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Speech	act	theory	explains	how	words	can	not	only	inform	but	also	perform	actions	through	speech.John	Searle	identified	five	speech	act	types:	assertive,	commissive,	directive,	declaratory,	and	expressive.Speech	act	theory	has	greatly	influenced	fields	like	literary	criticism	by	explaining	characters'	speech	in	stories.	Speech	act	theory	is	a	subfield	of
pragmatics	that	studies	how	words	are	used	not	only	to	present	information	but	also	to	carry	out	actions.	The	speech	act	theory	was	introduced	by	Oxford	philosopher	J.L.	Austin	in	"How	to	Do	Things	With	Words"	and	further	developed	by	American	philosopher	John	Searle.	Itconsiders	the	degree	to	which	utterancesare	said	to	perform	locutionary
acts,	illocutionary	acts,	and/or	perlocutionary	acts.	Many	philosophers	and	linguists,	such	as	Andreas	Kemmerling,	study	speech	act	theory	as	a	way	to	better	understand	human	communication.	"Part	of	the	joy	of	doing	speech	act	theory,	from	my	strictly	first-person	point	of	view,"	Kemmerling	wrote,	"is	becoming	more	and	more	remindful	of	how
many	surprisingly	different	things	we	do	when	we	talk	to	each	other".	Philosopher	John	Searle	is	responsible	for	devising	a	system	of	speech	act	categorization.	"In	the	past	three	decades,	speech	act	theory	has	become	an	important	branch	of	the	contemporary	theory	of	language	thanks	mainly	to	the	influence	of	[J.R.]	Searle	(1969,	1979)	and	[H.P.]
Grice	(1975)	whose	ideas	on	meaning	and	communication	have	stimulated	research	in	philosophy	and	in	human	and	cognitive	sciences..."	From	Searle's	view,	there	are	only	five	illocutionary	points	that	speakers	can	achieve	on	propositions	in	an	utterance,	namely:	The	assertiveThe	commissiveThe	directiveThe	declaratoryThe	expressive	Speakers
achieve:	The	assertive	point	when	they	represent	how	things	are	in	the	world;	The	commissive	point	when	they	commit	themselves	to	doing	something;The	directive	point	when	they	make	an	attempt	to	get	hearers	to	do	something;The	declaratory	point	when	they	do	things	in	the	world	at	the	moment	of	the	utterance	solely	by	virtue	of	saying	that
they	do;	The	expressive	point	when	they	express	their	attitudes	about	objects	and	facts	of	the	world(Vanderkeven	and	Kubo	2002)	"Since	1970	speech	act	theory	has	influenced...the	practice	of	literary	criticism.	When	applied	to	the	analysis	of	direct	discourse	by	a	character	within	a	literary	work,	it	provides	a	systematic...framework	for	identifying
the	unspoken	presuppositions,	implications,	and	effects	of	speech	acts	[that]	competent	readers	and	critics	have	always	taken	into	account,	subtly	though	unsystematically.	Speech	act	theory	has	also	been	used	in	a	more	radical	way,	however,	as	a	model	on	which	to	recast	the	theory	of	literature...and	especially...prose	narratives.	What	the	author	of	a
fictional	workor	else	what	the	author's	invented	narratornarrates	is	held	to	constitute	a	'pretended'	set	of	assertions,	which	are	intended	by	the	author,	and	understood	by	the	competent	reader,	to	be	free	from	a	speaker's	ordinary	commitment	to	the	truth	of	what	he	or	she	asserts.	Within	the	frame	of	the	fictional	world	that	the	narrative	thus	sets	up,
however,	the	utterances	of	the	fictional	characterswhether	these	are	assertions	or	promises	or	marital	vowsare	held	to	be	responsible	to	ordinary	illocutionary	commitments,"	(Abrams	and	Galt	Harpham	2005).	Although	Searle's	theory	of	speech	acts	has	had	a	tremendous	influence	on	functional	aspects	of	pragmatics,	it	has	also	received	very	strong
criticism.	Some	argue	that	Austin	and	Searle	based	their	work	principally	on	their	intuitions,	focusing	exclusively	on	sentences	isolated	from	the	context	where	they	might	be	used.	In	this	sense,	one	of	the	main	contradictions	to	Searle's	suggested	typology	is	the	fact	that	the	illocutionary	force	of	a	concrete	speech	act	cannot	take	the	form	of	a
sentence	as	Searle	considered	it.	"Rather,	researchers	suggest	that	a	sentence	is	a	grammatical	unit	within	the	formal	system	of	language,	whereas	the	speech	act	involves	a	communicative	function	separate	from	this."	"In	speech	act	theory,	the	hearer	is	seen	as	playing	a	passive	role.	The	illocutionary	force	of	a	particular	utterance	is	determined
with	regard	to	the	linguistic	form	of	the	utterance	and	also	introspection	as	to	whether	the	necessary	felicity	conditionsnot	least	in	relation	to	the	speaker's	beliefs	and	feