)
Finally, Allen and Core (1997) acknowledge the xise of Conditional Commits such as:
I'll be there if the package arrives on time. (Qaith
but end up tagging them as simple Commits.
The DAMSL standard takes into account other fodvésoking functions which are
relatively rare. They include (from Allen & Core947):
- conventional conversational actions which imturclude conventional-opening functions
such as "hi" (greeting) and "Can | help you?"diattion starter), and conventional-closing
functions such as "good-bye";
- explicit performatives such as "you're fired'quit", "thank you", "I apologize", by virtue
of whose utterance the speaker performs an adtlwey correspond to Searle's declarations;
- exclamations such as "ouch";
- other forward looking functions not captured doyy other category such as signaling an
error by uttering "opps".
We must note that conventional openings or closocagsbe coded with other aspects as well; for
example, "Can | help you" can be both a conventiopaning and an offer (Allen & Core, 1997).
Finally, Allen and Core (1997) propose a test ttedeine whether an utterance belongs to the
explicit performative class: if you can insert therd "hereby" before the main verb without
modifying the meaning of the utterance you haveesplicit performative; for example, "You are
fired" are "You are hereby fired" have approximatile same meaning (Allen & Core, 1997).
Utterances with no propositional content can somes be difficult to label as they might
have different interpretations; for example, "okayld "yes" can be Asserts as well as Commits
(Allen & Core, 1997):
A: do you have a cat?
B: yes. (Assert)
A: are you coming to the party?

B: yes. (Commit)
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If the speaker accepts a request for action byingi€okay" and then performs that action, "okay"
should be considered a Commit (Allen & Core, 19%)en and Core (1997) make the following
example:

A: can you tell me the time? (Action-directive)

B: okay. (Commit)

B: three o'clock. (Assert)

9.3 DAMSL Standard: Backward Looking Function
As mentioned above, "Backward Looking Functiondidgate how the current utterance
relates to the previous discourse. For examplaytemance might answer, accept, reject, or try to
correct some previous utterance or utterances'efA& Core, 1997). The utterance or set of
utterances to which the current utterance respandalled the antecedent and is indicated by the
Response-to tag (Allen & Core, 1997). The antecedsumally follows directly after the utterance it
responds to, but sometimes it is separated byi@ssaf other utterances (Allen & Core, 1997). The
tags proposed in the DAMSL standard within the Beankl Looking Function are (Allen & Core,
1997; the possible tags are in bold):
- Agreement (the speaker is addressing a previoyspab, request, or claim...)
o Hold(the speaker is not stating their attitude towanésproposal, request or
claim...)
o Accept(the speaker is stating their attitude towardspttoposal, request or claim,
and is agreeing to all of the proposal, request|am)
o Accept-part (the speaker is stating their attitude towardsptioposal, request or
claim, and is agreeing to part of the proposajyest, or claim)
o Reject(the speaker is stating their attitude towardsptiogosal, request or claim,
and is disagreeing with all of the proposal, rejuer claim)
o Reject-part (the speaker is stating their attitude towardspttoposal, request or
claim, and is disagreeing with part of the propaosmuest, or claim)
o Maybe (the speaker is stating their attitude towardspttoposal, request or claim,
and it is not clear whether they are agreeing wisagreeing with part or
all of the proposal, request, or claim)
+ Understanding (the speaker is taking an actiongkensure that the interlocutors are
understanding each other as the conversation gusce
o Signal-non-understanding(the speaker is explicitly indicating a problem in

understanding the antecedent)
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o Signal-understanding (the speaker is explicitiyalgng understanding...)
Acknowledge(the speaker is signaling that the antecedent wdsratood without
necessarily signaling acceptance)
Repeat-rephrase(the speaker is signaling that the antecedent wdsratood by
repeating or paraphrasing the antecedent)

Completion (the speaker is signaling that the antecedent wdsratood by finishing
or adding to the clause that the interlocutonithe middle of
constructing)

o Correct-misspeaking (the speaker is offering a correction to signalt tthe they
believe that the interlocutor has not said whatoneshe
actually intended to say)

- Answer (the speaker is answering to a question (to anredoest))

In the DAMSL standard, the Agreement aspect cduas the speaker views the proposal
that previously made by his or her interlocutor,eweha proposal can be either "a request that the
hearer do something, an offer that the speakeod®thing, or a claim about the world" (Allen &
Core, 1997). Generally speaking, the speaker m@jicetky accept or reject all or part of the
proposal, or leave the proposal open (Allen & Cdr@97). Allen and Core (1997) make the
following examples:

A uttl: Would you like the book and its review? {€j

B: Yes Please. (Accept(uttl))

B: I'd like the book. (Accept-part(uttl))

B: I'll have to think about it. (intended literaltgther than a polite reject) (Maybe(uttl))

B: 1 don't need the review. (Reject-part(uttl))

B: No thanks. (Reject(uttl))

As much as we like it to be true, the scenariooisthat simple. Firstly, it is not infrequent thhe
speakemexplicitly accepts one part of the proposal arglicitly rejects the other; for example, one
can utter: "I'll take the book but not the reviewt'which case, according to Allen and Core (1997),
the utterance "will be segmented into two utteramués; one marked as Accept-part and the other
as Reject-part”. Secondly, we must bear in mindahewing rule of thumb: while on the one hand
the Agreement aspect (Hold, Accept, Accept-parje®eReject-part, Maybe) has to be coded on
utterances that are a response to Influencing-adeeefuture-action (Action-directive and Open-
option), Offers, and Asserts, on the other handwims are responses to Info-requests (more on
Answers below). However, in some cases, Acceptatssmbe used to respond to Info-requests, but

are usually immediately followed by an Answer, sastin (from Allen & Core, 1997):
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A uttl: can you tell me the time? (Info-request)

B utt2: yes. (Accept(uttl))

B utt3: it's 5 o'clock. (Answer(uttl))

As we have seen, in this case, the sentence utibgréddis used to make an indirect request. The
Hold tag is added to utterances that follow a psapdut leave the decision open, such as counter-
proposals and requests for additional informatiéle6 & Core, 1997). On the other hand,
utterances by which the speaker explicitly expressecertainty are tagged with the Maybe tag
(Allen & Core, 1997). Allen and Core (1997) make tbllowing example to explain the use of the
Hold tag:

A uttl: take the train to Corning. (Action-directiv

B utt2: should we go through Dansville or BathZdirequest, Hold(utt1))

A utt3: Dansville. (Assert, Answer(utt2))

In the DAMSL standard, the Understanding aspeahéerns the actions that speakers take
in order to make sure that they are understandicl ether as the conversation proceeds" (Allen &
Core, 1997). We discuss below some of the caseshwhay generate controversies. Utterances
that explicitly indicate misunderstanding are tahge Signal-non-understanding (SNU) and can be
roughly paraphrased as "What did you say/mean?leifAk Core, 1997). While Signal-non-
understanding utterances are used to express thenderstanding of a previous utterance, Hold
utterances implies the understanding of the aneateds it involves the acquisition of additional
information (how, why, when, etc.). Allen and C¢i®97) make the following examples of Signal-
non-understanding utterances (in response to A):

A: take the train to Dansville.

B: Huh? (i.e., What did you say?)

B: What did you say? (i.e., What did you say?)

B: to Dansville?(i.e., What did you say?)

B: did you say Dansville? (i.e., What did you say?)

B: Dansville, New York?(i.e., What did you mean?)

B: Which train?(i.e., What did you mean?)

These above SNU utterances are to be comparecese tHold utterances (from Allen & Core,
1997) (in response to A):

A: take the train to Dansville.

B: through Avon? (i.e., how shall we take the tPain

B: to get the oranges? (i.e., why are we takingria?)

B: should it leave immediately? (i.e., when shoutltake the train?)
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Signal-understanding utterances explicitly sigme tinderstanding of the antecedent by means of
Acknowledgments such as "okay", "yes", and "uh-hgAllen & Core, 1997). While many
Acknowledgments are also Accept utterances at tireénent level, Allen and Core (1997) make
a few examples of Acknowledgments that are not@ecees. Acknowledgments can be used to
signal the understanding of the antecedent (witaoaéptance):

A: I'll take the Avon train to Dansville.

B: Okay.
but they can also be used to acknowledge (withocg@tance) only part of the utterance (while the
interlocutor is still speaking), in which case thane often called "backchannel responses” (they
occur as interruptions of the sentences utteretidynterlocutor):

A: if | take the engine and a boxcar from Elmira...

B: yes

A: ...how long will that take?
or again:

A: we take the engine at Avon to Bath...

B: uh-huh.

A: ...for the oranges.
The Correct-misspeaking tag indicates utterancess/ipurpose is to correct what the interlocutor
previously uttered. This tag does not apply toratiees by which the speaker corrects him or
herself. There is actually no such tag for selfrections in the DAMSL standard (Allen & Core,
1997).

The Answer tag is used to indicate utterancesdbatply with an Info-request antecedent
(Allen & Core, 1997). Usually, such utterances tdleeform of declarations, such as (from Allen &
Core, 1997):

A uttl: can | take oranges on tankers from Cornifigfd-request)

B utt2: no, you may not; they must be in boxca#ssert, Answer(uttl))
Sometimes, Answers can be in the imperative maath as (from Allen & Core, 1997):

A uttl: how do | get to Corning? (Info-request)

B utt2: Go via Bath. (Assert, Open-option, Answ#d())
It must be noticed that every Answer is also aneAssince it provides the interlocutor with some
kind of information (Allen & Core, 1997). In thetlar case, the Answer is also marked with the
Open-option tag since it describes one of the aptior the interlocutor's future action (Allen &
Core, 1997). In the case of implicit or indirectegtions, Allen & Core (1997) write that an

utterance is a question if it is "obvious enoughotdigate the hearer to respond with the
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information”, in which case the antecedent is afo-tequest and the current utterance is an
Answer. Otherwise, if an utterance is too implantindirect to be tagged as an Info-request, it wil
be tagged as an Assert, such as (from Allen & CI987):

A uttl: | need to get the train to Corning. (Askert

B utt2: Go via Bath. (Action-directive)
With regard to implicitness or indirectness, Alland Core (1997) acknowledge the fact that
tagging an utterance as Info-request or as Assedometimes a matter of degree. There are
borderline cases which "are left to the annotaiatigtion” (Allen & Core, 1997). For example, in
many context, the utterance "I don't know how tb @anges to Corning” counts as Info-request
and not as Assert in that it implies an Answer liKeu could get them from Bath" (Allen & Core,
1997). Furthermore, we recall that clarificatiomuests in response to Info-requests are not
Answers and should instead be tagged as Signatinderstandings (Allen & Core, 1997).
Similarly, the refusal to answer to an Info-requsstot considered an Answer, but instead it isisee
as an Assert that rejects a request of informd#dien & Core, 1997), such as (from Allen & Core,
1997):

A uttl: How can | get oranges to Corning? (Infouest)

B utt2: | don't know. (Assert, Reject(uttl))
The same tags apply to utterances that reject ségjf@ non-communicative actions such as (from
Allen & Core, 1997):

A uttl: Please open the door. (Action-directive)

B utt2: | can't, my arm is broken. (Assert, Rejttt())
Finally, there are cases in which the speaker arsstwehis or her own questions, in which case the
guestion will be tagged as Info-request and the&vanas Answer (Allen & Core, 1997).

10. SWBD-DAMSL

The Switchboard-DAMSL or SWBD-DAMSL is a corpustefephone conversations whose
tag-set is based on the DAMSL standard. While tReMBSL standard has a total of 25 tags (13
Forward Looking and 12 Backward Looking), the SWBBMSL has a total of 50 tag (24
Forward Looking and 26 Backward Looking). As welwége in detail below, the mapping between
the DAMSL standard and the SWBD-DAMSL tag-set itlfastraightforward since the SWBD-
DAMSL tag-set, for the most part, simply splits tlasses of the DAMSL standards into a number
of subclasses. Just like for the DAMSL standarsd 8WBD-DAMSL tag-set allows for the

possibility of labeling one utterance with one fagm the Forward Looking Function dimension
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plus one tag from the Backward Looking Function elsion, thus making available to the labeler
624 (24 X 26) combinations of tags. Just like toge DAMSL standard, one utterance can simply
have one single tag from one of the two dimensidusafsky et al. (1997) have created a number of
shortcut codes for the most common combinationsarfvard and Backward Looking Functions

labels, some of which we will encounter in the d&ssion below.

10.1 SWBD-DAMSL: Forward Looking Function

standard; crossed out classes indicate classesnpiagshe DAMSL standard and no longer used in

The SWBD-DAMSL tag-set includes the following das within the Forward Looking
Function dimension ("+" indicates new SWBD-DAMSLas$es not present in the DAMSL

SWBD-DAMSL):

Statement

Statement-non-opinion +

Statement-opinion +
Assert

Reassert
Otherstatement
Open-option
Action-directive
Info-request
Yes-No-question +
Wh-question +
Open-question +
Or-question +
Or-clause +
Declarative-question +
Tag-question +
Rhetoric-question +
Offer

Commit
Conventional-opening
Conventional-closing
Explicit-performative

Thanking +
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You're welcome +
Apology +
+ Exclamation

* Other-forward-function

10.1.1 SWBD-DAMSL: Statements

In SWBD-DAMSL, the distinction (made in the DAMSBtandard) between Assert,
Reassert, and Other Statement is no longer madaudecof the difficulty to determine with
certainty, in casual conversations, whether soraegpof information has already been transmitted
(Jurafsky et al., 1997). However, Jurafsky et B89(7) make the distinction between what they call
"descriptive/narrative/personal” statements (Statgrmon-opinion) and "other-directed opinion
statements” (Statement-opinion), distinction whieas not made in the DAMSL standard. This
distinction allows to capture more effectively respes to opinions, which usually express
agreement or disagreement, as distinct from regsots statements of facts, which are usually
acknowledgments (or backchannels) (Jurafsky et1l8PB7). Jurafsky et al. (1997) provide fairly
broad criteria for distinguishing between opini@ml non-opinions. They identify three subtypes
of the statement non-opinion category (Jurafskal.etl997):
- narrative statements, i.e. pieces of story (esg@eé in the past tense);
- declarative statements, i.e. what Searle (1968} statements of brute facts; e.g. "Boulder is
north of Denver" (Jurafsky et al., 1997);

- personal statements, i.e. statements with supjeetouns "I" and "we" referring to the speaker
and his or her family, and about a personal topich as the speaker's dog, house, neighborhood,
and even personal opinions about a personal tspimé€thing the listener cannot disagree with),
e.g. "I was born in Chicago”, "I get along well ity boss" (Jurafsky et al., 1997). The third
subtype of statements non-opinion, "personal stamesh, raises a number of controversies.
According to Jurafsky et al. (1997), personal stegets look like opinions but are actually not in
that they are about something the listener "dogealty get to be an expert on" (Jurafsky et al.,
1997). On the other hand they write that "[i]f tftatement is about something more general, that
the listener could conceivably have their own (gmggiffering) opinion about, then it will be (a
statement opinion) (Jurafsky et al., 1997). Jusaiskal. (1997) also provide some helpful natural
language indicators that an utterance belongset&thtement-opinion category; they are: "l think",
"l believe", "It seems"”, "It's my opinion that", fthean”, "Suppose”, "Of course,", impersonal "we",
and impersonal "they" as in "they say it rainstathere" (Jurafsky et al., 1997). In addition toyan

possible synonyms of the indicators listed abowettzer natural language indicator that a speaker
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is expressing opinions is the conditional (whenduge express uncertainty), e.g. "I would say
that...". The use of the conditional to expresseutainty can be seen in the following example. This
is an exchange between two interlocutors who a@rigl non-experts on the topic of the discussion,
as indicated by the use of the conditional andesbs such as "(I) imagine" (from Jurafsky et al.
(1997); CONTEXT: topic (general) = rabbits; neitlspeaker has a pet):

A: | would imagine that they don't have many mobhant one to start with, either.

(Statement-opinion)

B: Yeah. (Acknowledge)

A: Rabbits are darling. (Statement-opinion)

B: That would be fun if you could get them train€8tatement-opinion)

To conclude this paragraph on statements, we nuigtenthat these natural language indicators of
Statement-opinions are not infallible heuristiasrédsky et al., 1997) and therefore should be used
merely as aids for the detection of opinions.

In SWBD-DAMSL, Influencing-addressee-future-acti@pen-option and Action-directive)
remains the same as in the DAMSL standard: Opeiorgptoffer multiple options of non-
communicative actions and do not require an expéinswer, whereas Action-directives involve
mostly commands to perform a specific non-commuiveaaction and require an explicit answer
and/or the performance of the non-communicativéoactequested. Both Action-directives and
Open-options exclude requests for information sthey are communicative actions.The syntactic
realization of Action-directives is either an imatve - in SWBD-DAMSL, "most of the
imperatives are commands to speak ("Go ahead"| fifeeimore about that", etc)" -, a question (e.g.
"Do you want to go ahead and start?"), or a stahdaclarative sentence (e.g. "You ought to rent
the house") (Jurafsky et al., 1997). Open-optiores raalized syntactically for the most part as
standard declarative sentences, such as "You céinrsgoor "The suggestion is that we maybe talk
about a menu for a dinner party" or "We could tabout my favorite subject” (Jurafsky et al.,
1997).

10.1.2 SWBD-DAMSL.: Info-requests

In SWBD-DAMSL, the tags Yes-No-question, Wh-questi Open-question, Or-question,
Or-clause, Declarative-question, and Tag-questieraassubset of the DAMSL standard class Info-
request. Not only do the types of questions proppdse SWBD-DAMSL have different syntactic
properties, but also they expect different kindsaokwers. We have seen that distinguishing
between Statement-opinions and Statement-non-a@mall help us predict what kind of utterance

will follow a statement - wusually agreements/disggnents follow opinions and
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acknowledgments/backchannels follow non-opinionmil8rly, distinguishing between different
types of questions will help us determine what kil answer to expect; for example, a Yes-No-
guestion is more likely to get a Yes or No answaanta Wh-question (Jurafsky et al., 1997). Before
discussing each type of question, Jurafsky etl@0T) point out that a question does not need to be
a question semantically/syntactically as it cao &le a question only pragmatically. An utterance is
a guestion from a syntactic/semantic perspectiteafaddressee can understand from what is said
alone that the utterance was spoken with the imdequestioning (and of wanting an answer); for
example, a Yes-no question can have syntactidatés such as subject-aux inversion and do-
support (Jurafsky et al., 1997). As we said, apratice can also be a question from a discourse
perspective, or pragmatically, if the hearer un@eds from the discourse (or the context) that the
utterance was spoken with the intent of questior{engd of wanting an answer). Let's make a
couple of examples to clarify this point. Utteranda is a Yes-No-question both semantically and
pragmatically, utterance 71b and 71c are semalyti&htement-non-opinions and pragmatically
Yes-No-questions (what Jurafsky et al. (1997) @lDeclarative question), utterance 71d is
semantically a Yes-No-question and pragmaticallyAation-directive, and utterance 71e is a
Statement-non-opinion both semantically and pragaift (from Jurafsky et al., 1997):

71a. Do you have to have any special training? -(Negjuestion)

71b. 1 don't know if you are familiar with that. €8-No-question + Declarative question)

71c. You must be familiar with that. (Yes-No-queastit Declarative question)

71d. Can you pass the salt? (Action-directive)

71e. | like cakes. (Statement-non-opinion)

As Searle (1969) asserts, those speech acts thatdre force semantically and another force
pragmatically are called indirect speech acts. &loee, 71b, 71c, and 71d are indirect speech acts,
whereas 71a and 71e are not.

Let's now discuss one kind of Info-request atnaeti According to SWBD-DAMSL, an
utterance, in order to be tagged as a Yes-No-gquestiust haveboth the what they call the
"pragmatic force" of a question and the syntaaitiantic (and prosodic) markings of a yes-no
guestion (Jurafsky et al., 1997). Typical syntaatiarkings of a Yes-No-question are subject-aux
inversion and do-support (Jurafsky et al., 199m& examples of Yes-No-questions are the
following (from Jurafsky et al., 1997):

Do you have to have any special training?

Does he bite her enough to draw blood?

Is that the only pet that you have?

Have you tried any other pets?
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(Are you) Worried that they're not going to get eglo attention?

An utterance is considered to have the syntactikimgs of a yes-no question even if it begins with
an ellipsed aux-inversion. On the other hand, ifutterance is pragmatically a question but has
declarative syntax, it has to be marked as a Datolar question (e.g. if a declarative sentence is
pragmatically a Yes-No-question, it will have thesYNo-questiontag + the Declarative question
tagyf’. On the other hand, if an utterance is syntadjicalquestion but does not function as a
guestion, it can be tagged either as an Actiorctive (e.g. "Can you pass the salt?"), but alsa as

Rhetorical-question or as a Backchannel (Acknowieeigt) (Jurafsky et al., 1997). The main

difference between Rhetorical-questions and Bacakuo#la is that Backchannels, unlike Rhetorical-
guestions, lack semantic content (Jurafsky et1#97). A few examples of Backchannels are:
"really?”, "have you?", "do you?", "did you?", 'li®", "it does?", "isn't that amazing?", "you think

so?" (Jurafsky et al., 1997). On the other hanttranmces like B of the exchange below are
Rhetorical-questions (from Jurafsky et al., 1997):

A: Think what's going to be like for my youngeshsehen he goes to school.

B: What's going to happen?

A: I'm afraid for him.

In addition to Declarative questions, another dase@hich declarative statements are used
as questions is when they are followed by what fSkyaet al. (1997) call "question tags".
According to Jurafsky et al. (1997), "the (questitag gives the statement the force of a question®.
Utterances of this type should therefore be taggetlYes-No-question + question tag” to indicate
that the statement being made is in fact a Yes-hstipn(only) by virtue of the question tag
attached to it. Question tags are either aux-ineess- which in turn may (e.g. You like tennis,
don't you?) or may not (e.g. You like tennis, dauypreverse the polarity of the main verbof the
preceding statement - or one-words, such as "figit® "huh?" (Jurafsky et al., 1997). Some
examples are the following (from Jurafsky et a®97):

| guess a year ago you're probably watching CNbt,ailght? (Yes-No-question + Question

tag)

So you live in Utah, do you? (Yes-No-question + Qioa tag)

That's a problem, isn't it? (Yes-No-question + Quesag)

These cases must be distinguished from those vds®e the speaker asks a question at the end of

a statement to determine whether the listener hderatood the content of the statement, the so-

2727 . .
A declarative question can also be:

Wh-question tag + Declarative question tag; e.g. | don't know what your birthday is.

Or-question tag + Declarative question tag; e.g. | don't know whether you like cats or dogs.

Or Open-question tag + Declarative question tag; e.g. | don't know what you think about owning a dog.
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called "understanding checks" (Jurafsky et al.,7198nderstanding checks are tagged as Yes-No-
guestions(and not as Question tags) (Jurafsky.el@97) and the statements preceding them are
tagged simply as Statements (and not as Yes-NdiqgnssThat is to say: a declarative statement
can be tagged either as a Yes-No-question or éastengent depending on whether it is followed by
a question tag or an understanding check, whichratern tagged as Question tag and Yes-No-
guestion, respectively. To sum up, a statemenov@t by a question tag is tagged asYes-No-
guestion (i.e. Yes-No-question + Question tag), ivae a statement followed by an understanding
check remains a Statement (i.e. Statement + Yegudstion, where Yes-No-question is here the
tag for the understanding check). Both types adratices are followed by either a Yes answer or a
No answer, the obvious difference being that ansgeuestion tags means to explicitly agree or
disagree with the statement preceding the questigfi, or "matrix statement" as Jurafsky et al.
(1997) call it, and answering Understanding cheukans to explicitly signal the understanding or
non-understanding of the matrix statement withauplying agreement or disagreement, i.e.
without taking any position on it (Jurafsky et 4997).

Wh-questions are questions that begin with a "veinel and necessarily have subject-
inversion (Jurafsky et al., 1997). On the otherdhaas we have mentioned above, wh-questions
without subject-inversion, are considered declaeatjuestions. Let's make a few examples of wh-
guestions, whereas YYY and UUU

What cities are they looking at?

How old are you children?

What other long range goals do you have?

Who's your favorite team?

The following are declarative wh-questions:

You said what?

You say you've had him how long?

Open-ended questions are mostly of the "how alout variety and usually do not place
any syntactic constraints on the answer (Jurafskgl.e 1997). Some examples of Open-ended
guestions are (from Jurafsky et al., 1997): "Howuwthyou?", "How about yours?", "What do you
think?", "What about your community?", "What arauyopinions on it?", etc.

Or-questions are questions that suggest two oermossible answers such as "Do you live

in a house or in an apartment?”. One problem witlg@&stions is that, to quote Jurafsky et al.

*® By agreeing or disagreeing with a statement, tilm@erds implying that he or she has understoodstaement since
he or she could not agree or disagree with thé&rsent if he or she did not understand it.
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(1997): "the listener often interrupts before thelause is complete and answers the or-question as
if it were a yes-no question about the first clduga example (from Jurafsky et al., 1997):

A: Did you bring him to a dobby obedience school. ¢Or-question)

B: No. (No answer)

A: ...train him on your own. (+)
As Jurafsky et al. (1997) point out, there are ways of labeling such cases depending on whether
we take the speaker's point of view or the heapeilst of view. Since, as we have said in chapter 1
we are trying to capture the illocutionary forceeaich utterance and not how the hearer interprets
or reacts to that utterance, we will label "wha¢ #peaker thinks" instead of "what the hearer
thinks". The first utterance of A is thus an Or-gien even though it is not complete. The "+"
indicates that the second utterance of A is theicwoation of the previous utterance of A since they
have been uttered within the same slash unit (Skyadt al, 1997). Cases similar to Or-questions
are those in which the speaker tacks on an oreJaas a separate utterance, after a Yes-no
guestion. In these cases, the or-clause has tagged as Or-clause; for example (from Jurafsky et
al., 1997):

A: What is their location? (Wh-question)

A: Is it Asian? (Yes-no question)

A: Or is it European? (Or-clause)

10.1.3 SWBD-DAMSL: Offers and Commits

The tags Offer and Commit in SWBD-DAMSL correspandhe homonymous tags in the
DAMSL standard, but with one exception: in SWBD-D&M offers and commits are assumed to
occur only within some sort of negotiation (in aakesense), that is to say: only when the action to
which the speaker is committing involves the irdeutor in some way (Jurafsky et al., 1997). For
example, the following utterance is a Commit acogydio the DAMSL standard, but it is a
Statement according to SWBD-DAMSL since it does motolve the conversational partner
(Jurafsky et al., 1997):

I'm going to try out for crew next season.
Just like the DAMSL standard, SWBD-DAMSL identifiess Offers utterances by which the
speaker offers his or her commitment to a futurgoacto the addressee, who can refuse such
commitment, that is to say: the speaker's commitndepends on the listener's agreement; for
example (from Jurafsky et al., 1997):

| have a recipe if you want.
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This utterance commits the speaker to giving tlugesto his or her interlocutor on the condition
that the interlocutor agrees to be given the recljee addressee may in fact accept or reject the
speaker's offer of commitment (Jurafsky et al.,7)99

Okay (Accept)

Sure (Accept)

No (Reject)

Jurafsky et al. (1997) conclude this part on Commmaihd Offers by asserting that utterances by
which the speaker is suggesting, in a polite wWagt he or she is about to do something (thus giving
the chance to the listener to reply with "no") toebe tagged as Offers. In fact, even though the
action itself does not involve the listener, tredner's acceptance is still necessary for thekepea
to commit to that action. These sentences usua&gynbwith "let me"; a few examples are (from
Jurafsky et al., 1997):

Let me turn off my stereo here.

Let me push the button.

Let me try again.

Hang on let me check.

Other classes within the Forward Dimension arenveational-opening, Conventional-
closing, Explicit-performative, Exclamation, andh@t-forward-function (which includesThanks,
Welcomes, and Apologies). Conventional-openingsiweational-closings, and Exclamations are
fairly self-explanatory: while Conventional-openingand Conventional-closings include all
utterances that are conventionally used to openchosk, respectively, a conversation - e.g. "hi",
"how are you", "I'm doing fine" to open and "byéT's been nice talking to you" to close a
conversation -, Exclamations include typically dodhree-word utterances that are conventionally
used to make exclamations; these are mostly geebst the following grammar (Jurafsky et al.,
1997):

(oh|welllimean|NIL) (gosh|goodness|boy|goodgred|jeeavens|shoot|gee whiz)
Explicit-performatives and Other-forward-functionsed a more in-depth explanation. While in the
DAMSL Standard, Explicit-performatives and Otherwiard-functions belong to the same class of
Explicit Performatives, in SWBD-DAMSL the distinoti is made between the so-called Other-
forward-functions on the one hand, which includeariks (e.g. "thank you"), Welcomes (e.g.
"you're welcome”, and the non-performative "Uh-hul®kay", "You bet", "Yeah"), and Apologies
(e.g. "Excuse me") (Jurafsky et al., 1997), andtlmn other hand Explicit-performatives, which
include roughly all utterances which are not repnésd by other classes in the Forward-

Communicative-Function dimension whose main verla iperformative verb (verb "in the first
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person, present tense, indicative mood, activeeydishich) describes its speaker as performing a
speech act" (Green, 2015)); for example: "l (dayremend the bit", "I bet you can't guess”, "l wish
you very good luck with it" (Jurafsky et al., 199¥Ye must notice that, unlike utterances within the
Explicit-performative class, which must include exformative verb, Other-forward-functions may
or may not include a performative verb. We musb aistice that, theoretically speaking, Other-
forward-functions with a performative verb belowgthe Explicit-performative class. However, the
definition of Other-forward-functionsby SWBD-DAMSLeg. ad-hoc classes which capture Thanks,
Welcomes, and Apologies, will provide a more betterderstandingof the dynamics of the
conversation. Finally, we need to mention the féet there exist some overlaps, which are
contextually disambiguated; in particular, Jurafgkyal. (1997) speak of Thanks which have to be
marked as Conventional-closings if they are usednid a conversation, and of Apologies, which
are apologies by virtue of the fact that they aseduto apologize for something the speaker has
done, such as a cough or an interruption, but tsmtee Offers if they are used to obtain approval

to do something, e.g. "Excuse me just a second".

10.2 SWBD-DAMSL: Backward Looking Function
The SWBD-DAMSL tag-set includes the following das within the Backward Looking
Function dimension ("+" indicates new SWBD-DAMSLas$es not present in the DAMSL
standard; crossed out classes indicate classesnpiagshe DAMSL standard and no longer used in
SWBD-DAMSL):
« Accept
Accept-part
Maybe
Reject-part
Reject
Hold before answer/agreement
+ Signal-non-understanding
Signal-understanding
Acknowledge
Acknowledge-answer +
Repeat-phrase +
Completion
Summarize/reformulate +

Appreciation +
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Sympathy +
Downplayer +
Correct-misspeaking

- Yes answer +
No answer +
Affirmative non-yes answer +
Negative non-no answer +
Other answer +
Expansion of Yes/No answer +

Dispreferred answer +

10.2.1 SWBD-DAMSL: Agreement

Jurafsky et al.(1997) assert that all the clasgésn the Agreement dimension - Accept,
Accept-part, Maybe, Reject-part, Reject, Hold befanswer/agreement -"mark the degree to which
speaker accepts some previous proposal, plan, copiror statement”. SWBD-DAMSL thus
expands the use of Agreements to include acceptsreggactsof statements, unlike the DAMSL
Standard, which seems to reserve Agreements fectsepnd accepts of proposals (Jurafsky et al.,
1997). A few examples of Agreements are the follgxexchanges (from Jurafsky et al., 1997):
DIALOG 1 (Accepting a proposal)

A: Go ahead. (Action-directive)

B: Okay. (Accept)
DIALOG 2 (Accepting (Agreeing with) a previous ojmn)

A: That was a really good movie. (Statement-opmihio

B: It sure was. (Accept)
DIALOG 3 (Accepting (Agreeing with) a previous nopinion)

A: | could just sit there all day and look at geenery. (Statement-non-opinion)

B: Yes, | agree. (Accept)
According to Jurafsky et al. (1997) there are a Inemof one-line utterances that always indicate
Accepts; they are:

Exactly!

Definitely.

Yes.

That's a fact.

That's true.
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True.
Jurafsky et al. (1997) argue that "yeah" and, l@saer extent, "uh-huh" can be used as Accepts, but
they are Accepts only if they are used to agred& wiime previous utterance, otherwise they are
either Acknowledges, Welcomes, or Yes answersdggl and 3 from Jurafsky et al., 1997):
DIALOG 1 - CONTEXT: topic (general) = rabbits; negr speaker has a pet:

A: | would imagine that they don't have many mdhan one to start with, either.

Statement-opinion)

B: Yeah. (Acknowledge)
DIALOG 2:

A: Thank you. (Thank)

B: Yeah. (Welcome)
DIALOG 3:

A: So you live in Utah, do you? (Yes-no questioQuestion tag)

B: Yeah. (Yes answer)
The fact that "yeah" has 4 possible different lalskdpending on the type of utterance by which it is
preceded demonstrates, again, how the contexudatifor the identification of the correct use in
conversation of a linguistic expression. With reger Agreements, Jurafsky et al. (1997) continue
by asserting that not only one but also two separtierances can be used to agree with a previous
proposal, plan, opinion, or statement: while thietfutterance is always tagged as Accept (or any
other Agreement), the second utterance is taggbdreas Accept (or any other Agreement) or as
Statement (either Statement-opinion or Statementapinion), depending on its length: shorter
utterances are more likely to be Agreements thagdoones; for example (adapted from Jurafsky
et al., 1997):
DIALOG 1

A: That was a really good movie. (Statement-opipion

B: Yeah. (Accept)

B: You're right. (Accept)
DIALOG 2

A: John is an idiot. (Statement-opinion)

B: Yeah. (Accept)

B: He's an idiot because of his dumb ideas. (Stanérpinion)
A good rule of thumb to distinguish between Agremtseand Statements is the following:
"Thinking alike generally constitutes agreemeninbealike may not" (Jurafsky et al., 1997); for

example (from Jurafsky et al., 1997):
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DIALOG 1
A: | have a Mercedes. (Statement-non-opinion)
B: Me too. (Statement-non-opinion)
DIALOG 2
A: | like Mercedes. (Statement-non-opinion)
B: Me too. (Accept)
DIALOG 3
A: I think Mercedes are great cars. (Statementaminion)
B: Me too. (Accept)
An example of Reject is the following exchange rfirdurafsky et al., 1997):
A: The whole point of the military is to kill petgp essentially. As an instrument of US
policy. (Statement-opinion)
B: Oh, no. (Reject)
B: It's to defend the nation against externals\{btatement-opinion)
An example of Reject is the following exchange rfirdurafsky et al., 1997):
A: 1 don't think women look good with muscles.d&ment-non-opinion)
B: Up to a point. (Accept-part)
Finally, Jurafsky et al. (1997) point out the fdtat Maybes often do not actually contain "maybe”;
here's a few examples (from Jurafsky et al., 1997):
DIALOG 1:
A: A shotgun hurts worse than a pistol does. &tant-opinion)
B: Yeah, | suppose. (Maybe)
DIALOG 2:
A: My husband feels that they'll come and collegergbody's guns. (Statement-non-
opinion)
B: Yeah. (Acknowledge)
B: | guess that could happen. (Maybe)
DIALOG 3
A: | can't complain too much. (Statement-non-opmio
B: Yeah. (Acknowledge)
B: | guess so. (Maybe)
B: I don't know. (Maybe)
DIALOG 4
A: | suspect it very much depends upon the jotatE€8nent-opinion)
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B: Huh-uh. (Acknowledge)
B: Maybe. (Maybe)
B: There are some jobs where | guess it doesallyyréStatement-opinion)

10.2.2 SWBD-DAMSL.: Understanding

According to Jurafsky et al. (1997), this dimensiacludes all utterances that mark the
understanding or non-understanding of a previoteyance. Very common within this dimension
are "backchannels” (also called "continuers” oséasments"), which we have encountered above,
and manifestations of misunderstanding, i.e. reguEs repeat and corrections of misspeaking
(Jurafsky et al., 1997). We begin by talking abmanifestations of misunderstanding since they
include only one class of speech acts. The soecaégnal-non-understandings manifest the
misunderstanding of a previous utterance but amaya also Action-directives in that they are
always used to request, more or less directly, thatinterlocutor clarify the misunderstanding
caused by his or her utterance (Jurafsky et a@@7)19n turn, the interlocutor to which such redaes
are made is obligated to address them expliciignéd-non-understandings are Action-directives
and not Open-options, which means that the reduezsty made must be explicitly addressed by the
recipient). The classic example of Signal-non-ustderding is the following (from Allen & Core,
1997):

What did you mean/say?

But there can also be less-direct utterances satiegfollowing (from Jurafsky et al., 1997):

| can't hear you.

There's static on the line.

Acknowledges are used to signal the understanadirthe interlocutor's utterance without
necessarily signaling acceptance. Accepts, onttier diand, always imply understanding since the
speaker could not accept an antecedent that hieednas not understood. SWBD-DAMSL tags as
Acknowledges utterances that signal understandintowt signaling acceptance, and tags as
Accepts utterances that signal acceptance (whiehyal imply understanding). The most frequent
pure Acknowledges in SWBD-DAMSL are (from Jurafgkyal., 1997):

38% uh-huh

34% yeah

9% right

3% oh

2% yes

2% okay
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2% oh yeah

1% huh

1% sure

1% um

1% huh-uh

1% uh
Jurafsky et al. (1997) mark as Acknowledge als@hyevhen it is used as "incipient speakership”,
i.e. when it is used by the speaker to indicate ieaor she is about to speak; for example (Juyafsk
et al., 1997):

A: you know, | don't really feel as though I've attgn sufficient dose of news that way.

(Statement-non-opinion)

B: Yeah. (Acknowledge)

B: A lot of my information comes from several sasd¢Statement-non-opinion)

B: Probably pretty high up on the list is NatioRailblic Radio. (Statement-non-opinion)
Jurafsky et al. (1997) make the distinction betwggpure Acknowledges, such as the ones listed
above, 2) Acknowledges which take the form of astjoa (or backchannel questions), which for
consistency we call Acknowledge-questions, and &ndwledges which are used to acknowledge
answers to questions (they follow a question + ansequence), which Jurafsky et al. (1997) call
Acknowledge-answers. Here's a few examples of leekeel questions (from Jurafsky et al., 1997;
the number next to them indicates their numbercotirences out of ~740 Acknowledges from the
first 755 conversations of SWBD-DAMSL corpus):

141 (Oh,) really?

103 Really?

39 Is that right?

21 (Oh,) yeah?

15 (Oh,) is that right?

14 Do you?

12 Is it?

11 (Oh) really?

10 (Oh,) did you?

10 Are you?

8 Yeah?

6 (Oh,) have you?

6 (Oh,) do you?
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6 No?

6 Did you?

5 (Oh,) are you?

5 Was it?

5 Have you?

4 (Oh,) is it?

3 (Oh,) you do?

3 Isn't that interesting?

3 Isn't that amazing?

2 (Oh,) it does?

2 (Oh,) do they?

2 (Oh,) are you really?

2 isn't that funny?

2 You think?

2 You think so?
In SWBD-DAMSL, backchannel questions are 35% of tinee answered with "yeah" tagged as
Yes-answer (Jurafsky et al., 1997). Jurafsky gt1897) make the following example of exchange:

A: It was funny. (Statement-opinion)

A: There was a fireworks display at halftime. (€taent-non-opinion)

B: Oh, yeah? (Acknowledge-question)

A: Yeah. (Yes answer)
Acknowledgments of answers to questions, on therotitand, are tagged as Acknowledge-
Answers. The most common Acknowledge-answers in BVIBBMSL are (Jurafsky et al., 1997,
the number next to them indicates their numbercotiocences out of ~1339Acknowledges from the
entire SWBD-DAMSL corpus: 1155 conversations):

418 okay

284 (oh,) okay

144 oh

48 (oh,) | see

48 | see

35 uh-huh

18 Yeah

14 okay.

11 (oh,) yeah
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11 right

11 All right

9 (oh,) uh-huh

9 (oh,) okay.

Here's an example of Acknowledge-Answer in an emghdfrom Jurafsky et al., 1997):

A: But, | was just curious, what part of the coyt{Wh-question)

B: Stockton. (Statement-non-opinion)

A: Okay. (Acknowledge-Answer)

As we can see from this example, Acknowledge-answarst be preceded by a question+answer
pair, bearing in mind that the question and thevanseed not be contiguous (Jurafsky et al.,
1997).

In SWBD-DAMSL, "mimic-other-speaker" is an orthogod tag which indicates the
recycling of lexical material; if we combine it \Witthe pure Acknowledge tag, we obtain the
Repeat-phrase tag (Jurafsky et al., 1997). Letleeraa example (from Jurafsky et al., 1997):

A: Well, how old are you? (Wh-question)

B: I'm twenty-eight. (Statement-non-opinion) [[[Ast + Answer in the DAMSL

Standard]]]

A: Twenty eight. (Repeat-phrase)

A: Okay. (Acknowledge-answer)

A: I'm twenty-three. (Statement-non-opinion)

In SWBD-DAMSL, Summarize-reformulate utterances ased by the speaker who proposes a
summarization or paraphrase of another speakarid not his or her own - utterance or utterances
(Jurafsky et al., 1997). If a speaker is summagizn paraphrasing his or her own talk, we are
dealing with simple Statements (Jurafsky et al.97)9 Here's an example of Summarize-

reformulate (from Jurafsky et al., 1997):

A: And you need a special nursing home for thataténent-opinion)

A: You need one that has a unit that's locked wiigeg are not able to get out and roam

around. (Statement-opinion)

B: Yeah. (Acknowledge)

A: And you need people who are trained for thaetydStatement-opinion)

B: Right. (Acknowledge)

A: ...of problem. (+)

B: Who know what they're doing with that. (Summaesieformulate; it paraphrases

"(people) who are trained for that type of problgm"
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A: Yeah. (Accept)

Jurafsky et al. (1997) assert that summarizatidregheer-talk (as well as Completions; see below),
function as understanding checks, i.e. they argmaically (though not syntactically) questions,

"the implicit question being something like ‘isslan acceptable summary of your talk?"™ (Jurafsky
et al., 1997). Summarize-reformulate and Completitiarances are often followed by utterances
that signal understanding (Accepts) or non-undedstey (Rejects), or by partial acceptances
(Accept-parts) or partial rejects (Reject-partshjcla means that, counterintuitively, a Summarize-
reformulate and a Completion is typically not felied by an Acknowledge or a Yes / No Answer

(Jurafsky et al., 1997). Completions, also calledllaborative completions”, on the other hand,
complete the utterance of the interlocutor whilactioning as understanding-checks (Jurafsky et
al., 1997); for example (adapted from Jurafskyl.etl@97):

A: In other words, you'd have to murder more thae other person... (Statement-opinion)

B: ...Besides him. (Completion)

A: Yeah. (Accept)

Backwards-attitude is a dimension within the Ustlanding dimension which is not coded
in the DAMSL Standard; it is used to express ndy acknowledge/understanding, but also further
emotional involvement and/or support (Jurafsky let 2097). Backwards-attitude includes three
classes: Assessment/Appreciation (the most comnsymypathy, and Downplayer (Jurafsky et al.,
1997). An Assessment/Appreciation is "an Acknow@pntinuer which functions to express
slightly more emotional involvement and supportir@fsky et al., 1997). Jurafsky et al. (1997)
make the following examples of Assessments/Apptiecis:

| can understand that.

That would be nice.

| can imagine.

It must have been tough.

That is good.

(Oh,) great.

(Oh,) he'll be delighted.

That's great.

That's great!

That's probably a good idea.

That makes sense.

You bet.

(Uh,) I know exactly what you mean.
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Example of Assessment/Appreciation in context (fiurafsky et al., 1997):

A: Especially if it's after an acute illness. (8taent-non-opinion)

A: To get over a... (Statement-non-opinion)

A: Or to rehab after an illness. (Statement-nomimoi)

B: That's true. (Accept)

B: | never thought of that. (Assessment/Apprecigtio

Sympathy includes markers of sympathy in respens®mebody else's previous utterance
(Jurafsky et al., 1997). Sympathy excludes actpalagies (for doing something), which are tagged
as Apology (Forward Looking). Downplayers are usedespond to apologies and compliments.
An example of Sympathy and Downplayers the follayiadapted from Jurafsky et al., 1997):

A: My dog died. (Statement-non-opinion)

B: I'm real sorry. (Sympathy)

A: That's all right. (Downplayer)

A: He was old. (Statement-non-opinion)
Here's an example of Downplayer as a responsedmaliment (from Jurafsky et al., 1997):

A: You are well versed on the subject, | tell yfBtatement-opinion)

B: Well, | don't know. (Downplayer)
The most common types of Downplayers in the SWBDMBA. corpus are (Jurafsky et al., 1997;
the number next to them indicates their number a@fuaences in the entire SWBD-DAMSL
corpus: 1155 conversations):

24 that's okay

7 no

5 that's all right

4 okay

3 (oh,) that's okay

2 it's okay

2 Uh-huh

2 No

Finally, Correct-misspeakings are not-so-frequétdrances that are used correct somebody
else's utterance or utterances. They are somefottesed by an acknowledgement of the error by
the interlocutor (Jurafsky et al., 1997). An exaenpf Correct-misspeaking is to be found in
following exchange (from Jurafsky et al., 1997):

A: | suppose they all have the balloons. (Statémen-opinion)

B: The air bags. (Correct-misspeaking)
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B: Yeah. (Acknowledge)

10.2.3 SWBD-DAMSL: Answer
According to Jurafsky et al. (1997), the Answer @irsion includes all utterances that are in
response to Info-requests. While the DAMSL Standaad no subtyping of answers, SWBD-
DAMSL defines 4 macroclasses (3 of which repredgifferent possible answers to Yes-No-
guestions, and the remaining represents answersyeefNo-questions). Each of the first three
macroclasses is in turn divided into 3 classesehvars (from Jurafsky et al., 1997):
- Answers to (pragmatic) Yes-No-questions:
1) Affirmative Answers:
- Yes answers (i.e. answers that are "yes"variant)
- Affirmative non-yes answers (i.e. answers #ratnot "yes" or a variant)
- Yes plus expansion (i.e. answers that are"gea variant + an expansion)
2) Negative Answers:
- No answers (i.e. answers that are "no" orreamg
- Negative non-no answers (i.e. answers thahairéno" or a variant)
- No plus expansion (i.e. answers that are 1@ variant + an expansion)
3) Other answers:
- Other answers (i.e. none of the above, su¢magbe", "l don't know", etc.)
- Dispreferred answers (such as "well...")
- Hold (same of the Agreement dimension)
- Answers to non Yes-No-questions:
4) Answers to Wh-questions, Open-questions, anquestions:
- Statements (sometimes preceded by a Hold)
- Dispreferred answers
In SWBD-DAMSL, Yes-answers consist mostly of tieddwing utterances (from Jurafsky
et al.,, 1997; the number next to them indicatesr thember of occurrences in the first 18
conversations of the SWBD-DAMSL corpus; note theatges and discourse markers are considered
part of the Yes-answer):
17 Yeah
Syes
5 uh-huh
3 (uh,) yeah
2 (oh,) yeah

130



Federico Vescovi - mat. 842655

1 (oh,) yes

1 (well,) yes

1 yes (uh,)

1 yes, actually

1 yeah, I do

1vyep

In SWBD-DAMSL, No-answers consist mostly of théldwing utterances (from Jurafsky
et al., 1997; the percentage in parentheses imdidae relative frequency of occurrence of each,
and the number next to them their number of ocoges, out of 942 No-answers from the first 755
conversations of the SWBD-DAMSL corpus; note theiges and discourse markers are considered
part of the No-answer):

709 no (75%)

49 (uh,) no (5%)

45 huh-uh (5%)

22 (well,) no (2%)

19 (oh,) no (2%)

16 (um,) no (2%)

11 uh-huh (1%)

9 no (uh,) (1%)

5 nope (< 1 %)

3 (uh,) actually no (< 1 %)

2 yes (<1 %)

2 yeah (<1 %)

2s0no0 (<1 %)

2 probably not (< 1 %)

2 (but)(uh,) no (< 1 %)

2 butno (<1 %)

2 actually no (< 1 %)
Note that just as Yes-answers do not include "leeishor "he/she does" (and the like), No-answers
do not include "he/she isn't" or "he/she doesréid( the like), since they are respectively
Affirmative non-yes answers and Negative non-nonans (Jurafsky et al., 1997); for example
(from Jurafsky et al., 1997):

A: Is that the only pet that you have? (Yes-Nosjiom)

B: It is. (Affirmative non-yes answer)
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Other examples of Affirmative non-yes answersaee fihllowing (first one fromJurafsky et al.,
1997):
EXCHANGE 1

A: Do you have kids? (Yes-No-guestion)

B: I have three kids. (Affirmative non-yes answer)
EXCHANGE 2

A: Did they just get away with it?(Yes-No-question

B: | guess.(Affirmative non-yes answer)
An example of Negative non-no answer is the follayfrom Jurafsky et al., 1997):

A: Did you happen to see last night the speciaCbannel Two with James Galway?(Yes-

No-question)

B: We don't get Channel Two. (Negative non-no arsw
On the other hand, answers that begin with "yes'Véniants) and "no" (or variants) and are then
"expanded" must be tagged respectively as Yesgdpansion and No plus expansion (Jurafsky et
al., 1997); for example (from Jurafsky et al., 1997

A: Okay, um, Chuck, do you have any pets thegmat home? (Yes-No-question)

B: Yeah, | do. (Yes plus expansion)
If the expansion is an independent utterance #fierYes / No answer, it should be marked as
Statement expanding Yes / No answer (Jurafsky..e1@297). Note that, according to Jurafsky et al.
(1997), only the first utterance after the Yes / &tswer has to be tagged as an expansion even
though, as they admit, the utterances that follogvftrst one will often also be expansions of the
Yes / No answer. Let's consider the following exbnfpdapted from Jurafsky et al., 1997):

A: Do you live with you parents? (Yes-No-question)

B: No. (No answer)

B: I live alone in an apartment. (Statement-nomugi expanding Yes / No answer)

B: It's on Histon road. (Statement-non-opinion)
In SWBD-DAMSL, expansions of Affirmative non-yessavers and of Negative non-no answers
are not marked as expansions at all (Jurafsky,et@®7); for example (from Jurafsky et al., 1997):

A: Do you ride a lot of rallies or a lot of thoasound there? (Yes-No-question)

B: Not so much. (Negative non-no answer)

B: Uh, I guess mostly | bike on my own. (Statermeon-opinion)
Other answers include responses to Yes-No-questibasare neither affirmative responses ("yes"

or "Indeed | do") nor negative responses ("no"loddn't think so")" (Jurafsky et al., 1997). The
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most common Other answer is "I don't know" (Jurafek al., 1997). Jurafsky et al. (1997) make
the following example of Other answer:
A: Do you think the jury should have a dollar figuor losing an arm, a dollar figure for
losing different body parts? (Yes-No-question)
B: 1 don't know. (Other answer)
Dispreferred answers are pre-answer sequences waduichither be used 1) to respond negatively to
a question that presupposes an affirmative answe) ¢o respond positively to a question that
presupposes a negative answer (Jurafsky et al7)1BBthe first scenario, we respond to Yes-No-
guestions or toYes-No-questions + (Negative) Quadags - both presupposing a positive answer -
with a negative answer (Jurafsky et al., 1997)efample (adapted from Jurafsky et al., 1997):
PREFERRED
A: You like Clinton, don't you?(Yes-No-questior(Negative) Question tag)
B: Yes, I do. (Yes plus expansion)
VS.
DISPREFERRED
A: You like Clinton, don't you?(Yes-No-questior{Negative) Question tag)
B: No, I don't. (Dispreferred answer)
In the second scenario, we respond to Yes-No-aqurestt (Positive) Question tags - presupposing a
negative answer - with a positive answer (Juraétigl., 1997); for example (adapted from Jurafsky
et al., 1997):
PREFERRED
A: Um, you don't have a problem with that, do y§¥@s-No-question + (Positive) Question
tag)
B: No, I don't. (No plus expansion)
VS.
DISPREFERRED
A: Um, you don't have a problem with that, do y¢¥@s-No-question + (Positive) Question
tag)
B: Actually, | do. (Dispreferred answer)
Basically, any time preferred patterns are conttadi by speakers, we may expect a Dispreferred
answer (Jurafsky et al., 1997). If however the Bafgared answer is after a Yes / No answer within

the same utterance, it is not coded (Jurafsky.e1997).
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11. MRDA

MRDA, or Meeting Recorder Dialog Act, is a "corpas over 180,000 hand-annotated
dialog act tags and accompanying adjacency paiotatians for roughly 72 hours of speech from
75 naturally-occurring (multi-party) meetings (The meetings were recorded at the International
Computer Science Institute (ICSI) as part of th&ll®eeting Recorder Project” (Shriberg et al.,
2004, p. 1). MRDA was adapted from SWBD-DAMSL (Jaky et al., 1997) to deal with face-to-
face conversations (Shriberg et al., 2004); SWBDM3A, on the other hand, deals with telephone
conversations and is, in turn, an adaptation of DWMSL Standard (Allen & Core, 1997). As
Shriberg et al. (2004) point out, MRDA features lmmhuman casual conversation instead of
human-human task-oriented dialog. MRDA codes thypes of information: 1) Dialog Act (DA)
segment boundaries (beginning and ending of the R@the DA itself, and 3) the correspondences
between DAs (adjacency pairs) (Shriberg et al. 4A20MRDA segments DAs on the basis of the
function of the different speech regions, as wsllbg paying attention to pauses and intonation
(Shriberg et al., 2004). Some utterances are prcahdone unit but contain multiple DAS; in such
cases, a pipe bar (| ) is put to separate betwaenDA and the other (Shriberg et al., 2004).
Different DAs within the same prosodic unit may may not be seen as separate utterances
according to the particular research goals of éisearcher / programmer (Shriberg et al., 2004).

Just like in the transition between the DAMSL Si@m and SWBD-DAMSL, also in the
process of adaption of MRDA from SWBD-DAMSL some tbie previous classes have been
modified, some have been added, and some otheeslie®n deleted. Detailed information about
the labeling technique of MRDA can be found in [rilet al. (2004). In the following sections, we
will present the classes of MRDA by comparing thenthe classes of SWBD-DAMSL. First of all
we need to talk about segmentation. MRDA is "marectic” that SWBD-DAMSL with regard to
segmentation. In fact, while SWBD-DAMSL tags soledlslash units, MRDA tags text at the
utterance and sometimes even at the "sub-utterdenel! MRDA segments text for it to be tagged
with dialog acts, and marking dialog acts oftenureggs to split utterances into smaller units if
different functions - or dialog acts - are perfodrigy the different parts of the same utterance.
MRDA, in fact, presupposed that, when necessatgrarices are split into smaller units and before
they are tagged. SWBD-DAMSL, too, splits utteranbas does so only in special occasions, i.e.
when a speaker is interrupted in the middle of t@rance by his or her interlocutor, in which case
the "second part" of the utterance, in the casepleaker actually finishes it, will be marked wath
"+". Before delving into sub-utterance segmentatletis consider Dhillon et al.'s (2004) definition

of utterance. MRDA segments speech in such a watyatt utterance is not necessarily formed by a
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grammatically complete sentence; an utterance dadt be an incomplete sentence, clause, or
phrase as long as it has a unique function witbimversation (Dhillon et al., 2004). An utterance
can also be formed by a single word (Dhillon ef 2004). In Dhillon et al.'s (2004) words, an
utterance of MRDA consists of either a noun phraseerb phrase, or both (Dhillon et al., 2004).
However, according to the theory, an utteranceatsm be a single prepositional phrase, adverbial
phrase, adjective phrase and so on (e.g. A: "Wouwld like to dine in our out" B: "out").
Differently than the theory, Dhillon et al. (2004plit utterances into two or more separate
utterances if they encounter a syntactic indicateeh as the following: "and”, "or", "but", "so",
"because", etc, - and then tag them separatelith,tie exception of when such indicators connect
two phrases of the same type (i.e. noun phrasematim phrase, or verb phrase with verb phrase)
(Dhillon et al., 2004). Moreover, Dhillon et al.0@4) argue that just like segmenting utterance at
the sub-sentential level, also segmenting paren#igtwill contribute to the maximization of
information provided by dialog acts. At the sammd;j prosody - i.e. the elements of language that
are not encoded by grammar or vocabulary; e.g.amskefall of pitch, energy level, duration of the
words - also plays an important role in detectittgrance boundaries (Dhillon et al.; 2004). In fact
an utterance may be syntactically complete but qahiesally incomplete (Dhillon et al., 2004).
Pauses are also important for determining utterdrmendaries, where the longer the pause the
higher the chance of text segmentation (Dhilloalgt2004).

SWBD-DAMLS uses concatenations of tags to marleratices that perform particular
functions in conversation. Each of the concatentdgd is, so to speak, on the same level, i.e. none
of them bears a special status within what wetball'compound tag". In SWBD-DAMSL there are
indeed a few exceptions to this. There are inddetw tags, some of what Jurafsky et al. (1997) cal
"orthogonal tags", that could only occur attacheathers. The exceptions in SWBD-DAMSL are
the rule in MRDA. The fact that some tags can adgur in concatenation with others and cannot
occur alone is at the basis of MRDA's tagging meéthdRDA has explored the idea of "main tag
and secondary tag(s)" to the point that two diffiéisets of tags have been created: one set includes
the general tags that represent all the possilde barms of an utterance (e.g. statement, question
backchannel, etc.), the other set includes theifspdags that represent the functions or the
characteristics an utterance may have in additonts basic form (e.g., accepting, rejecting,
acknowledging, rising tone, etc.) (Dhillon et &004). From the point of view of the utterance, in
MRDA, each utterance has one, and only one, getegaplus one or more optional specific tags if
the general tag is not enough to characterize ttexamce and thus further characterization is
needed (Dhillon et al., 2004). Specific tags carbetsed in isolation and, when more than one of

them is needed, they need to be attached to theraJetag in alphabetical order (Dhillon et al.,
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2004). Some restrictions apply in constructing Ilstbd@ one the one hand there are particular
specific tags that can only be attached to cegaimeral tags, on the other hand there are specific
tags that cannot appear together within the saaleglact (Dhillon et al., 2004). As an aside, ia th
present work, we will not cover MRDA's Disruptioorins, i.e. tags "used to mark utterances that
are indecipherable, abandoned, or interrupted”l{@het al., 2004, p. 19).

It is important to mention the fact that utterateat were considered one single speech act
in SWBD-DAMSL, can be multiple speech acts in MRDiar example, in MRDA, compound
classes of the type "x + expansion” have been ettlas they cannot be used anymore; the reason
for this is that utterances which would be labeigith a compound tag are not tagged with multiple
dialog acts (or speech acts): they are split wiw @r more units and each unit is labeled sepatatel
For tagging purposes, the expansion in MRDA is ¢aiggs separate unit; for example (from
Jurafsky et al., 1997; gen = general tag / spguesific tag):

SWBD-DAMSL:
A: Okay, um, Chuck, do you have any pets thegmat home? (Yes-No-question)
B: Yeah, | do. (Yes plus expansion)

MRDA?®.

A: Okay, um, Chuck, | do you have any pets theg@ar home? (Floor Grabber(gen) | Yes-

No-question(gen))

B: Yeah, | | do. (Statement(gen) + Accept, Yeswaréspec)) | Statement(gen) + Expansion

of Yes / No answer(spec))

In MRDA, in the case of multiple DAs within the sanutterance, we tag each of the different
portions of the utterance with a different tag.Psllon et al. (2004, p.18) say: "[t]he use of ai

bar indicates that segmenting an utterance is aocéssary, despite that the initial portion of an
utterance, or last portion in the case of Tag-Qomest has a different DA than the rest of the
utterance". For example, any utterances contaiairfgoor grabber and a Statement or a Floor
Holder and a Statement require multiple dialog,actst as multiple dialog acts are needed for
Statements followed by question tags (Tag-Quesiibhjllon et al., 2004). In the latter case, we

recall that SWBD-DAMSL, too, uses two different safinstead of one single tag): one for the

*° With regards to the pipe ("|"):

"The pipe bar is indicated in the appropriate location within the label as well as within the transcription. Within the
label, the pipe bar separates the DAs. Within the transcript, the pipe bar separates the portions of an utterance to
which the different DAs apply. This is done in such a manner that the DA to the left of the pipe bar in the label pertains
to the portion of the utterance to the left of the pipe bar in the transcript and the DA to the right of the pipe bar in the
label pertains to the portion of the utterance to the right of the pipe bar in the transcript" (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 18).
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statement and one for the question tag. Howeveite VBWBD-DAMSL concatenates the two tags
into a compound tag, MRDA splits the utterance tmto units and tags each of them separately.

Before we describe the rules governing the uségaah tag of MRDA, we need to mention
the fact that Dhillon et al. (2004) base their s&g-on a corpus of audio-recorded meetings. This
means that prosody is an integral part of the médron available to them for discriminating among
the different tags. As they themselves admit,"[wliegard to the examples provided within this
section, it is of much use to listen to the coroespng audio portions, as some examples cannot be
fully comprehended otherwise. In particular, uttees marked as floor grabbers <fg>, floor
holders <fh>, holds <h>, backchannels <b>, ackndgdenents <bk>, and accepts <aa> share a
common vocabulary which renders examples of thesgs tin text insufficient in fully
communicating how utterances marked as such angified” (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 32). In other
words, while Dhillon et al. (2004) provide writtexxamples of the use of each of their tags, such
examples are not sufficient to fully understanddiféerent uses of those tags that share a common
vocabulary and thus look identical in text.

We said that, in MRDA, each utterance has one siggheral tag, plus one or more optional
specific tags - to be attached to the generalrtagphabetical order -, should the general tagoeot
sufficient to adequately characterize the utteraiii@llon et al., 2004). We have also seen that
specific tags can only be used to further chareeean utterance and thus cannot be used in
isolation like general tags (Dhillon et al., 2004).section 11.1 we will list all general tags and
section 11.2 we will list all specific tags. Thehet sections of chapter 11 are dedicated to the

description of the tags that compose the MRDA &ig-s

11.1 MRDA: General Tags
The MRDA tag-set includes the following classethwi the General Tags set (from Dhillon
et al.,, 2004; "+" indicates new MRDA classes natsent in the SWBD-DAMSL,; crossed out
classes indicate classes present in SWBD-DAMSLranldnger used in MRDA):
- Statement
Statemenrnonopinion
Statemenbpinion
+ Yes-No-question
+ Wh-question
« Or-question
« Or-clause

« Open-question
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« Rhetorical-question

« Backchannel (or Continuer)
« Floor Grabber +

« Floor Holder +

- Hold before answer/agreement

11.2 MRDA: Specific Tags
The MRDA tag-set includes the following classethimi the Specific Tags set (from Dhillon

et al.,, 2004; "+" indicates new MRDA classes natsent in the SWBD-DAMSL,; crossed out
classes indicate classes present in SWBD-DAMSL ramtbnger used in MRDA; the classes are
listed according to the alphabetical order of thespective tags):

- Accept, Yes Answer

- Partial Accept

+  Maybe

« Reject, No Answer

- Partial Reject

« Assessment/appreciation

« Correct-misspeaking

« Downplayer

- Rhetorical-question continuer

« Acknowledge-answer

+ Signal-non-understanding

« Reformulate/summarize

« Misspeak Self-Correction +

- Understanding Check +

« Sympathy

«  Commit

. onal .

. onaklosi

. liei : :

. herf g .

« Command (Action-directive)

. .

« Suggestion (Offer)
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+ Declarative-Question
« Defending/Explanation +
« Expansion of Yes / No answer (all utterances ottype "x + expansion” have been deleted)

+ "Follow me" +

« Apology

+ Exclamation
« Thanks

+  Welcome

- Tag-Question

« Humorous Material +

« Mimic other

- Narrative-affirmative answer (Affirmative non-yessaver)

« Dispreferred answer

« Narrative-negative answer (Negative non-no answer)

+ No knowledge answer (Other answer)

+ Repeat +

« Rising tone +

« About-task

« Topic change +

« Self-talk

« Third-party-talk

« Collaborative completion

+  Quoted-Material

. Hedge

. . g . line

At this point, instead of describing first all geal tags and then all specific tags, we prefer

to follow Dhillon et al.'s (2004) work and descridealog act tags group by group, where each
group includes a number of both general and spegifis that share the same characteristics. Note,
however, that each group does not necessarily decloth general and specific tags as they
sometimes only include either general or spec#gst Note also that, even though we describe the
classes of MRDA group by group, we will always maeplicit whether a class and its
corresponding tag is general or specific (genamndl specific tags in fact play different roles i th

tagging process).
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11.3 MRDA Group 1: Statements

In MRDA, the distinction is not made between AsselReasserts, and Other Statements (cf.
DAMSL Standard), nor between "descriptive/narrdpeesonal” statements (Statement-non-
opinions) and "other-directed opinion statemen&taement-opinions) (cf. SWBD-DAMSL). In
MRDA, all statements are tagged as Statements &tein$ent is the most frequently used tag in the
MRDA corpus (Dhillon et al., 2004). When necess&tatements can be further characterized by
appending a specific tag to the Statement genagalfor example, the first example below is a
simple Statement, whereas the other three aren$tats with a further characterization (from
Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 33):

if we exclude English um - there is not much d#éfece with the data. (Statement(gen))

It's a great story. (Statement(gen) + Assessnpreaiation(spec))

so this changes the whole mapping for every uitera(Statement(gen) + Understanding

Check(spec))

okay. (Statement(gen) + Acknowledge-answer(spec))
We do not know yet what kind of utterances the Hpgectags used above, i.e.
Assessment/appreciation, Understanding Check, aichdwledge-answer, designate (unless we
borrow their definitions from the previous tag-setsth the exception of Understanding Check,
which is not present in the above-mentioned tag)sklowever, we understand their purpose: each

specific tag marks a different type of statement.

11.4 MRDA Group 2: Questions

In MRDA, there are different general tags for Qioes: Yes-No-question, Wh-question,
Or-question, Or-clause After Yes-No-question, Opaded question, and Rhetorical-question.
They almost identical to the corresponding clagsedVBD-DAMSL. Let's describe them one at a
time:
- Yes-No-questions, just like in SWBD-DAMSL, ard atterances that have both the pragmatic
force and the syntactic and prosodic indicationa gés-no question, i.e. subject-aux inversion and
guestion intonation (Dhillon et al., 2004). Questiatonation is marked in the Yes-No-question
with an additional specific tag: Rising Tone. Yes-uestions elicit Yes / No Answers, but it is not
necessarily the case that the answer they williveds a simple yes or no (Dhillon et al., 2004).
Here's some examples of Yes-No-questions (froml@h@t al., 2004, pp. 33-34):

do you think that would be the case for next wakdo? (Yes-No-question(gen) + Rising

Tone(spec))

did | say that? (Yes-No-question(gen) + Rising d{@pec))
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Didn't they want to do language modeling on yoowmecognition compatible transcripts?

(Yes-No-question(gen) + Understanding Check(spedising Tone(spec2))

Is this channel one? (Yes-No-question(gen) + BiSione(spec))
The Yes-No-question tag is used not only as theemgériag for Tag Questions and Rhetorical
Question Backchannels, but also as the generdbtdgeclarative Questions (Dhillon et al., 2004).
We recall that, in SWBD-DAMSL,Tag Questions (or Quen Tags) - i.e. questions attached at the
end of a Statement consisting of either aux-inear¢e.g. "do you?", "aren't' you?", etc.) or a kng
word (e.g. "right?", "huh?", etc.) (Jurafsky et 41997) -are treated as part of the same utteraince
the statement; such utterances belong to the Yegtistion + Question Tag class, where the
Statement becomes Yes-No-question by virtue ofrfgpaiiquestion tag attach to it. We encountered
the following example (from Jurafsky et al., 1997):

| guess a year ago you're probably watching CNdt, aight? (Yes-No-question + Question

tag)
In MRDA, the statement and the question tag amgdceseparately; for example:

| guess a year ago you're probably watching CNiN, {Statement(gen))

right? (Yes-No-question(gen) + Declarative QuedBpecl) + Tag Question(spec2) +

Rising Tone(spec3))
Declarative Yes-No-questions, on the other harel paarked in SWBD-DAMSL by the compound
tag Yes-No-question + Declarative question. In MR[*eclarative Yes-No-questions have the
following notation (from Dhillon et al., 2004, p4B

the insertion number is quite high(?) (Yes-No-queggen) + Understanding Check(specl)

+ Declarative-question(spec?2) + Rising Tone(spec3)
Finally, Rhetorical Question Backchannels are ntrke SWBD-DAMSL as Acknowledge-
guestions (or backchannel questions) and in MRDA Rdeetorical-question continuers (or
Rhetorical-question backchannels); for example(fidmilon et al., 2004, p. 34):

oh really? (Yes-No-question(gen) + Rhetorical-djo@scontinuer(spec))
We will delve into each Specific Tag in section ZL2For now, we use such examples to
demonstrate how utterances are treated differantiylRDA with respect to SWBD-DAMSL,
sometimes also with regard to segmentation. Anatlkample of segmentation discrepancy is that
of a Yes-No-question followed by an elaborationthese cases, in MRDA, the elaboration requires
its own line - i.e. it is separated from the Yes-dNestion it elaborates on - and is marked with the
Elaboration tag (Dhillon et al., 2004); for examfillon et al., 2004, pp. 34-35)

wasn't there some experiment you were going t@ {fyes-No-question(gen) + Rising

Tone(spec))
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where you did something differently for each um-uldon't know whether it was each mel

band or each uh um f f t bin or someth- (State(gen) + Elaboration(spec))
In SWBD-DAMSL, the elaboration would not be sepadafrom the Yes-No-question and the
entire utterance will end up having the Yes-No-goesag.
- "Wh-questions are questions that require a sigeaiiswer” (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 53) and
usually contain a so-called wh-word (what, whicthene, when, who, why, how) (Dhillon et al.,
2004). However, containing a wh-word does not nemd@ly make a question a Wh-question as
there are also Open-ended questions that begin avitth-word (Dhillon et al., 2004; more on
Open-ended questions below). Here's a few exanopM#-questions (from Dhillon et al., 2004, p.
35):

why didn't you get the same results and the untad@pWh-question(gen) + Repeat(specl)

+ Third-party-talk(spec?2))

| guess - what time do we have to leave? (Wh-tu&gfen) + Third-party-talk(specl))
In addition to utterances that contain wh-wordsyeéhcan be other types of utterances that function
as wh-questions and thus need to be tagged as farckxample "huh?", "excuse me?", and
"padron?" are similar "what?" as requests for riépat(Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 36). However, Wh-
guestions that do not contain wh-words can be yeasihfused with all the other classes of dialog
acts that share the same vocabulary, i.e. "floablggers, floor holders, holds, backchannels, yes/no
guestions that are rhetorical question backchan(etsl) acknowledgments” (Dhillon et al., 2004,
p. 36).
Declarative Wh-questions can either include a whelwsuch as A from dialog 1, or not include a
wh-word, such as A form dialog 2. Declarative Wtesfions without a wh-word are usually
requests for repetition. Both examples are addposa Dhillon et al. (2004, pp. 36-37):
DIALOG 1

A. | don't understand what you are saying abow #panish.(Wh-question(gen) +

RepetitionRequest(specl) + Declarative Questi@u@))

B. the spanish labels were in different formata{@nent(gen))
DIALOG 2

A. and you're saying about the spanish(?) (Whinggen) + Repetition Request(specl) +

Declarative Question(spec?) + Rising Tone (spec3))

B. the spanish labels were in different formata{@nent(gen))
- "Or-questions offer the listener at least twovegrs or options from which to choose" (Dhillon et
al., 2004, p. 37); for example (from Dhillon et, &004, p. 37):
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are we going to - i mean - is it going to be otlare or is it going to be in there? (Or-

guestion(gen) + Rising Tone(spec))

are you assuming that or not? (Or-question(gen))

do we have like a cabinet on order or do we jestdto do that? (Or-question(gen) + Rising

Tone(spec))

is this the same as the email or different? (Grstjon(gen))
Or-guestions receive answers in which the intetlarcgelects one of the options proposed by the
Or-question (Dhillon et al., 2004). Just like wevbaseen in SWBD-DAMSL, sometimes the Or-
guestion is interrupted and is answered as a YegtMstion. In such cases the interrupted Or-
qguestion is still tagged as Or-question and no¥es-No-question (Dhillon et al., 2004), i.e. we
assume the point of view of the speaker by markisgor her (non fulfilled) intention; for example
(Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 39):

per channel or? (Or-question(gen) + Rising Torexyp
- Just like SWBD-DAMSL, MRDA recognizes the existenof Yes-No-questions followed by Or
Clauses, such as (from Dhillon et al., 2004, p: 40)

do you have the true source files? (Yes-No-quegien) + Rising Tone(spec))

or just the class? (Or Clause(gen))
Notice that the Or Clause can consist of just tbedwor" (Dhillon et al., 2004).
- Open-ended Questions are questions that "placeyatactic or semantic constraints on the form
of the answer it elicits” (Dhillon et al., 2004,4). Open-ended Questions may contain a wh-word
or may look like Yes-No-questions or Or-questiaing difference lies in the fact that Open-ended
guestions, unlike Wh-questions, Yes-No-questiond, @r-questions, do not seek a specific answer
(Dhillon et al., 2004). Some examples of Open-engigestions are (from Dhillon et al., 2004, pp.
41-42):

and anything else? (Open-ended question(gen) tai¢iwe Question (specl) + Rising

Tone(spec?))

anybody have any institutions or suggestions? icgreled question(gen))

but - | what - do you think about that? (Floor Iéirer(gen) | Open-ended question(gen))

what about the um - your trip yesterday? (Operedrgliestion(gen) + About-Task(spec))

Questions? (Open-ended question(gen) + Declar@usestion(spec))
- Rhetorical Questions are "questions to which nsweer is expected ... used by the speaker for
rhetorical effect” (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 42)hd difference between Rhetorical questions and
Rhetorical-question backchannels (or Rhetoricaktjae continuers) is that the latter lack semantic

content, function mostly as continuers, and areusetl by a speaker who has the floor (Dhillon et
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al., 2004, p. 42). Some examples of Rhetorical tiues are the following (from Dhillon et al.,
2004, pp. 42-43):

I mean is this realistic? (Rhetorical questionjgemising Tone(spec))

why not? (Rhetorical question(gen) + Accept, Yeswer(spec))

i mean who cares? (Rhetorical question(gen))

isn't that wonderful? (Rhetorical question(gerppreciation/Assessment(spec))

why don't you read the digits? (Rhetorical quegtien) + Command(spec))

uh - | but who knows? (Floor Holder(gen) | Rhe@rguestion(gen))

11.5 MRDA Group 3: Floor Mechanisms

Another group of general tags is what Dhillon ket(2004) call Floor Mechanisms. Floor
Mechanisms involve "all general tags pertainingrtechanisms of grabbing or maintaining the
floor" (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 43). To put themtod context, a turn - term with which we are
already familiar - is "the period during which aesger has the floor" (Dhillon et al., 2004, p.i3&),
the period during which a speaker produces onease mtterances. Floor Mechanisms cannot have
any specific tags attached to them (Dhillon et200Q4). They split into three types:
1) Floor Grabbers: utterances that the speakertasgain attention (or to gain the floor),usually b
interrupting the interlocutor who at that momens kize floor, so that he or she may begin to speak
(Dhillon et al., 2004). For this reason, Floor Grats usually occur at the beginning of a speaker's
turn (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 43). "Common flooragbers include, but are not limited to, the
following: 'well," 'and," 'but,’ 'so," 'um,’' 'ul,mean,’ 'okay," and 'yeah." (Dhillon et al., 200. 44).
However, as Dhillon et al. (2004) point out, Flégnabbers cannot be identified merely on the basis
of the vocabulary used, but rather on the basth@icontext in which such vocabulary is used. In
fact, as we have mentioned above, similar vocaputashared by the following classes of dialog
acts: Floor Grabbers, Floor Holders, Holds, Backoeds, Acknowledge-answers, and Accepts
(Dhillon et al., 2004). Any of the above-mentionedrds are thus Floor Grabbers only if uttered in
the context which makes them attempts - either essfal or unsuccessful - to gain the floor
(Dhillon et al., 2004);
2) Floor Holders: utterances that the speakerwhauigently the floor holder uses midspeech"as a
means to pause and continue holding the floor" l{@riet al., 2004, p. 45), with the exception of
when they are used at end of a turn, in which tasg may be used to relinquish the floor (Dhillon
et al., 2004, p. 45). "Common floor holders includet are not limited to, the following: 'so," 'and
‘or," 'um,’ 'uh,’ 'let's see,’ 'well,’ 'and whategl'anyway," 'l mean,' 'okay,' and 'yeah™ ([@hilet al.,

2004, p. 45). As mentioned above, Floor Holderseappery similar in text to a number of other
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classes of speech acts. Therefore, they need itovbstigated by taking into account their context
of utterance and their sound (Dhillon et al., 20084}ile Dhillon et al. (2004) do not provide any
examples of Floor Grabbers in their surroundingtext they report a number of exchanges
including Floor Holders (p. 46):

so it's a rather huge thing. (Statement(gen))

but um - um - | we can sort of (Floor Holder(ge8jatement(gen))

i think we got plenty of stuff to talk about. (8&&ment(gen))

and then um - | just see how a discussion gokxr(Holder(gen) | Statement(gen))
3) Holds are uttered by "a speaker who is giverfldwr and is expected to speak (but) "holds off"
prior to making an utterance" (Dhillon et al., 20@446). Holds are usually used by the speaker to
pause or "hold off* before he or she answers atmure¢Dhillon et al., 2004). "Common holds
include, but are not limited to, the following: ,'sum," 'uh,’ 'let's see," 'well," 'l mean," 'okand
'yeah™ (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 46). Holds anadt Holders, despite being very similar in sound,
differ in terms of their location within a speaketurn: while Holds occur at the beginning of a
speaker's turn, Floor Holders occur in the middlatothe end of a speaker's turn (Dhillon et al.,
2004). Moreover, while Holds indicate that a spedhkas just been given the floor (mostly by
asking him or her a question), Floor Holders intiicnat a speaker merely has the floor and is
either trying to keep it or to give it away (Dhifieet al., 2004). As mentioned before, the context
needs to be investigated to properly identify addélere's an example of Hold and Floor Holder
within a dialog (from Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 47):

A: i mean what was the rest of the system? (Whiipuggen))

B: um (Hold(gen))

B: yeah it was - it was uh the same system (Stat&gen))

B: uhhuh (Floor Holder(gen))

B: it was the same system. (Statement(gen) + Rgpeal)

B: huh (Floor Holder(gen))

11.6 MRDA Group 4: Backchannels and Acknowledgemeast

The next group of tags MRDA defines is that of Bd@annels and Acknowledgments which
includes the general tag for Backchannels (or @aoetis), and the specific tags for Acknowledge-
answers (or Acknowledgments), Assessments/Apprengtand Rhetorical-question backchannels
(Dhillon et al., 2004). Utterances marked with threup of tags are most often used as responses,

in the form of acknowledgments or backchannelsartother speaker's talk; generally, they do not
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elicit feedback, nor attempt they to halt the ilemtor (Dhillon et al., 2004). Let's begin by
describing the general tag for Backchannels.

In MRDA, "backchannels (or continuers) are utteemade in the background that simply
indicate that a listener is following along or atdt is yielding the illusion that he is paying
attention. When uttering backchannels, a speakeotispeaking directly to anyone in particular or
even to anyone at all" (Dhillon et al., 2004, p).4dhillon et al. (2004, p. 49) make the following
examples of Backchannels: "uhhuh,” "okay," "righiph,” "yes," "yeah," "oh yeah," "uh yeah,"
"huh,” "sure”, and "hm". On the other hand, utteesuch as "uh”, "um", and "well" are not
usually Backchannels as they are rather used foat@that a speaker is attempting to grab the
floor and say something (Dhillon et al., 2004, ®).4However, we mentioned before that
Backchannels, Floor Grabbers, Floor Holders, Hoklsknowledgements, and Accepts share an
almost identical vocabulary and thus need the sbmdebe discriminated properly; as Dhillon et al.
(2004) reiterate, "[u]tterances labeled with thieggs tend to appear very similar in text yet emerge
exceedingly different in sound" (p. 49). Nonethsjethere are a number of rules that help us
distinguish between the above-mentioned types oferanices. For example, while
Acknowledgments and Accepts usually occur after ititerlocutor has terminated his or her
utterance - since they respectively acknowledgesémeantic content of what the other speaker has
said (Acknowledgments) and agree with such cor(&otepts) -, Backchannels can also, but not
necessarily, occur in the middle of the interloc'stautterance (Dhillon et al., 2004). Generally
speaking, an utterance produced before the intedohas terminated his or her own is likely a
Backchannel - and not an Acknowledgment - since sgeaks it most often cannot acknowledge or
agree to an utterance that has not been finishéasahus semantically incomplete, or semantically
insignificant (Dhillon et al., 2004). "Additionallybackchannels are usually uttered with a
significantly lower energy level than the surrourglspeech, while acknowledgments tend not to be
quite so low as backchannels and accepts are digraréhe same level or else higher” (Dhillon et
al., 2004, p. 49)Here's a few examples of Backchannels (from Dhidbal., 2004, p. 50):
EXCHANGE 1

A: but I think that uh - this was a couple yeage.&Statement(gen))

B: huh. (Backchannel(gen))

EXCHANGE 2

A: do you get out a - uh - a vector of these ceres zeros and then try to find the closest

matching phoneme to that vector? (Yes-No-quegem) + Rising Tone(spec))

B: uhhuh. (Backchannel(gen))
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There is only one specific tag that can be appemaledBackchannel, namely the Rising Tone tag
(Dhillon et al., 2004).

Unlike Backchannels, Acknowledgments (or Acknowleénswers) must occur as a
response to a semantically significant utteranceportion thereof (Dhillon et al., 2004).
Acknowledgments are neutral in the sense that éineyused to acknowledge the interlocutor's (or
sometimes even a speaker's own) utterance (orfisgmti portion of it) without agreeing or
disagreeing with it (Dhillon et al., 2004). Acknagligments can be either mimicked portions of the
interlocutor's utterance or one of the following:see", "okay", "oh", "oh okay", "yeah", "yes",
"uhhuh”, "huh", "ah", "all right", "got it", and siilar (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 50). As we have
mentioned before, detecting Acknowledgments sotetythe basis of their vocabulary would
mislead us into thinking that the context playsrale at all in defining what an Acknowledgment
is. In reality, as we have seen, Acknowledgmengsvary similar in text to, i.e. they share a very
similar vocabulary with, Backchannels, Accepts,dfl&rabbers, Floor Holders, and Holds even
though they emerge very different in terms of hagheof them sounds like and what the position
of each is within the dialog (Dhillon et al., 200/n utterance marked as an Acknowledgment
cannot be marked also with a tag belonging to tespBnse group (e.g. Accept, Reject, Maybe,
etc.) since every utterance can be used eitherapiinto acknowledge or to agree/disagree, but not
both. Moreover, an utterance tagged as an Acknambemt cannot be tagged also as an
Assessment/appreciation and vice versa becausglofdancy since Assessment/appreciations are,
by definition, also Acknowledgments with the diffece that, unlike Acknowledgments, they are
either positive or negative but never neutral (Dhilet al., 2004). A similar situation of redundgnc
would occur if we conjoined Acknowledgments and ®Rheal-question continuers as the latter are
a type of backchannel or acknowledgment (Dhilloralet 2004). Here's a list of the specific tags
with which Acknowledgments can be used in conjurctiMimic other, Repeat, Rising Tone,
Exclamation, Self-talk, and 3rd-party-talk (Dhillat al., 2004, p. 51). Here's a few examples of
Acknowledgments (adapted from Dhillon et al., 2004, 51 - 52):

EXCHANGE 1

A: why didn't you get the same results as the aptatl? (Wh-Question(gen) + 3rd-party-

talk(spec))

B: oh because when it estimates the transformmiymes like single matrix or something.

(Statement(gen) + 3rd-party-talk(spec))

A: oh | see. (Statement(gen) + Acknowledgment($pec3rd-party-talk(spec2))

EXCHANGE 2
A: it opens the assistant that tells you thatftme type is too small. (Statement(gen))
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B: ah. (Statement(gen) + Acknowledgment(spec))

In MRDA, "Assessments/appreciations are acknowtezlgs directed at another speaker's
utterances and function to express slightly moreteamal involvement than what is seen in the
utterances marked with the Acknowledgment tag" {bBhiet al., 2004, p. 52). In simple terms,
while Assessments/appreciations are either posiiveaegative, Acknowledgments are neutral.
Assessments/appreciations that express negativdiosso especially longer ones, are often
criticisms, or at least they are perceived as ¢Dtiillon et al., 2004).Assessments/appreciatioes ar
often, but not always, quite short - in which cabey are usually uttered as exclamations (Dhillon
et al., 2004). As a final remark, we often tag asséssments/appreciations "[clomments and
opinions on an aspect a speaker has noticed witlencontents of another speaker's speech”
(Dhillon et al., 2004, pp. 52-54). Here's a fewrapées of Assessments/appreciations (from Dhillon
et al., 2004, p. 52):

It's very exciting. (Statement(gen) + Assessmepticiation(specl))

wonderful. (Statement(gen) + Assessment/apprecigpecl))

wonderful! (Statement(gen) + Assessment/appreciégpecl) + Exclamation(spec?2))

That's good. (Statement(gen) + Assessment/apficetspecl))

That's good! (Statement(gen) + Assessment/appiatispecl) + Exclamation(spec?2))

wow! (Statement(gen) + Assessment/appreciation(gpe Exclamation(spec?))

So | think that's a really great way to approach (Statement(gen) +

Assessment/appreciation(specl))

Finally, Assessments/Appreciations can also berwtiive Answers, Dispreferred Answers, or
Negative answers; such types of utterances arehatbdo assess/appreciate and to agree/disagree
with the interlocutor's utterance (Dhillon et &004); for example (adapted from Dhillon et al.,
2004, p. 53):

A. I was wondering if | should study abroad.(Sta¢at(gen))

B1. I think that would be worth doing.(Statemept{(ly+ Assessment/appreciation(specl) +

Affirmative Answer(spec?2))

B2. That's wonderful. (Assessment/appreciatiorgspe

In MRDA, Rhetorical-question Backchannels or Rhet)-question Continuers are
syntactically similar to Rhetorical Questions, heewrethey lack semantic content and function as
backchannels and acknowledgments (Dhillon et @042 In most cases Rhetorical-question
Backchannels or Rhetorical-question Continuersutiexed as backchannels, that is they are uttered
- without speaking to anyone in particular - toigade or to yield the illusion that the listener is

paying attention (Dhillon et al., 2004). Less freqgtly, they are uttered as acknowledgments, that is
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they are uttered to express the acknowledgment pfeaious interlocutor's utterance or of a
semantically significant portion thereof, thus d@émg direct communication between speakers
(Dhillon et al., 2004).Rhetorical-question backamals always receive the Yes-No-question general
tag (Dhillon et al., 2004).Here's a few examplesRbktorical-question Backchannels (Dhillon et
al., 2004, pp. 55-56):

oh really? (Yes-No-question(gen) + Rhetorical-goesBackchannel(spec))

yeah? (Yes-No-question(gen) + Rhetorical-quedBackchannel(spec))

isn't that interesting? (Yes-No-question(gen) efhcal-question Backchannel(spec))

you think so? (Yes-No-question(gen) + Rhetoriaagiion Backchannel(spec))

To conclude, we recall that an utterance whiclctions as an acknowledgment may be
tagged with only one of the following tags: Acknedyment, Assessment/appreciation, Rhetorical-
guestion continuer, excluding any combinationsab&(Dhillon et al., 2004). To quote Dhillon et
al. (2004): "the default tag for acknowledgmentsthe Acknowledge-answer tag. If further
descriptions apply to an acknowledgment and an gsssent/Appreciation or Rhetorical-question
Backchannel tag is deemed necessary, then onlpfotese tags is used (as) (t)he Acknowledge-
answer tag cannot be used in conjunction with teee8sment/Appreciation or Rhetorical-question
continuer tags” (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 55).

11.7 MRDA Group 5: Responses

The next group of tags MRDA defines is that of fresses, in turn orthogonally divided
into three subgroup: positive utterances, negaiiterances, and uncertain utterances (Dhillon et
al., 2004). Responses are often used as respomsgsestions and suggestions (Dhillon et al.,
2004).

11.7.1 POSITIVE

11.7.1.1 Accept

"The Accept tag is used for utterances which @khagreement to or acceptance of a
previous speaker's question, proposal, or staténiPhillon et al., 2004, p. 57). The Accept tag
marks utterances that are "quite short" as comparéae "Affirmative Answer" which marks their
"lengthy counterparts" (Dhillon et al., 2004, p.)53%ome examples of Accepts are "yeah," "yes,"

"okay," "sure,” "uhhuh,"” "right," "l agree,"” "exdgt' "definitely," and "that's true", as well asd'h

"if it is used to agree to a syntactically negast@ement or question” (Dhillon et al., 2004, p).5
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Accepts are to be distinguished from backchanneds acknowledgments since they "have much
more energy and are more assertive" (Dhillon et24104, p. 57). We recall that Accepts, Floor
Grabbers, Floor Holders, Holds, Backchannels, amttnAwledgements share a very similar
vocabulary and therefore cannot be discriminatéelyson the basis of their vocabulary (Dhillon et
al., 2004, p. 57). Since they usually appear vamjlar in text the context has to be taken into
account. Let's make a few examples of Accepts taddpom Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 57-58):
EXCHANGE 1

A: if you want to decrease the importance of a garameter you have to increase its

variance. (Statement(gen))

B: yes (Statement(gen) + Accept(spec))

B: right (Statement(gen) + Accept(spec))
EXCHANGE 2

A: because when you train up the aurora systenreain - you're also training on all the

data. (Statement(gen) + Defending/Explanation(gpec

B: that's right. (Statement(gen) + Accept(spec))

11.7.1.2 Partial Accept

"The Partial Accept tag marks when a speaker efigliaccepts part of a previous speaker's
utterance. Partial accepts are often conditiongpapses that accept or agree to another speaker's
utterance."” (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 59). Partiktcepts are not to be confused with Partial
Rejections: white Partial Accepts focus on "agrgeimth or accepting part of a previous speaker's
utterance" (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 59), Partiaj€ttions focus on "disagreeing with or rejecting
part of a previous speaker's utterance" (Dhilloalgt2004, p. 59). Here's a few examples of Hartia
Accepts (adapted from Dhillon et al., 2004, p. ©9-6
EXCHANGE 1

A: well the - the - sort of the landmark is - iertsof the object. (Statement(gen) +

Understanding Check(specl) + Rising Tone(sepc2))

A: right?(Yes-No-question(gen) + Declarative-Qua¥isepcl) + Tag-Question(spec?2))

B: usually. (Statement(gen) + Partial Accept(spec)
EXCHANGE 2

A: removing all these k | t's and putting one &nfg | t at the end. (Statement(gen) +

Offer(spec))

A: yeah | mean that would be pretty low maintemario try it. (Statement(gen) +

Affirmative Answer(spec))
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B: uh - | if you can fit it in. (Floor Holder(gehBtatement(gen) + Partial Accept(spec))

11.7.1.3 Affirmative Answer

"The Affirmative Answer tag marks an utterancest ict as narrative affirmative responses
to questions, proposals, and statements. The Adfisi@ Answer tag is much like the Accept tag in
that they both exhibit agreement to or acceptarica previous speaker's question, proposal, or
statement. The difference between the two tagdas tas the Accept tag is used for shorter
utterances, the Affirmative Answer tag is usedlémgthy utterances” (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 60).
In order to properly distinguish an Affirmative Amer from a Statement we need to investigate the
context (Dhillon et al., 2004). Here's an examgdléfhirmative Answer (adapted from Dhillon et
al., 2004, p. 60):

A: a cabinet is probably going to cost a hundreliads two hundred dollars something like

that. (Statement(gen))

B: yeah | mean - you know - we - we can spend urdthousand dollars or something

without - without worrying about it. (Statement(ge- Affirmative Answer(spec))

11.7.2 NEGATIVE

11.7.2.1 Reject

"The Reject tag marks negative words such as dnd"other semantic equivalents that offer
negative responses to questions, proposals, atemstats. The Reject tag marks brief negative
responses to questions, proposals, and statemreth® isame manner that the Accept tag marks
brief affirmative answers.” (Dhillon et al., 2004, 61). Some examples of Rejects are the

following: "no," "nope,” "no way," "nah," "not rdgl|" and "I don't think so.” (Dhillon et al., 2004,
p. 61). It is worth pointing out that positive resiges to syntactically negative questions and
statements can function as Rejects, just like megaesponses to syntactically negative questions
and statements can function as Accepts (Dhilloa.e2004).Here's an example of Reject (adapted
from Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 62):

A: is there an ampersand in dos? (Yes-No-quegten)(+ Rising Tone(spec))

B: nope. (Statement(gen) + Reject(spec))

11.7.2.2 Partial Reject

151



Federico Vescovi - mat. 842655

"The Partial Reject tag marks when a speaker @iplrejects part of a previous speaker's
utterance. Partial rejections are often responess@ exceptions when rejecting another speaker's
utterance" (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 62). Here'seaiample of Reject (adapted from Dhillon et al.,
2004, p. 63):

A: it would actually slow that down tremendoug|$tatement(gen))

B: not that much though. (Statement(gen) + ParR&éct(spec))

11.7.2.3 Dispreferred Answer

"The Dispreferred Answer tag marks statements lwlaict as explicit narrative forms of
negative answers to previous speakers' questioogogals, and statements in the same manner in
which the Affirmative Answer tag acts as an agresmé@th or acceptance of a previous speaker's
utterance. As with the Affirmative Answer tag, tiespreferred Answer tag marks lengthier
utterances than those marked with the Reject taghwixhibit rejection™ (Dhillon et al., 2004, p.
63). Just like in the case of Affirmative Answetise context is required to properly distinguish
between Dispreferred Answers from general Statesn@ttillon et al., 2004). Finally, Dispreferred
Answers differentiate themselves from Negative Agrsnas they indicate explicit rejections, unlike
Negative Answers, which indicate implicit rejectsothrough the use of hedging (Dhillon et al.,
2004).Here's couple of examples of Dispreferredwianrs (adapted from Dhillon et al., 2004, p.
64):
EXCHANGE 1

A: we figured out that it was twelve gigabyteslaur. (Statement(gen) + Understanding

Check(specl) + Rising Tone(spec2))

B: it was more than that. (Statement(gen) + Digored Answer(spec))
EXCHANGE 2

A: do you want to try? (Yes-No-question(gen) +iRisTone(spec))

B: i'd prefer not to. (Statement(gen) + DispregdrAnswer(spec))

11.7.2.4 Negative Answer

As we have mentioned above, "[a]s opposed to@efesrred answer (Dispreferred Answer)
which explicitly offers a negative response to a previous speakagstion, proposal, or statement,
a negative answer (Negative Answaemplicitly offers a negative response with the use of hedging
[emphasis added]" (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 64)ilBh et al. (2004) clarify the difference between
Maybes, Other Answers (or No Knowledge Answers)l, ldegative Answers as follows (p. 64):

- Maybes are "utterances in which a speaker agbattfiis response is probable, yet not definite";
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- Other Answers (or No Knowledge Answers) are ‘hattees in which a speaker does not know an
answer";
- Negative Answers are "indirect negative respa@)se(which [o]ftentimes (...) appear as
alternative suggestions to a previous speaker'stigne proposal, or statement”.
Here's couple of examples of Negative Answers (tdifpom Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 65-66):
EXCHANGE 1
A: you guys have plans for Sunday? (Yes-No-Quefgen) + Rising Tone(spec))
A: because we also want to combine it with sonmbdxgue activity where we just fire it up
and what - whoever brings whatever you know caovihit on there. (Statement(gen))
B: well I'm going back to visit my parents this ekend. (Statement(gen) + Negative
Answer(spec))
EXCHANGE 2
A: what if we give people you know - we cater adh in exchange for them having their
meeting here or something? (Wh-Question(gen))
B: well you know - i - i do think eating while ywa doing a meeting is going to be
increasing the noise. (Statement(gen) + Negativemer(spec))
EXCHANGE 3
A: can we actually record? (Yes-No-Question(geRising Tone(spec))
B: uh | well we'll have to set up for it. (Floorolder(gen) | Statement(gen) + Negative

Answer(spec))

11.7.3 UNCERTAIN

11.7.3.1 Maybe
"The Maybe tag marks utterances in which a sp&akgterance conveys probability or
possibility by using the word "maybe" or other we&knoting possibility and probability" (Dhillon
et al., 2004, p. 66). Maybes should not be confusith Offers, i.e. suggestions in the form of
"maybe we should..." (Dhillon et al., 2004). Basedthe data, common examples of Maybes are or
include "maybe”, "l guess”, and "probably” (Dhillet al., 2004). Here's couple of examples of
Maybesin context (adapted from Dhillon et al., 200467-68):
EXCHANGE 1
A: we- - what set the - they set the context t&navn? (Wh-question(gen) + Rising
Tone(spec))

B: right now we haven't observed it. (Statementjge
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B: so | guess it's sort of averaging over all éhdisree possibilities. (Statement(gen) +
Maybe(spec))
EXCHANGE 2
A: is Srini going to be at the meeting tomorrow@¢¥No-Question(gen) + Rising
Tone(spec))
A: do you know?(Yes-No-Question(gen) + Rising T(@pec))
B: maybe. (Statement(gen) + Maybe(spec))
EXCHANGE 3
A: so - so what accent are we speaking? (Wh-qugsften))
B: probably western yeah. (Statement(gen) + Masyiex))

11.7.3.2 No Knowledge

"The no knowledge tag (No Knowledge) marks utteesnin which a speaker expresses a
lack of knowledge regarding some subject" (Dhilletnal., 2004, p. 68). The most common No
Knowledges are or include "l don't know" - whensitnot a Floor Holder - and "I'm not sure”
(Dhillon et al., 2004).Here's an examples of No Wlealge in context (adapted from Dhillon et al.,
2004, p. 68):

A: but if you really want to find out what it's @it you have to click on the little light bulb.

(Statemetn(gen))

B: although i've - i've never - i don't know wiiae light bulb is for. (Statement(gen) + (No

Knowledge(spec))

11.8 MRDA Group 6: Action Motivators

The next group of tags MRDA defines is that of iBictMotivators. The group of Action
Motivators contains specific tags pertaining toufet action, regardless of whether such action
occurs immediately or in the distant future (Dhillet al., 2004). "The tags in Group 6 either
indicate that a command or a suggestion has bede negarding some action to be taken at some
point in the future or else indicate that a spedilesr committed himself to executing some action at
some point in the future” (Dhillon et al., 2004,70).

11.8.1 Command

"The Command tag marks commands. In terms of syataommand may arise in the form

of a question (e.g., "Do you want to go ahead?")aer a statement (e.g., "Give me the
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microphone.”)" (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 70). Thedsh common indicator is the imperative mood.
Commands differ from Suggestions in terms of twiogh
1) the response they receive: unlike Suggestionmrtands are uttered as orders and a failure to
comply is perceived as impolite or as a sign ofigndtion ("considering whether the utterance
could receive a response that is a rejection anethven that rejection is considered impolite is a
helpful method to determine if the utterance iscanmand or a suggestion. If a rejection is
considered impolite, the utterance is consideredommmand, otherwise it is considered a
suggestion™” (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 70);
2) the role of the speaker: "generally suggestinade by the speaker running a meeting (or by any
speaker in a position of power for that matter) peeceived as commands (...) (w)hereas, if the
same utterance is made by another speaker what isimoing the meeting, then the utterance is
considered a suggestion instead" (Dhillon et &042 p. 70). This, however, does not mean that all
suggestions made by a speaker in a position of paveeactually commands. When determining
whether an utterance is a Suggestion or a Commama@|ways need to take into account point 1,
i.e. we need to assess howa potential rejectidhaibSuggestion or Command would be perceived
(Dhillon et al., 2004).
Although Suggestions and Commands cannot be edistiyjyguished in the absence of contextual
information, such as knowledge about the role of 8peaker and of its interlocutors, we
nevertheless propose a few examples of Commaneds takt of context to give an idea of what
they look like in their textual form (from Dhilloet al., 2004, p. 71-72):

Continue. (Statement(gen) + Command(spec))

Proceed. (Statement(gen) + Command(spec))

Wait. (Statement(gen) + Command(spec))

let's get this uh - b- - clearer. (Statement(ge@ommand(spec))

explain to me why it's necessary to distinguistwieen whether something has a door and is

not public. (Statement(gen) + Command(spec))

close it and - and load up the old state so isdbecrew - screw that up. (Statement(gen) +

Command(spec))

so | we should think about trying to wrap up hékeoor Holder(gen) | Statement(gen) +

Command(spec))

yeah so maybe just cc hari and say that you'tebpen asked to handle the large vocabulary

part here. (Statement(gen) + Command(spec))

11.8.2 Suggestion
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Simply put, "(t)he suggestion tag marks proposaftgrs, advice, and, most obviously,
suggestions" (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 73).Herefeva remarks made by Dhillon et al. (2004, p. 73)
regarding Suggestions: "(s)uggestions are oftemdoin constructions such as "maybe we
should...". Suggestions containing the word "mayae’ not to be confused with the maybe tag
(Maybe). Additionally, if the phrase "excuse me'e@edes something for which a speaker is
negotiating permission (Jurafsky 35), then it isrked as a suggestion rather than an apology
(Apology)". Finally, as we have mentioned aboveggstions are not to be confused with
Commands. Here's couple of examples of Suggestiacentext (adapted from Dhillon et al., 2004,
p. 73-74):

yeah | i was just going to say maybe it has somgtho do with hardware. (Floor

Grabber(gen) | Statement(gen) + Suggestion(spec))

should we take turns? (Yes-No-question + Sugge&pecl) + Rising Tone(spec2))

let's see maybe we should just get a list of itd@atement(gen) + Suggestion(spec))

i think these things are a lot clearer when yon ase fonts - different fonts there.

(Statement(gen) + Suggestion(spec))

11.8.3 Commitment

"The commitment tag (Commitment) is used to matterances in which a speaker
explicitly commits himself to some future courseaation. Commitments are not to be confused
with suggestions in which a speaker suggests thathe speaker himself, execute some action.
With commitments, a speaker mentions what he wollial the future, not what he might do"
(Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 74).Here's couple of epas of Commitments in context (adapted from
Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 75):

I'll make that available.(Statement(gen) + Comreitibispec))

my intention is to do a script that'll do everyitpi(Statement(gen) + Commitment(spec))

I'll send it out to the list telling people to kat it. (Statement(gen) + Commitment(spec))

I'll try to get to that. (Statement(gen) + Comnetm(spec))

i'm just going to do it. (Statement(gen) + Comnatit{spec))

11.9 MRDA Group 7: Checks
Put simple, "(t)his group contains specific tagsrt@ning to understanding or being
understood" (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 76).

11.9.1 "Follow Me"
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"The "Follow Me" tag marks utterances made byeakpr who wants to verify that what he
is saying is being understood. Utterances markdal thve "Follow Me" tag explicitly communicate
or else implicitly communicate the questions "da yollow me?" or "do you understand?". In
implicitly communicating those questions, a speaketterance may be a tag question (Tag-
Question), such as "right?" or "okay?", where aseenf "do you understand?" is being conveyed"
(Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 76).Here's a couple oaraples of "Follow Me"s(adapted from Dhillon et
al., 2004, p. 76):

this is understandable? (Yes-No-Question(gen) ¢lddative-Question(specl) + "Follow

Me"(spec2) + Rising Tone(spec3))

do you know what i'm saying?(Yes-No-Question(gen)Follow Me"(specl) + Rising

Tone(spec2))

you know what i mean?(Yes-No-Question(gen) + Dratize-Question(specl) + "Follow

Me"(spec2) + Rising Tone(spec3))

11.9.2 Repetition Request / Signal-non-understandin

"An utterance marked as a repetition request atdec that a speaker wishes for another
speaker to repeat all or part of his previous attee" (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 77). Some examples
of Repetition Requests are: "what?", "sorry?", "Aililipardon?”, "excuse me?", "say that again”,
"what did you say?", and "what was that again?"il{df et al., 2004, p. 77).Here's a couple of
examples of Repetition Requests in context (addpoea Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 77-78):
EXCHANGE 1

A: um | how long would it take to - to add anothede on the observatory and um - play

around with it? (Floor Holder(gen) | Wh-Questiag{yy+ Rising Tone(spec))

B: another node on what? (Wh-Question(gen) +RepetiRequest(specl) + Rising

Tone(spec?))
EXCHANGE 2

A: so who would be the subject of this trial r l®h-Question(gen))

B: pardon me? (Wh-Question(gen) + Repetition Retfgpec))

11.9.3 Understanding Check

"The understanding check tag marks when a spedlezks to see if he understands what a
previous speaker said or else to see if he undelstsome sort of information. With understanding
checks, a speaker usually states what he is tryandy as correct and follows that with a tag

guestion (Tag-Question). Only the utterance, ottiporof the utterance if a pipe bar is used,
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containing the information to be verified is markadth the Understanding Check tag. Tag
guestions (Tag-Questions) are not marked with théddstanding Check tag as they do not contain
the information that is to be verified." (Dhillon &., 2004, p. 78).Here's an example of Repetition
Request in context (adapted from Dhillon et alQ£Q. 79):

A: the reading task is a lot shorter. (Statememt)y

B: and other than that yeah i guess we'll juseltawh - listen. (Statement(gen))

B: although i guess it's only ten minutes eachtat@®nent(gen) + Understanding

Check(spec))

B: right? (Yes-No-question(gen) + Declarative-Qimgspecl) + Tag-Question(spec2) +

Rising Tone(spec3))

11.10 MRDA Group 8: Restated Information

"This group, as the name states, contains speeifis pertaining to information that has
been restated. The group is further divided into subgroups: repetition and correction” (Dhillon
et al., 2004, p. 80).

11.10.1 Repetition

11.10.1.1 Repeat

"The repeat tag (Repeat) is used when a speakeate himself. This often occurs in
response to repetition requests (Repetition Regluesklse to place emphasis on a certain point. In
repeating himself, a speaker repeats all or paohefof his previous utterances. However, in order
for an utterance to be considered a repeat, it eIt repeat of an utterance made at most a few
seconds prior to the repeat. (...) It is not rezpiithat a speaker repeat himself verbatim in diater
a utterance to be marked with the repeat tag (Rgp@hillon et al., 2004, p. 80). Dhillon et al.
(2004, p. 80) continue: "(repeats (Repeats) atembe confused with mimics (Mimic other). As
previously stated, a repeat occurs when a speageats his own utterance. A mimic occurs when a
speaker repeats another speaker's utterance. Regreatlso not to be confused with summaries
(Reformulate/summarizes) where a speaker summahize®wn utterances as many structural
differences occur between the summary and thermdbon being summarized"”. Here's a couple of
examples of Repeats in context (adapted from Dhloal., 2004, p. 81):
EXCHANGE 1

A: and everything is fixed. (Statement(gen))

A: everything is fixed. (Statement(gen) + Repgq(3)
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EXCHANGE 2
A:. and there didnt seem to be any uh penalty tfat? (Yes-No-Question(gen) +
Understanding Check(specl) +Declarative-Questpat@) + Rising Tone(spec3))
B: pardon? (Yes-No-Question(gen) + Repetition Rst(gpecl) + Rising Tone(spec?))
A: there didnt seem to be any penalty for makinhgasual?(Yes-No-Question(gen) +
Understanding Check(specl) +Declarative-Questpmu@®) + Repeat(spec3) + Rising
Tone(spec4))

11.10.1.2 Mimic

Simply put, "[tlhe mimic tag marks when a speakeémics another speaker's utterance, or
portion of another speaker's utterance" (Dhilloalet2004, p. 81). "Mimics (Mimics) are not to be
confused with repeats (Repeats). As previouslyedfad mimic occurs when a speaker repeats
another speaker's utterance. A repeat occurs whgpeaker repeats his own utterance. Also,
mimics are not to be confused with summaries (Refitete/summarize) where a speaker
summarizes another speaker's utterances as maotusat differences occur between the summary
and the information being summarized" (Dhillon et 2004, p. 82). Just like Repeats, Mimics do
not need repeat another utterance verbatim in daldre considered as such, and theycan also
contain speech that is additional to what is mimeckDhillon et al., 2004). Oftentimes, utterances
that are labeled as Mimics are also Acknowledgevans for example, the speaker who does not
have the floor acknowledges the speaker who ha#idbe by mimicking part of what he or she
says (Dhillon et al., 2004);for example (Dhillonagt, 2004, p. 82):

A: go up one. (Statement(gen) + Action-directipe(sl) + Rising Tone(spec?2))

B: up one. (Statement(gen) + Acknowledge-answedEp+ Mimic(spec2))
Other times, a speaker will "phrase the mimic i filrm of a declarative question” (Dhillon et al.,
2004, p. 82); for example (Dhillon et al., 20048B):

A: well you have a like techno speaker acceninkth(Statement(gen))

B: a techno speak accent? (Yes-No-question(genYneerstanding Check(specl) +

Declarative-Question(spec2) + Mimic(spec3) + Rislione(spec4))

11.10.1.3 Summary

"The Summary (or Reformulate/summarize) tag mankeen a speaker summarizes a
previous utterance or discussion, regardless ofse/lgpeech he is summarizing” (Dhillon et al.,
2004, p. 83). While Understanding Checks restafi@rmmation for validation, Summaries do not

require validation (Understanding Checks and Surn@wsare mutually exclusive) (Dhillon et al.,
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2004).Here's a couple of examples of Summarie®imext (adapted from Dhillon et al., 2004, p.
83):

A: so i mean add moderate amount of noise toadll.d Statement(gen))

A: so that makes any additive noise less effec{i@eatement(gen))

B: so you're making all your training data moréanmm. (Statement(gen) + Summary(spec))

11.10.2 Correction

11.10.2.1 Correct Misspeaking

"The Correct Misspeaking tag is used when a speakeects another speaker's utterance.
Corrections are based upon whether the word clafieespeaker is corrected or the pronunciation
of a word is corrected” (Dhillon et al., 2004, k)8ere's an example of Summary in context
(adapted from Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 85):

A: oh no | i've ninety four. (Statement(gen) + &lsswer(spec) | Statement(gen) + Rising

Tone(spec)

B: ninety three point six four. (Statement(gerQerrect Misspeaking(spec))

11.10.2.2 Self-Correct Misspeaking
"The Self-Correct Misspeaking tag marks when akeecorrects his own error, with regard
to either pronunciation or word choice” (Dhillonadt, 2004, p. 85). Here's a couple of examples of
Self-Correct Misspeakings in context (from Dhillenal., 2004, p. 86):
EXAMPLE 1
A: okay | so - yeah so note the four nodes dowenetlthe - sort of the things that are not
directly extracted. (Statement(gen) + Acknowledgswer(spec) | Statement(gen))
A: actually the five things. (Statement(gen) HS&3brrect Misspeaking(spec))
EXAMPLE 2
A: um and uh | they don't look very separate.dFldolder(gen) | Statement(gen))
A: uh | separated. (Floor Holder(gen) | Statengemni) + Self-Correct Misspeaking(spec))

11.11 MRDA Group 9: Supportive Functions

Put simply, “[t]his group contains tags that apfyutterances in which a speaker supports
his own argument by defending himself, offeringesgplanation, or else offering additional details
and utterances in which a speaker attempts to sugpother speaker by finishing the other

speaker's utterance” (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 87).
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11.11.1 Defending/Explanation

“The Defending/Explanation tag marks cases in Wiacspeaker defends his own point or
offers an explanation. Often, the word "becausghals an explanation” (Dhillon et al., 2004, p.
87). The Defending/Explanation tag is not to befesed with the Elaboration tag, which is instead
used to mark “utterances in which a speaker offierther details” (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 87).
That is to say: while Defending/Explanations reeolround reasons, Elaborations revolve around
details (Dhillon et al., 2004). Here’s an exampfeDefending/Explanations in context (adapted
from Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 87):

A: no no itisn't sensitive at all. (Statement(gerReject(spec))

A: i was just - i was jus- - i was overreactingtjbecause we've been talking about it.

(Statement(gen) + Defending/Explanation(spec))

11.11.2 Elaboration

“The elaboration tag marks when a current speeledrorates on a previous utterance of his
by adding further details as opposed to simply iooitig to speak on the same topic. When a
speaker describes something using an examplex#mepde is regarded as an elaboration” (Dhillon
et al., 2004, p. 88).Here’s an example of Elaborain context (adapted from Dhillon et al., 2004,
p. 89):

A: and basically the net- - network is trained a#in to give binary decisions.

(Statement(gen) )

A: and uh - binary decisions about phonemes.(Staté(gen) + Elaboration(spec))

11.11.3 Collaborative Completion

“The collaborative completion tag (Collaborativeor@pletion) tag marks utterances in
which a speaker attempts to complete a portiomofleer speaker's utterance. Whether the speaker
whose utterance is completed by another speakeesgrith the content of the completion is
inconsequential” (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 90).Hsran example of Collaborative Completion in
context (adapted from Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 91):

A: but there's a significant amount of == (Statat(gen))

B: non zero? (Yes-No-question(gen) + Declarativeefion(specl) + Rising Tone(spec2) +

Collaborative completion(spec3))

11.12 MRDA Group 10: Politeness Mechanisms

161



Federico Vescovi - mat. 842655

Generally speaking, “[t]his group contains tagat thpply to utterances in which speakers

exhibit courteousness” (Dhillon et al., 2004, p).92

11.12.1 Downplayer

“The downplayer tag (Downplayer) marks cases inicitvha speaker downplays or
deemphasizes another utterance. The utterancdastittwnplayed may be uttered by the same
speaker or a different speaker” (Dhillon et al.020p. 92). As a rule of thumb, “[a]pologies,
compliments, and other courteous utterances aea aibwnplayed. In other cases, a speaker makes
a strong assertion and then downplays it” (Dhileral., 2004, p. 92). “The following is a list of
common short downplayers: "that's okay," "thatlsright,” "it's okay," "I'm kidding," "it's just a
thought,” and "never mind”.” (Dhillon et al., 2008, 92).Here’'s an example ofDownplayer in
context (adapted from Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 93):

A: congratulations. (Statement(gen) + Assessmgpitéeiation(spec))

B: well it was i mean - i really didn't do this sgff. (Statement(gen) + Downplayer(spec))

11.12.2 Sympathy

“The Sympathy tag marks utterances in which alsgeaxhibits sympathy. Oftentimes, the
phrase "I'm sorry" is used sympathetically. Howeteat very phrase also has the potential to be
marked as a repetition request (Signal-non-undsastg) or as an apology (Apology), depending
upon its function” (Dhillon et al.,, 2004, p. 94).eH’s an example ofExclamation in context
(adapted from Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 94):

A: thinking about it when i offered up my hardwdr last week == (Statement(gen))

B: oh no! (Statement(gen) + Sympathy(specl) + &reltion(spec2))

11.12.3 Apology

“An utterance is marked as an apology <fa> whepeaker apologizes for something he did
(e.g., after coughing, sneezing, interrupting aeottpeaker, etc.).” (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 94).
Here’s an example ofApology in context (adaptednfidhillon et al., 2004, p. 95):

A: because the date is when you actually read tlgitsdand the time and ==

(Statement(gen))

A: excuse me. (Statement(gen) + Apology(spec))

A: the time is when you actually read the digits Bm filling out the date beforehand.

(Statement(gen) + Misspeak Self-Correction(spec))

162



Federico Vescovi - mat. 842655

11.12.4 Thanks

The Thanks tag marks utterances in which a spetlleatks another speaker. Here’s an
example ofThanks in context (adapted from Dhillbale 2004, p. 96):

A: nice coinage. (Statement(gen) + Assessmengaggiron(spec))

B: thank you. (Statement(gen) + Thanks(spec))

11.12.5 Welcome

“The Welcome tag marks utterances which functismegsponses to utterances marked with
the thanks tag (Thanks). Phrases such as "youlmme" and "my pleasure™ are marked with the
welcome tag (Welcome). No instances of the Welctageexist within the Meeting Recorder data”
(Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 96).

11.13 Group 11: Further Descriptions

Generally speaking, "[t]his group contains varidags that do not fit into any of the pre-
established groups. The tags within this group attarize meeting agendas, changes in topic,
exclamatory
material, humorous matter, self talk, thirdrtyg talk, as well as syntactic and prosodic

features of utterances" (Dhillon et al., 2004, ). 9

11.13.1 Exclamation

"The exclamation
tag marks utterances in which a speaker esgps excitement, surprise, or enthusiasm"
(Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 97). Exclamations varylemgth and are characterized by a high level of
energy; they are punctuated with an exclamatiorkmaintin MRDA (Dhillon et al., 2004). Here's
a few examples of Exclamations (Dhillon et al., 200. 97): "wow!", "aha!", "whew", "oops!",
"god!", "oh!", "ha!", "oh yeah!", "oh no!", "i camead!", "twlve minutes!", "oh it's seventy five per
cent!", "damn this project!”, "then do some moredml subtraction!", "so that's amazing you

showed up at this meeting!" (Dhillon et al., 20p497-98).

11.13.2 About-Task

"The about-task tag marks utterances that arefarence to meeting agendas or else address
the direction of meeting conversations with regardcheeting agendas” (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 98).
While Topic Changes either end or begin a topicareigss of a meeting agenda, About-Tasks

regard "previously established items to be disaissenanaged within a meeting" (Dhillon et al.,
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2004, p. 98). If an utterance is changing a topiceference to a meeting agenda, then it should be
tagged both as a Topic Change and as an Abou{idskon et al., 2004). "In essence, the about-
task tag marks utterances which revolve around vesiis are to be completed within the course of
a meeting (...) For instance, if a speaker
mentions that an agenda item is to discassertain subject and then other speakers
begin to discuss that subject, then the ratte®= mentioning that the agenda item to
discuss a subject is marked with the abasit-ttag. However, the actual discussion abou
the subject is not marked with the about-task tdgfiillon et al., 2004, p. 99). Here's a few
examples of About-tasks in context (Dhillon et al.2004, p. 99-100):

i want to talk about new microphones and wirelefsff. (Statement(gen) + About-

task(spec))

let's discuss agenda items. (Statement(gen) Joidirective(specl) + Rising Tone(spec2)

+About-task(spec3))

so yeah why don't we do the speech nonpeech dist®s (Rhetorical-Question(gen) +

About-task(specl) + Topic Change(spec?2))
EXCHANGE

A: any agenda items today? (Open-Question(genheuitask(spec))

B: i want to talk a little bit about getting - home're going to to get people to edit bleeps

parts of the meeting that they don't want to idelu(Statement(gen) + About-task(spec))

11.13.3 Topic Change

"The Topic Change tag marks utterances which ellegin or end a topic. As the Topic
Change tag marks
when a topic changes, once the topic haeed changed and a new topic is in theseour
of discussion, the discussion of the new topicoismarked with the Topic Change tag” (Dhillon et
al., 2004, p. 100). When a new topic is introdubgdneans of a floor grabber, that utterance must
be tagged as Floor Grabber and not as Topic Ch@igidon et al., 2004, p. 100). Here's a few
examples of Topic Changes in context (Dhillon et2004, p. 101):

A: let's see. (Floor Grabber(gen))

A: um | why don't - why don't we uh - if there @iteany other major things why don't we do

the digits and then - then uh - turn the mikes @#oor Holder(gen) | Statement(gen) +

Offer(specl) + About-task(spec?2) + Topic Change(8p)

11.13.4 Joke
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“The Joke tag marks utterances of humorous orasticcnature” (Dhillon et al., 2004, p.
102). Dhillon et al. (2004) focus on the fact thatutterance is to be marked as a Joke every time
the speaker is attempting to be funny, regardlés®w he or she is perceived by the addressee, i.e.
regardless of whether the addressee understandsitherous or sarcastic nature of the utterance
(Dhillon et al., 2004). Finally, we need to mentithre fact that the majority of jokes is context
dependent, thus the context has to be investigmtme marking utterances as jokes (Dhillon et al.,
2004, p. 102). Here's a few examples of Jokesnitesd (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 102):

A: is he going to come here? (Yes-No-question(geR)sing Tone(spec))

B: oh == (Hold(gen))

B: well we’ll drag him here. (Statement(gen) + d@bpecl) + Affirmative non-yes

answers(spec2))

B: I know where he is. (Statement(gen) + Joke(gpec

11.13.5 Self Talk

“The Self Talk tag is used when a speaker talksineself. Often, utterances marked as self
talk are quieter and softer than the surroundireesp” (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 103). Self talk is
usually used by the speaker as he or she is witngething down or as he or she figuring out the
answer of a calculation or problem (Dhillon et @D04). Backchannels and Floor Holders, in spite
of not being forms of direct communication, are oonsidered self talk (Dhillon et al., 2004).
Here's a few examples of Self Talks in context ([Dhiet al., 2004, p. 104):

A:i-i-ith--ithink he == (Statement(gen))

A: what am i saying here? (Open-Question(gen) l#+ Tadk(spec))

11.13.6 Third Party Talk

“The third party talk tag marks utterances of sabmversations. Side conversations are
conversations which are not directed toward thennwainversation and may only consist of a
handful of utterances or may be quite lengthy” (IBhiet al., 2004, p. 104). Here's an example of
third Party Talk in context (Dhillon et al., 20Q2L,105-106):

A: and we get a certain - we have a situationoremhd a user vector and everything is fine.

(Statement(gen) + Rising Tone(spec))

A: an- - an- - and - and our - and our == (Intption)

B: did you just sti- - did you just stick the mthe - the - the microphone actually in the tea?

(Yes-No-question(gen) + Rising Tone(specl) + THiadty Talk(spec?2))

C: no. (Statement(gen) + No answer(specl) + Thady Talk(spec2))
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A: and um == (Floor Holder(gen))

C: iI'm not drinking tea. (Statement(gen) + Negathon-no answer(specl) + Third Party
Talk(spec?2))

C: what are you talking about? (Wh-question(geihird Party Talk(spec))

B: oh yeah. (Statement(gen) + Acknowledge-answen®) + Third Party Talk(spec2))

B: sorry. (Statement(gen) + Apology(specl) + Thredty Talk(spec?2))

A: let's just assume our bayes net just has tlegsion nodes for the time being.
(Statement(gen) + Action-directive(specl) + RisTime(spec2))

11.13.7 Declarative Question

"The declarative question tag marks questions hwiiave the syntactic appearance of a
statement. In declarative questions, the subjeatgotes the verb and subject-auxiliary inversion
and wh-movement do not occur. It is not uncommarafasing tone (Rising Tone) to be found on
a declarative question, however a rising tone du&salways function as an indicator that a
qguestion is being asked" (Dhillon et al., 2004, 1105). Tag-Questions are often Declarative
guestions, in which case they often consist oflgest plusa verb (e.g. "you do?"), a single word
(e.g. "right?"), or a noun phrase (e.g. "the teitBuly?") (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 106). If a cutien
consists of a single word and that word is a "wletdy then that question is a Wh-question and not
a declarative Tag-question (Dhillon et al., 2004y¢% a few examples of Declarative Questions
(Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 106-107):

right? (Yes-No-question(gen) + Declarative QuegBpecl) + Tag-Question(spec2) +

Rising Tone(spec3))

you know? (Yes-No-question(gen) + Declarative @Qoagspecl) + "Follow me"(spec2) +

Tag-Question(spec3))

um | and anything else anyone wants to talk ab@uedr Holder(gen) | Open-Question(gen)

+ Declarative Question(specl) + Rising Tone(spec2)

or you'd like - so you're saying you could praalticturn this structure inside out? (Yes-No-

guestion(gen) + Understanding Check(specl) + Dattv@ Question(spec2) + Rising

Tone(spec3l))

11.13.8 Tag Question
"A tag question follows a statement and is a shokstion seeking confirmation of that
statement. Tag questions receive a general tag ed-No-questions and are often used in

conjunction with the "follow me" tag and the deekiwe question tag (Declarative Question). (...)
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Tag questions are often found following statementwked with the understanding check tag
(Understanding Check)" (Dhillon et al., 2004, p8LCommon Tag Questions are the following:
"right?", "yes?", "yeah?", "no?", "okay?", "isnt®1, "correct?”, "won't it?", "doesn't it?", anddly
know?" (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 108).Here's a fexamples of Tag Questions in context (Dhillon et
al., 2004, p. 108):
EXAMPLE 1

A: exchange money is an errand. (Statement(gé&mderstanding Check(spec))

A: right? (Yes-No-question(gen) + Declarative Qim¥specl) + Tag-Question(spec?2))
EXAMPLE 2

A: and this - this one is right at the end of thigle. (Statement(gen))

A: okay? (Yes-No-question(gen) + Declarative Que¢specl) + "Follow Me"(spec2) +

Tag-Question(spec3))
EXAMPLE 3

A: yeah | so we don’t store any of our audio fdsneompressed in any way. (Floor

Grabber(gen) | Statement(gen) + Understanding Ki$eec))

A: do we? (Yes-No-question(gen) + Declarative @oegspecl) + Tag-Question(spec?2))
EXAMPLE 4

A: | mean - | the normalization you do is over Wigole conversation. (Floor Holder(gen) |

Statement(gen))

A:isn't it? (Yes-No-question(gen) + Tag-Questigpégcl) + Rising Tone(spec?2))

11.13.9 Rising Tone

“The rising tone tag is used to mark utterancewhich a speaker's tone rises at the end of
his utterance. Rising tones at the end of uttesanceur in both questions and statements. Although
intonation does not constitute a dialog act, the o$ the Rising Tone tag provides useful

information for automatic speech recognition” (Ddril et al., 2004, p. 110).

11.14 Group 12: Disruption Forms
“[Dlisruption forms are used to mark utterancest thee indecipherable, abandoned, or

interrupted. Only one disruption form may be useduyiterance” (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 110).

11.14.1 Indecipherable<%>
“The indecipherable tag marks indecipherable dpsech as mumbled or muffled words or

utterances that are too difficult to hear on actoafnthe microphone picking up sounds from
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breathing. The indecipherable tag <%> is not tocbefused with the nonspeech tag <x>. The
nonspeech tag <x> is used for sound segments vdrelsilent or otherwise contain non-vocal

sounds such as doors slamming and phones ringimg.nbnspeech tag <x> does not apply to
sounds such as breathing and sighs, as these @ksomunds. However, sounds such as coughing
and sneezing may be considered vocal sounds buinstead categorized with the nonspeech
variety” (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 110).

11.14.2 Interrupted <%->

“The interrupted tag marks incomplete utteranaeswhich a speaker stops talking on
account of being interrupted by another speakeis g is not to be confused with the abandoned
tag <%--> which is used to mark instances in wladpeaker intentionally abandons an utterance”
(Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 111).

11.14.3 Abandoned <%-->

“The abandoned tag marks utterances which aredabad by a speaker. Abandoned
utterances occur when a speaker trails off or elsmses to either reformulate an utterance or
change the topic by abandoning his current utteraavad beginning a new one” (Dhillon et al.,
2004, p. 111).

11.14.4 Nonspeech<x>

“The nonspeech tag marks any utterance that rgelhgible on account of non-vocal noises
such as doors slamming, phones ringing, and prableith a recording. The nonspeech tag also
marks coughing and sneezing sounds, as well aswties filled with silence” (Dhillon et al., 2004,
p. 113).

11.15 Group 13: Nonlabeled

“Group 13 solely contains the nonlabeled tag <z& stated in Section 3.2, the tag <z> does
not provide any information regarding the charasties and functions of utterances as the tags of
the other groups do, and for this reason it is isépd from those groups” (Dhillon et al., 2004, p.
113).

11.15.1 Nonlabeled
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“The nonlabeled tag marks utterances that areémbé labeled with a DA (...) The
tag <z> marks utterances which otherwise wouldabelbed with DAs but instead are intentionally
not to be labeled” (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 113).

12 MRDA: Adjacency Pairs

Adjacency pairs are paired utterances, producedlitigrent speakers, that reflect the
structure of conversation; some examples are: iqueahswer, greeting-greeting, offer-acceptance,
and apology-downplay (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 28vinson, 1983). According to Dhillon et al.
(2004), "[lJabeling adjacency pairs (AP) in meetingrovides a means to extract the information
provided by the interaction between speakers" §). 3uch contextual information, rendered by
pragmatics, is necessary to be able to distingdicgshexample, a statement from an answer (from
Jurafsky et al., 1997):

A: Do you have kids? (Yes-No-question(gen))

B: | have three kids. (Statement(gen) + Narraf\ivimative answer(spec))

Utterance B is specifically a Narrative-Affirmatiamswer - and not simply a general Statement -
by virtue of being paired with utterance A; togethm fact, they form the question-answer
adjacency pair.

As Dhillon et al. (2004) point out, "[a]djacencwips denote direct interaction between
speakers" (p. 30), therefore all the sentences'#natnot uttered directly to a speaker as a resgpon
and do not function in a way that elicits a resgdn®. 30) cannot be labeled with an adjacency
pair. For example, adjacency pairs are never markethe case of Backchannels, Rhetorical
guestion backchannels (when uttered as acknowleatginéloor Holders, and Floor Grabbers, but
they are always marked in the case of Rhetoricastipn backchannels (when uttered as
backchannels), Holds, Mimics, and Collaborative plations (Dhillon et al., 2004). Finally, we
need to mention the fact that, in some cases, dfaency pair is not clear enough to be marked;
one of such scenarios is when two or more spedaaals utters a Statement and another speaker
utters an Acknowledgment: we do not know to whitcht&@nent the Acknowledgment refers and

thus the adjacency pair cannot be marked (Dhiltaal.e2004).

13 Comparison Between SWBD-DAMSL and MRDA

13.1 Unused and Merged SWBD-DAMSL Tags
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“[Clertain SWBD-DAMSL tags are not found in the NMR tagset. Of these tags, some
have been merged with other tags and others armciatled in the MRDA tagset entirely. Below
is a list of these tags. Each SWBDDAMSL tag listezglow is followed by a brief description
indicating whether it has been merged or why itasincluded in the MRDA tagset”(Dhillon et al.,
2004, p. 120).

13.1.1 About-communication<c>

“Utterances such as "pardon me?" and "l can't lyeal' that are marked with About-
communication in the SWBD-DAMSL tagset are consdeRepetition Requests / Signal-non-
understandings in the MRDA tagset” (Dhillon et 2004, p. 120).

13.1.2 Statement-non-opinion <sd> and Statement-gpon <sv>

"The Statement-non-opinion and Statement-opinigs taere quite difficult to use with the
MRDA data, as their use resulted in a lack of age® among annotators. They were eventually
eliminated from the MRDA tagset and replaced with Statement tag, which marks statements in
general, without having to distinguish between "jepmion" and "opinion." (For overt opinions,
the Assessment/Appreciation tag is used) (Dhilloal.e 2004, p. 120).

13.1.3 Open-option
"This tag is no longer included in the MRDA tagskte to its redundancy with
suggestions (Offers)" (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 120

13.1.4 Conventional-opening

"This tag is not included in MRDA tagset due takaof use. Utterances that would be
marked with this tag usually occur in pre-meetimgtter, which is marked with the Nonlabeled
tag" (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 120).

13.1.5 Conventional-closing
"This tag is not included in MRDA tagset due takiaf use. Utterances that would be
marked with this tag usually occur in post-meetihgtter, which is marked with the Nonlabeled

tag" (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 121).

13.1.6 Explicit-performative
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"This tag is no longer included in the MRDA tagdat to its lack of use"(Dhillon et
al., 2004, p. 121).

13.1.7 Other-forward-function
"This tag is not included in MRDA tagset due tokaf use” (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 121).

13.1.8 Yes Answers
"This tag has been merged with the SWBD-DAMSL faggept to form the MRDA tag
Accept / Yes Answer" (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 121)

13.1.9 No Answers
"This tag has been merged with the SWBD-DAMSL Regject to form the MRDA tag
Reject / No Answer" (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 121).

13.1.10 Quoted Material

"Due to the various DA tags quoted material withie MRDA data had the potential to
receive, the use of the SWBD-DAMSL tag <g> wasaeptl with a convention that actually used
DAs to characterize the quoted material. In doingnsore information regarding the character and
function of quoted material is gained than througing a tag such as <g> to merely indicate that

guoted material is present” (Dhillon et al., 2004121).

13.1.11 Hedge

"This tag is not included in the MRDA tagset doddck of use and ambiguity as to what
sort of utterance would be labeled as a hedge jpssegd to another label” (Dhillon et al., 2004, p.
121).

13.1.12 Continued from Previous Line <+>

"This tag is not included in the MRDA tagset besswutterances continued from a previous
line by the same speaker are given a new DA toctiéipe function of the continuation™ (Dhillon et
al., 2004, p. 121).

13.2 Unique MRDA Tags
"Due to the nature of the MRDA data, the SWBD-DAM&gset proved to be inefficient in

accurately characterizing all facets of the MRDAad&onsequently, tags were created to account
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for areas where the SWBD-DAMSL tagset was insugfiti Below is a list of the tags that were
created specifically for the MRDA data. Each teield below is followed by a brief description
indicating why it entered the MRDA tagset" (Dhillehal., 2004, p. 123).

13.2.1 Interrupted <%->

"Throughout the meetings, incomplete utteranceseapn account of speakers abandoning
their utterances or being interrupted. To charaewhy an incomplete utterance arose, the
interrupted tag was added (as the abandoned tag-<¥&s already present)” (Dhillon et al., 2004,
p. 123).

13.2.2 Topic Change

"Within the MRDA data, many instances arose inchhspeakers attempted to change the
topic. No other mechanism was present to mark fdurrences, so the <tc> tag entered the
MRDA tagset to mark changes in topic" (Dhillon et 2004, p. 123).

13.2.3 Floor Holder

"The SWBD-DAMSL tagset contained the tag <h> (hoWhich was also incorporated into
the MRDA tagset. Utterances similar to those mankgth <h> appeared midspeech within the
MRDA data. The <fh> tag was implemented to distisglbetween a hold, which marks utterances
in which a speaker "holds off" prior to answeringqaestion or prior to speaking when he is
expected to speak, and these mid-speech "hold#iitl¢b et al., 2004, p. 123).

13.2.4 Floor Grabber

"This tag entered the tagset as there were sigmifisimilarities among the means by which
speakers “gained” the floor and also due to thé& f@fca tack to mark such instances. Speakers’
utterances often contained specific lexical itemd higherenergy during these attempts to “gain”
the floor. The <fg> tag entered the MRDA tagseaaseans to mark such utterances" (Dhillon et
al., 2004, p. 123-4).

13.2.5 Repeat
"This tag entered the MRDA tagset in order to maoksible subtle changes in the manner
in which a speaker repeats an utterance, whethepuposes of emphasis or in response to a

repetition request” (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 124).
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13.2.6 Self-Correct Misspeaking
"This tag was added to differentiate cases in whie primary speaker alone corrected his
speech rather than being corrected by another epeakhich is indicated by the Correct-

misspeaking tag” (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 124).

13.2.7 Understanding Check
"This tag entered the MRDA tagset as there sedmbd a large number of distinct cases in

which a speaker wanted to check if his informati@s correct” (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 124).

13.2.8 Defending/Explanation

"This tag was added as speakers tended to ddfendstiggestions either immediately prior
to making a suggestion or immediately after. Itageswas later expanded to include when speakers
generally defended their points or offered explamat' (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 124).

13.2.9 "Follow Me"
"This tag was added as speakers tended to ocedlgiseek verification from their listeners

that their utterances were understood or agreed"y@illon et al., 2004, p. 124).

13.2.10 Joke
"This tag was added to mark utterances of humokmrgent and jokes, as there was

previously no other means to mark such utteran@sillon et al., 2004, p. 124).

13.2.11 Rising Tone

"Although this tag is not an actual dialog actwias implemented to mark whether an
utterance ended with a rising tone for the purpafsproviding information for automatic speech
recognition” (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 125).

13.2.12 Nonlabeled
"Certain utterances arose in the data that wetentionally not to be labeled. The
Nonlabeled tag entered the MRDA tagset specifidaliythis purpose (Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 125).

The next sections are dedicated to tag-sets dasbigsr adapted for asynchronous
conversation. We anticipate that the descriptiomdoMd of the tag-sets for asynchronous

conversation are significantly less detailed tHs tnes that we have made for synchronous
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conversation. This is mostly because of the vadtle Idata provided by the original authors about
their tag-sets. We think that the best way of ust@&ding how each class is to be taken - as
compared to the others, as well as to their "cpoeding” classes in the other tag-sets - is to
consult the tables at the end of this chapter, teach tag-set is mapped to the others. For
graphical purposes, we have divided the mappingrdoty to Searle's (1976) 5 primitive classes
(since all subsequent classifications can the@kfibe reduced to them). Before consulting the
tables at the end, it is important to know thagreif a class is reported with the same name in two
different tag-sets, the criteria of membershiptfat class may actually be different in the two-tag

sets.

14. Email Speech Acts

We have seen that MRDA tags dialog acts by smijttitterances into smaller units, each
performing its own function in conversation. Coh@arvalho, and Mitchell, on the other hand, tag
each entire email messages with one single labelddition to this, as we will see, they tag email
messages with a significantly smaller tag-set than previous tag-sets used for synchronous
conversation.

Because of our dependence on email - Shipley amv&@be (2007) estimate that U.S.
office workers spend more than 25% of the day oailemCarvalho (2008) aims at helping email
users keep track of the status of ongoing conversatBuilding upon previous studies on email act
classification (see Cohen et al. (2004), and Coke@Garvalho (2005; 2006)), Carvalho (2008)
proposes a revised taxonomy of email acts to beé ase framework for the automatic detection of
intentions behind the textual contents of email sages. More specifically, he wants to detect the
email-act category (or categories) of incoming dsnavhere each category takes the form of a
noun-verb pair, such agquest for information, commit to perform a task, andpropose a meeting
(Carvalho, 2008, p. 7). The taxonomy proposed byw&ho (2008), as he admits, is not intended
for general purpose, but rather for work relatecaiéraxchange only. Carvalho (2008) uses the
work of Searle (1976) as the theoretical backgrobd focuses on observed linguistic behavior in
actual email conversations to build his taxonomlye Torpora he observes are: the CSpace email
corpus, which "contains approximately 15,000 emmaksages collected from a management course
at Carnegie Mellon University", and the "PW CALOdataset generated during a four-day exercise
conducted at SRI specifically to generate an emaipus” (Carvalho, 2008, p. 11), plus the
conversations he found in his own inbox. Carval@0g), as we said, builds his taxonomy on the

basis of observed linguistic behavior. This caussdag-set to detach itself, at least partialignf
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the classification theorized by Searle in 1976.sTiki in contrast with synchronous conversation
speech act classifications, which are clearly megpiby Searle's (1976) classes (in the forward
looking function), although they split them in ammoer of subclasses (see Allen & Core (1997),
Jurafsky et al. (1997), and Dhillon et al. (2004)).

Carvalho (2008) knowingly merges several illocn#iny points; for example "let's do
lunch" (an offer), which is both a directive and@mmissive (in Searle's (1976) classification and
in all the above mentioned classifications) in tti speaker wants the hearer to do something and
at the same time commits him- or herself to doimgething, is classified by Carvalho (2008) as a
simple "propose" act. Moreover, acts which needaelktguistic institutions to be performed, i.e.
Searle's (1976) declarations or institutional shests, are ignored altogether by Carvalho (2008):
utterances in the form of statements are class#gedeliveries of information, answers to questions
and other forms of delivery both linguistic and Amguistic (e.qg. files), but there is no distirani
between the so-called assertives and declarai@@salho (2008), as we said, does not take into
account extra-linguistic institutions, but includashis taxonomy non-linguistic uses of email, such
as the delivery of files. To sum up, Carvalho (200@fines four classes or act types, each
represented by an email speech act verb (or ilmcaty verb), and in turn aggregated into two
broader classes: the illocutionary verbs "deliventd "commit” belong to the set of commissive
acts, and "request" and "propose" belong to theoatirective acts. We must notice that, in
Carvalho's (2008) study, requests include bothrerdad questions. As a final note on email act
classification, we mention the fact that Carvall®08) and Cohen & Carvalho (2005; 2006),
unlike Cohen et al. (2004), exclude the categorfmends. Amends differ from proposals in terms
of the tasks they refer to: while proposals ar@a@ased with commitments and requests in relation
to new tasks, amend messages suggest modificaboalseady-proposed tasks (Carvalho, 2008).
All studies on email act classification acknowledige existence but do not construct classifiers for
speech acts of refusal, greeting, and remindeedimey are too infrequent or too irrelevant foktas
tracking. Finally, we need to mention that Carva{B608), just like all previous studies on email
act classification, also provides so-called "atfiviouns", such as "data" and "meeting", i.e. nouns

that are associated with email speech act verfigrionoun-verb pairs.

15. BC3, TA, and QC3

Carvalho's (2008) taxonomy, which is conceivedviark-related email exchange, can be
expanded to the automatic recognition of speechiaadther forms of conversation: a more recent

study is that of Joty and Hoque (2016), who addnesie broadly the issue of automatic speech act
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recognition in virtually every type of written asshronous conversations, e.g. fora, chats, emails,
etc. As we said, Ulrich et al. (2008), in theirid@fon of the original BC3 tag-set, adopt the &aj-
proposed by Cohen & Carvalho (2005) but excludecthss of "Deliver” for being too broad. They
write: "Deliver is excluded because most emailsveelsome sort of information” (Ulrich et al.,
2008). Ulrich et al. (2008) thus do not define &dfic class for the delivery of information
arguably because every utterance ultimately consegse sort of information, which, according to
them, makes this feature of emails less relevantléssificatory purposes.

The TA / BC3 new tag-set (Jeong et al., 2009; &otgl., 2011) reduce the MRDA tag-set
(Dhillon et al., 2004) from 50 classes to 12. T$implification is mostly due to the need to adapt
the tag-set or MRDA to asynchronous conversatiensa({ls and blog posts), and at the same time
to get rid of underrepresented classes. No paatiaulotivations are given by the authors for the
reduction of the tag-set. Unlike Carvalho (2008)l &firich et al. (2008), Joty and Hoque (2016)
use already existing tag-sets to build their ovimeytfurther reduce the tag-set created by Jeong et
al. (2009) - Joty et al. (2011) (respectively, TRdaBC3 new tag-set). Given the relatively small
size of TA and BC3's 40 annotated threads andderdo learn a reasonable classifier and avoid a
significant underrepresentation of some classed (diimately successfully detect speech acts
overall), Joty and Hoque (2016) reduce the 12gmg of the TA / BC3 new tag-set (Jeong et al.,
2009; Joty et al., 2011) to 5 coarser act typdy. and Hoque's (2016) classes, while fewer that the
12 proposed by Jeong et al. (2009), are conceipedifically for domain-independent tagging of
asynchronous conversations. Joty and Hoque (2Qiéf)ybdescribe their 5 classes as follows: "all
the question types are grouped into one generas cuestion, all response types into Response,
and appreciation and polite mechanisms into Pal#ss.” (p. 1750). The other two classes are
Statement and Suggestion. Joty and Hoque (2016}hes®RDA meeting corpus to train their
neural network. Since "TA and BC3 are quite smallntake a general comment about model
performance in asynchronous conversation” (JotyHwague, 2016, pp. 1750-1751), they decide to
create the Qatar Computing Conversational Corpu®0B: a new data set of 50 manually
annotated conversations (with 5 speech act tymesgved from a community question answering
site called Qatar Living (Joty & Hoque, 2016).

In spite of the changes proposed in the diffetassifications, there are still a number of
problems with regards to speech act classificadiuh the definition of a reliable tag-set. In chapte

4, we will discuss further many of these problems.
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17. Conclusion

Speech act classifications in computational lisgjes seem to focus for the most part on the
interaction between speech acts, such as on thigorebetween questions and answers or between
offers and acceptances. The classifications ofctpaets proposed in philosophy and linguistics, on
the other hand, seem to focus on illocutionary fgoand on how they are achieved. In the next
chapter, we will be dive deeper into some of trebf@ms that we have encountered in this chapter.
We will be especially concerned with the oversiringdition of statements, which results in their
overrepresentation in all the corpora if compaedhe other classes of speech acts (more in the
next chapter). Not only statements can actuallydbelarations, but they can also be indirect
requests or orders, depending on the context antherauthority of the speaker uttering them.
Speaking about the use of statements will bringack to the issue of indirectness at large, which

this time we will discuss from the perspective péeach act classification.

The chart below shows a comparison between allctassifications considered in this chapter.
Before consulting the chart, it is important to knthat, even if a class is reported with the same
name in the two different tag-sets, as we haveifsgeédhroughout this chapter, the criteria of

membership for that class may be different in the tag-sets. For readability, we divided the chart
into two: the first chart includes the classificatiproposed by Searle (1976) and the classification
proposed for synchronous conversation, whereassdwend chart includes the classifications
proposed in computational linguistics. (fwd I. fferward looking function; bwd I. f. = backward

looking function).
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AUTHOR OR AUTHORS

Searle (1976)

Allen & Core (1997)

Jurafsky et al. (1997)

Dhillon et al. (2004)

Gold standard

NAME OF TAG-SET Theory DAMSL Standard SWBD-DAMSL MRDA
ADAPTED FR;//W / INSPIRED Austin (1962) Searle (1976) Allen & Core (1997) Jurafsky et al. (1997)
TOTAL NUMBER OF 25 (13 fwd . f.+12 bwd |. | 50 (24 fwd |I. f. + 26 bwd 11 general (gen) + 39 specific

CLASSES / POSSIBLE TAGS

5

f.)

l. f.)

(spec)

# OF TAGS PER UTTERANCE
+ MUTUAL EXCLUSIVITY

1 or more tag
per utterance

0 or more forward |. f.+ 0
or more backward |. f.

0 or more forward |. f.+ 0
or more backward |. f.

1 gen plus 0 or more spec (some
are mutually exclusive)

SUBDIVISION(S) FOR

forward I. f. and

forward I. f. and

TAGGING PURPOSES none backward I. f. backward I. f. general and specific MRDA GROUP
DOMAIN synchronous synchronous synchronous
NOTES classes are in bold
Statements:
Assertive - Assert Statement-non-opinion +
(Representati Statement-opinion + Statement (gen) 1: Statements
ve) - Reassert Reassert
- Other-statement Other-statement
Influencing-addresee-
future-action: ) ]
- Open-option Open-option Open-eption 6: Action Motivators
- Action-directive Action-directive Command (spec)
FORWARD LOOKING Yes-no-question (gen) 2: Questions
Yes-no-question + lllJnderstandlilng Check (spec) + 7 Checks
Directive Follow me" (spec) + .
Wh-question + Wh-question (gen) 2: Questions
Info-request Repetition Request (spec) + 7: Checks
Open-question + Open-ended question (gen)
Or-question + Or-question (gen) 2. Questions
Or-clause after yes-no question
Or-clause + (gen)
Declarative-question + Declarative-question (spec) 11: Further
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Other-forward-function

Tag-question +

Tag-question (spec)

Descriptions

Rhetoric Question +

Other-forward-function

Rhetorical Question (gen)

Other-forward-function

2: Questions

6: Action Motivators

10: Politeness
Mechanisms

11: Further
Descriptions

Floor Holder (gen) +

3: Floor Mechanisms

About-Task (spec) +

Topic Change (spec) +

Joke (spec) +

Self Talk (spec) +

Third Party Talk (spec) +

Rising Tone (spec) +

11: Further
Descriptions

Floor Grabber (gen) +

3: Floor Mechanisms

Agreement:
Hold before answer/agreement .
BACKWARD LOOKING 3: Floor Mechanisms
- Hold Hold (gen)
1
- Accept Accept Accept, Yes Answer (spec) 5: Responses
- Accept-part Accept-part Partial Accept (spec)
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- Reject Reject Reject, No Answer" (spec)
- Reject-part Reject-part Partial Reject (spec)
- Maybe Maybe Maybe (spec)

47?

4: Backchannels and
Acknowledgments

8: Restated
Information

9: Supportive
Functions

4: Backchannels and
Acknowledgments

10: Politeness
Mechanisms

8: Restated
Information

5: Responses
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Tag-sets for Asynchronous conversation:
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Cohen & Carvalho (2005; Ulrich etal. | Jeongetal. (2009) - Joty et Joty & Hoque
AUTHOR OR AUTHORS Cohen etal. (2004) 2006); Carvalho (2008) (2008) al. (2011) (2016)
. " " . BC3 original
NAME OF TAG-SET Email Act Taxonomy Reduced" Email Act Taxonomy tag-set TA / BC3 new tag-set QC3
ADAPTED FROM / Searle (1976) - Cohen et al Cohen & Jeong et al. (2009)
INSPIRED BY Searle (1976) (2004) Carvalho Dhillon et al. (2004) _ Joty et al. (2011)
(2005)
TOTAL NUMBER OF
CLASSES / POSSIBLE TAGS > 4 4 12 >
# OF TAGS PER
UTTERANCE + MUTUAL
EXCLUSIVITY
SUBDIVISION(S) FOR superclass(es) subclass superclass subclass
TAGGING PURPOSES P P
asynchronous - we do not asynchronous - we do not asynchronous (domain-
DOMAIN report on this table noun report on this table noun asynchronous | independent speech act asynchronous
classes classes tags)
NOTES classes for which classifiers were constructed in bold
Deliver® Commissive --> | Deliver® Statement Statement
FORWARD LOOKING Action motivator
Nezotiate —> Yes-no question
egotiate -- .
Initiate —> Request Directive --> Request Request
Question

Wh-question

Open-ended question
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Or/or-clause question

Rhetorical question

Action motivator

BACKWARD LOOKING

merged®

merged®

Agreement/D

Accept response’

Response
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isagreement’

Reject response®

merged®

merged’

merged’

merged’

merged®

merged”

merged®

Response
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CHAPTER 4 - PROBLEMS CONNECTED WITH SPEECH ACT IDEN TIFICATION

In the present chapter, we will elaborate on tfeblems that arise from the adaptation of
the speech act theory in computational linguistaey] propose a number of possible solutions. A
reliable classification of speech acts allows tbceintly and systematically map utterances to
speech act types. At the same time, a classifitaimuld be fine-grained enough to be useful for
downstream processing in the first place. We willlgze the classifications proposed in the chapter
3 and focus on the classes that, in our opinioadne be discussed further. We will also discuss th
percentage representation of some classes in tipereo one of the major issues (shared by all
classifications) is the overrepresentation of statets. The overrepresentation of statements in turn
causes a negative ripple effect that brings inrabr of other issues. While it is possible that the
straightforward delivery of information happens wdrequently, it is also possible that many
utterances have actually been mistagged as statentam are in fact either non conventional
indirect requests, indirect questions, expressimedgeclarations.

We will see that statements always represent itihane half of all speech acts detected in a
corpus. If this measurement is accurate, then wecoasider potentially dividing statements into a
number of meaningful subclasses. This is what wasally proposed in both the DAMSL Standard
and the SWBD-DAMSL tag-set but was then abandotetirsg from the MRDA tag-set. If on the
other hand, this measurement is not accurate, @ toediscover why this is the case. At the same
time, we do not want to exclude the fact that @gedet might work better than another because of
the way in which the text is segmented before #uging is performed. That being said, we will
only propose changes upstream, that is to say: Meet discuss how the computer should learn
from the data, but rather how more accurate anchmgful data can be submitted to the computer
(regardless of the machine learning algorithm mih@ data). Our main argument is that the issues
connected with indirect speech acts play a majerirothe misclassification of speech acts, and in
particular in the misclassification as statemeifitaan conventional requests and of other types of
speech acts.

Tables 2 to 5 below represent the distributionthe different speech act classes in the
corpora. We are particularly interested in the <lat statements (sometimes represented as S or
ST).

Table 2. Distribution of QC3 classes in TA, BC3davRDA corpora (Joty & Hoque, 2016, p.
1750)
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Tag | Description | TA BC3 MRDA
SU | Suggestion | 7.71% | 5.48% | 5.97%
R Response 2.4% 3.75% | 15.63%
Q Question 1471% | 8.41% | 8.62%
P Polite 9.57% | 8.63% | 3.77%
ST | Statement | 65.62% | 73.72% | 66.00%

Table 3. Distribution of QC3 classes the QC3 coi@dosy & Hoque, 2016, p. 1751)

Speech Act | Distribution
Suggestion 17.38%
Response 5.24%
Question 12.59%
Polite 6.13%
Statement 58.66%

Table 4. Distribution of TA classes in SWBD and MRDorpora (Jeong et al., 2009, p. 1253; the
tags are defined in Table 5 as they are the sagseaused by Joty et al., 2011)

90%
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60%
50%
40%
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20%
10%

0%

Relative frequency (%)

Table 5. Distribution of new BC3 classes in 40 dntlmieads of the BC3 corpus + 200 forum

threads from the TripAdvisor travel forum site ¢det al., 2011)

A

B SWBD @ MRDA

AA  AC P QH

Qo

Speech act tag

QR aw

Qay

Tag | Description Email Forum
S Statement 69.56% | 65.62%
P Polite mechanism 6.97% | 9.11%
QY | Yes-no question 6.75% | 8.33%
AC | Action motivator 6.09% | 7.71%
QW | Wh-question 229% | 4.23%
A Accept response 2.07% 1.10%
QO | Open-ended question 1.32% | 0.92%
AA | Acknowledge and appreciate | 1.24% | 0.46%
QR | Or/or-clause question 1.10% 1.16%
R Reject response 1.06% | 0.64%
U Uncertain response 0.79% | 0.65%
QH | Rhetorical question 0.75% | 0.08%
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1. Statements

As Allen and Core (1997) said, every utteranceéhasrtain effect on the dialog but, at the
same time, "the actual form of the sentence migbk like something else”. This means that, while
the form of the sentence might suggest that therarite is a statement, the utterance can instead be
a request performed indirectly or another speethBsfore we discuss the issue of indirectness in
statements, we propose a chart indicating how reiffetypes of statements are tagged in the
corpora of synchronous conversation analyzed inpteha3 as compared to Searle's (1976)

classification (in asynchronous conversation, tallesnents are labeled with the same tag).

"if we exclude English um - there is not much diffiece with the data."

Searle (theory) DAMSL Standard SWBD-DAMSL MRDA

Assertive Assert Statement-non-opinipn  Statement

"It's a great story."

Searle (theory) DAMSL Standard SWBD-DAMSL MRDA
. _ o Statement y
Assertive / Expressive  Assert Statement-opinion o
Assessment/appreciation

So this changes the whole mapping for every utteran

Searle (theory) DAMSL Standard SWBD-DAMSL MRDA
_ | Statement 4
Assertive Reassert Statement-non-opinjon _
Understanding Check

As we have seen before, in MRDA (Dhillon et al002) the Assessment/Appreciation tag is
attached to most "[cJomments and opinions on aecsp speaker has noticed within the contents
of another speaker's speech” (pp. 52-54). The Assm#/Appreciation tag thus serves to mark
those utterances that in SWBD-DAMSL are taggedtage®ent-opinions. In other words, MRDA

defines opinions as Statements further charactkitigethe special tag Assessment/Appreciation.
Jurafsky et al. (1997), on the other hand, dewise deparate tags to mark the distinction between
what they call "descriptive/narrative/personal” tetaents (Statement-non-opinion) and "other-
directed opinion statements” (Statement-opiniotjs Tistinction, which was not accounted for in

the DAMSL standard, allows to distinguish opinionshich usually express agreement or

disagreement, from statements of facts. We saitthieaproblem with this distinction is that same
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statements can belong to either category - opimioth non-opinion - depending on whether the
speaker has expertise in the subject about whiabr Bbe is talking. According to us, the expertise
of a speaker on a specific subject is too subjediivbe used as a reliable discriminating factor
between opinions and non-opinions. Let's say fangXde that the speaker utters "l get along with
the boss" to a coworker. In this case, the sanagantte can be an opinion or a non-opinion simply
by virtue of whether the interlocutor can agreehwitat statement. If the speaker is in the position
to disagree, then that statement will constituteopimion, or else it will constitute a non-opinion.
To further complicate the situation, let's recoesithe following example from chapter 3 (Jurafsky
et al., 1997):

A: | think Mercedes are great cars. (Statementaynion)

B: Me too. (Accept)
There is indeed a difference between:

| think Mercedes are great cars.
and

Mercedes are great cars.
because:
The former is arguably a Statement-non-opinion hees dpeaker knows exactly what he or she
thinks. The speaker knows better that anyone eiseoh her thoughts regardless of whether
Mercedes are great cars, which is not relevarttigfbint. In other words, it is an indisputabletfa
that the speaker thinks that Mercedes are great €ae latter, on the other hand, is a Statement-
opinion since the speaker is expressing an opinisomething non-personal, i.e. Mercedes, on
which he or she is likely not an expert. We candfege see that, when the speaker makes explicit
his or her psychological state, it becomes challentp identify the utterance as an opinion since
the expression of the speaker's psychological statéearly not the speaker's opinion. A similar
situation occurs in:

| like Mercedes (Statement-non-opinion)
which is different than

Mercedes are good (Statement-opinion)
Another example that is worth making is the follogriexchange (from Jurafsky et al., 1997):

A: My husband feels that theyll come and colleserybody's guns. (Statement-non-

opinion)

B: Yeah. (Acknowledge)

B: | guess that could happen. (Maybe)
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Utterance A seems to demonstrate that, when thekepeefers to somebody else and predicates a
certain action of them, his or her utterance isaglva Statement-non-opinion. It is in fact a non-
debatable fact that the other person thinks thiadyen says that such as in:

A: My husband says that they'll come and colleetrgbody's guns. (Statement-non-

opinion)

The fact that her husband says it is non debat®dweing on to other information about statements
that a classification can detect, we need to merthiat, while Searle's classification (1976) aral th
SWBD-DAMSL tag-sets do not capture the repetitibméormation, the DAMSL Standard and the
MRDA do. This issue is tied to the linguistic fowh the utterance (and its propositional content),
rather than the utterance's illocutionary forcetiis point, however, we will not dive deeper into
the information than one tag-set is able to capalneut statements but another cannot, but rather
we will focus on the information that none of tlg-sets is able to capture. We can in fact say that
while differing from one another, none of the tagssanalyzed in chapter 3 accurately accounts for
theindirect use of statements.

Statements, as we can see from the tables abmveyarrepresented in all of the corpora
that we considered for the present study. This repeesentation of statements occurs probably
because, in practice, we are not able to identidyinstitutions in which declarations are performed
and thus we are forced to merge assertives withladdons, or because we are not able to
determine when the speaker performs indirect spaetd by way of making statements. In this
regard, the introduction of adjacency pairs allagsto a certain extent, to understand the indirect
use of an utterance by looking at how the intetlocuesponds to it. If it is an acknowledgment,
then the utterance might me a statement, if itnisaeceptance, then the utterance might be an
indirect request, and if it is an answer, thenutterance might be an indirect question. For exampl
(Allen & Core, 1997):

A: I'll take the Avon train to Dansville.

B: Okay.
Utterance B is a simple acknowledgment and theeefors a simple statement. On the other hand
(Jurafsky et al., 1997):

A: | have a recipe if you want.

B: Sure.
Utterance B is an acceptance and therefore A isdirect request. Finally:

A: 1 don't know if you like chocolate.

B: Yes, | do.
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Utterance B is a (positive) answer and therefores An indirect Yes-no question. As we said in
chapter 2, we can leverage the felicity conditiohsequests and questions to determine whether an
utterance can be used to perform either an indmegpiest or a question. In addition to this, now
that we know what the response to a request or quéstion looks like, we have indeed more
contextual information that we can leverage to meaaeasonable conclusion. From this point of
view, the issue of discriminating between statesiemtdirect requests, and indirect questions,
becomes intertwined with that of distinguishing vibe#n acknowledgments, acceptances and
answers.

With regards to indirect requests, Beninca e{1#877) argue that the indirect performance
of requests for action depends also on the "synynoetasymmetry of the mutual respect” (p. 521),
that is to say: the respect between two interlasutioat results from information such as their age,
sex, infirmities or disabilities, as well as théerand the social status that the interlocutorsehav
society. According to Beninca et al. (1977) thiormation determines the type (and, we add, as a
consequence the amount) of requests that one speskenake to the other: if more respect can be
ascribed to the hearer, then the speaker haslg lfeated number of requests that he or she can
make. This means that the speaker is less likelytémd his or her utterance as an indirect request
As a consequence of this, another possible wayndcease the precision of the discrimination
between statements and indirect requests or orsléoswork on the context to predict leadership
roles (Carvalho, 2008). Doing so, will allow usdetermine more accurately whether the speaker is
assessing a state of affairs, or ordering or rdmgeshat that state of affairs is brought aboat. |
other words, if a speaker is very authoritative egférs indirectly to the motivations for a certain
activity to done, that assertion should probablyrntas a request or an order.

If we do not know the roles of the participantsr Example, we do not know that the
conversation is between an employer and his orehgsloyee, we can probably still determine
leadership roles in a number of ways. AccordingSearle and Vanderveken (1985), a greater
strength of the illocutionary point can derive froine power or authority of one of the interlocutors
The different degree of strength of the illocutipngoint is evident in expressions such as
"expressing regret" and "humbly apologizing” (SealVanderveken, 1985), where in the second
case the stronger degree is partially caused bysleeof the adverb "humbly”. If the hearer is
"humbly apologizing" and the speaker is "imposiagiertain action, then we are likely in front of a
situation with a significant asymmetry of the muttespect. We believe that including a score for
each interlocutor that indicates how authoritathee or she is would indeed help discriminate

between statements and requests. The followingnrdtion is of course, to a certain extent,
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subjective, but we still deem it useful if leverdgeorrectly. The authority score of the speaker
might result from a statistical analysis of:

- the degree of strength of the illocutionary peifnom both interlocutors;

- the use of the imperative;

- the use of "please” when the sentences allowssfembedding;

- the times that one interlocutor interrupts thieeot
Having at hand this information and combining itoirone single score, we argue, would indeed
help us identify with more precision a declaratistterance as either a statement or an indirect

request or order.

2. Issues regarding other classes

In the corpora there are a number of cases inhwifie indirect speech act is not identified
properly. One example is the following from the B&8pus, where a conventional indirect request
has been mistagged as Yes-no question (Joty @04ll,; tagged using the new BC3 tag-set):

A: Can you suggest another venue and possiblesspdiQY

B: | am pursuing one other possibility but woulcelto hear back from the possible sponsor

before | suggest it. S
Utterance A is tagged as a Yes-no question buthi®: ¢ontext it looks more like an Action
motivator, and utterance B is statement but isatyuprimarily a (temporary) Reject response. We
have noticed that, overall, the interest in thesglaf directives has lowered in time. The DAMSL
Standard distinguishes between Info-requests (tbaker is making a question or another request
for information) and Action-directives (the speakercreating an obligation that the hearer do the
action unless the hearer indicates otherwise), edwerall the classifications in asynchronous
conversation, with the only exception of the TACBnew tag-set, do not. These classifications
merge requests for information and requests faoméh the same category of requests. While the
DAMSL Standard keeps Info-requests and Action-dives separate, we still encounter cases in
which Action-directives are mistagged as Info-resiselet's consider the following example (from
Allen & Core, 1997):

A uttl: can you tell me the time? (Info-request)

B utt2: yes. (Accept(uttl))

B utt3: it's 5 o'clock. (Answer(uttl))

As we have seen, in this case, the sentence uttered is used to make an indirect request.

However, Allen & Core (1997) tag uttl as an Infquest thus ignoring (at least in the tag itsel§ th
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fact that it is indirectly used to make a requedterance A should in fact be an Action-directiwe a
it is not used as a literal Yes-no question. Thig wray for us to know, on the basis of the tagat th
it is actually a request made by way of asking &-Ne question (or by way of requesting
information in the form of a Yes-no answer) is tkarto the tag Accept, which is used for the
response (utt2), instead of the Answer tag. Accepés used in response to Action-directives,
whereas Answers are used in response to Info-reqjulederestingly, utt3 is tagged as Answer
almost as if utterance A was equivalent to:

A uttl What's the time?

On a similar note, we have seen that Answers can the imperative mood, such as (from Allen &
Core, 1997):

A uttl: how do I get to Corning? (Info-request)

B utt2: Go via Bath. (Assert, Open-option, Answ#t())

Within the dimension of requests for action, theNDl&S Standard and SWDB-DAMSL distinguish
between Action-directives and Open-options (theakee is not creating an obligation that the
hearer do the action unless the hearer indicatewise), whereas all subsequent classifications,
including MRDA and the TA / BC3 new tag-set, do.nbhis can be problematic as we have seen
that Open-options consist also of indirect requéatguably except for the more conventionalized)
in that requests performed indirectly leave openpbssibility for the hearer (or at least the idea)
refuse to comply. As a consequence, in most claasdns we do not have labels to distinguish
between, for example:

How hot!
which, in the appropriate context, is an Open-optand:

Close the window!
an Action-directive.

Jurafsky et al. (1997) discuss the issue of imtlirequests for information. As we saw in
chapter 3, utterance 72a is a Yes-No-question setmantically and pragmatically, utterances 72b
and 72c are semantically Statement-non-opinions pragjmatically Yes-No-questions (what
Jurafsky et al. (1997) calls Declarative questiporance 72d is semantically a Yes-No-question
and pragmatically an Action-directive, and utteen¢2e is a Statement-non-opinion both
semantically and pragmatically (from Jurafsky et B997):

72a. Do you have to have any special training? -Nesjuestion)

72b. 1 don't know if you are familiar with that. €8-No-question + Declarative question)

72c. You must be familiar with that. (Yes-No-questi+ Declarative question)

72d. Can you pass the salt? (Action-directive)
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72e. | like cakes. (Statement-non-opinion)

As we have mentioned in chapter 3, Jurafsky ef1897) discuss the indirect speech acts
that have the syntactic form of declarations bet"@ragmatically" questions. In SWBD-DAMSL,
they are called declarative questions and areddbtble Declarative question tag. The Declarative
guestion tag is concatenated with the tag indigative kind of question that they ask. Declarative
guestions can be used to make either a Yes-Noiqoest Wh-question, an Open-question, or an
Or-question. For example, 72b above (from Jurattkgl., 1997) is a statement used to indirectly
make an indirect Yes-No-question equivalent to Yare familiar with that?" and therefore should
be tagged as Yes-No-question + Declarative quesii@b leverages one of the conditions of
success of questions, in particular one of thegragpry conditions, that is that the speaker dog¢s n
know something about the hearer (and therefore astigt it). The fact that utterances like 72b do
not have what Jurafsky et al. (1997) call "questmm” makes it impossible to determine that they
are questions from what is said alone: they dchawe a wh-word as the argument of the verb, nor
subject-aux inversion, since they have "declarativerd order (the subject precedes the main verb)
(Jurafsky, 1997). At the same time, utterances [2b may have rising question-intonation
(Jurafsky et al., 1997), which however might notabeiable feature to rely on in written corpora.
On a similar note, utterance 72d, has the syntémtin of a Yes-No-question but has indeed to be
tagged as an Action-directive (Jurafsky et al.,7)98nce it is uttered with the intention of gegtin
the addressee to do something. Utterances likedd2dot have the typical Action-directive form,
i.e. they are not in the imperative mood. utteraride 72b and 72d are said to have the literaldor
respectively of a statement and of a question, andddition, respectively the contextual (or
pragmatic) force of a Yes-no question and of anoketlirective.

The MRDA tag-set, on the other hand, deals witteotypes of indirect speech acts such as
negative answers. In MRDA, direct answers (mergeh thie acceptance or refusal of requests for
action) are labeled either with the Accept, Yeswagspec) or the Reject, No Answer(spec) tags.
As we mentioned in chapter 3, Dhillon et al. (200Yyify the notion of Negative answer as follows
(p. 64):

Negative Answers are "indirect negative responseghich [o]ftentimes (...) appear as

alternative suggestions to a previous speaker'stigne proposal, or statement”
In other words, Negative answers are used to iadiyreeject a question, proposal, or statement:
instead of saying "no" (which is a Reject, No Andgispec)), the speaker can make a rejection by
proposing an alternative. Here's an example of tleggAnswer (adapted from Dhillon et al., 2004,
p. 65-66):

A: you guys have plans for Sunday? (Yes-No-Quaggen) + Rising Tone(spec))
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A: because we also want to combine it with sonmbdxgue activity where we just fire it up

and what - whoever brings whatever you know caovihit on there. (Statement(gen))

B: well I'm going back to visit my parents this ekend. (Statement(gen) + Negative

Answer(spec))
Utterance B is an indirect way of saying "I canocoie”. By uttering B, the speaker states that one
of the preparatory conditions for accepting is matt, and therefore he or she is indirectly refusing
the invitation to the barbeque.

To open a brief parenthesis on the commissive wsoe of speech acts, our next concern
regards the existence, acknowledged by Allen ane Ci®97), of Conditional Commits, such as:

I'll be there if the package arrives on time. (Qaith
which they tag as simple Commits, despite not b&iagessarily commits. We think that there
should be an appropriate tag for conditional coraraitthat the utterance should be split into two
single units, tagged separately: a Statement abdnamit, where the commitment depends on the

truth of the statement.

3. Structure of the Tags

We saw that MRDA has explored the idea of "magdad secondary tag(s)" to the point
that two different sets of tags have been created:set includes the general tags that repredent al
the possible basic forms of an utterance (e.gest@nt, question, backchannel, etc.), the other set
includes the specific tags that represent the fonstor the characteristics an utterance may have i
addition to its basic form (e.g., accepting, rejegtacknowledging, rising tone, etc.) (Dhillonagt,
2004). While Dhillon et al. (2004) did not ideatest style of tagging specifically to account for
indirect speech acts, we consider this view to d&iqularly useful for distinguishing between the
direct speech act (based on the literal form ofutierance) and the indirect speech act which is
actually performed. We therefore purport to adbgirttagging style to account for indirect speech
act; for example:

You should leave. (Statement(gen) + Command(spec))
is a statement used to perform a command, and:

Can you leave? (Yes-no-question(gen) + Command)spe
IS a yes-no question used to perform a commanallfira direct command we argue that it should
be tagged as follows:

Leave! (Command(gen) + Command(spec))

or simply:
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Leave! (Command(gen))
since it is a command both literally and contextudDhillon et al. (2004), on the other hand, tag
direct requests just like statements used to nmrakieeict requests (p. 71-72):

Continue. (Statement(gen) + Command(spec))

We believe however that a distinction should be eraetween the two.

In addition to this new way of tagging, we couldcaexplore the idea of expanding the
context to more than the previous and the nextarite, that is to say: augmenting the notion of
Adjacency Pairs to Adjacency Trios (or even biggaunks of the discourse). Adjacency pairs, we
said, are paired utterances, produced by diffespeakers, that reflect the structure of conversatio
some examples are: question-answer, greeting-ggeetifer-acceptance, and apology-downplay
(Dhillon et al., 2004, p. 25; Levinson, 1983). Addiong to Dhillon et al. (2004), "[l]abeling
adjacency pairs (AP) in meetings provides a meanextract the information provided by the
interaction between speakers” (p. 25). It woulceedibe interesting to see if expanding the co-text
would allow us to extract even more accurate infdram about the conversation, thus facilitating

the identification of the speech acts performe@&gh interlocutor.

4. Conclusion

In the present chapter, we have elaborated on sbitiee problems about the classification
of speech acts. We can say that the task of ig@mgifutterances as performing one speech act
rather than other is fairly challenging; even humaman sometimes identify an utterance as
performing a speech act instead of another. Wetkatspeech act theory and the notion of speech
act have been simplified to fit practical needsnstmes to the point that they have lost part of
their original meaning. The rule of thumb for a megsful classification is that the number of
classes should be limited and that the criteriaagttarizing each class so should be clear so that w
can classify each utterance given as an input tglsmallest possible margin of error. At the same
time, we need to define enough classes to makeldlssification useful for downstream processing
in the first place. The results must be satisfyampugh for the classification to be used for the
development of a number of applications, such #@sog systems, automated summarization,
machine translation, conversation tracking, andrsoTwo classes of speech acts defined by Searle
(1976) are particularly controversial and therefoeee not been analyzed thoroughly. One is the
class of expressives, which has often been ovariplgied or even excluded from classification
because it was not considered particularly usefulthe particular applications for which the

classifications that we analyzed were built. Howgegpressives have indeed become fairly useful
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in recent years: understanding expressives hagduont to be crucial in the growing area of
opinion mining and sentiment analySisThe other controversial class is that of declamatidrhis
class has often been removed altogether in thsitiamto computational linguistics because of the
lack of contextual data: declarations, in factyreh particular cultural-dependent institutions,
whose presence is challenging to retrieve withctimeent technology. As Searle (1976) points out,
"the mastery of those rules which constitutes listiticompetence by the speaker and hearer is not
in general sufficient for the performance of a deafion. In addition, there must exist an extra-
linguistic institution and the speaker and hearasihoccupy special places within this institutitin.

is only given such institutions as the Church, lde, private property, the state and a special
position of the speaker and hearer within thesatini®ons that one can excommunicate, appoint,
give and bequeath one's possessions or declare/Mgamay add that the only exceptions to the
principle that every declaration requires an eltrguistic institution are those declarations that
concern language itself, as for example, when @ys,s| define, abbreviate, name, call or dub™
(Searle, 1976, p. 14-15). In chapter 1, we mentahat cultural dependency affects to a certain
degree all types of speech acts, even speech #&oth &re usually not considered institutional
speech acts per se, in that societal conventiomayal apply and regulate the way we act. All
speech acts are therefore partially culture-depgindhich makes all classifications of speech acts
to a certain extent necessarily culture-dependemt athnocentric. While there are indeed
commonalities between non institutional speechygas across cultures and languages, we want to
remark the fact that the classifications proposedhapter 3 and further discussed in this chapter
focus on data in the English language, producedttfermost part, but not exclusively, by US
American native speakers. We conclude with the wofdVierzbicka, who emphasizes the volatile
nature not only of declarations, but of speech asta whole: "from the outset, studies in speech
acts have suffered from an astonishing ethnocemtiasid to a considerable degree they continue to
do so" (1991, p. 25).

*® The area which "deals with the computational treatment of opinion, sentiment, and subjectivity in text" (Pang &
Lee, 2008).
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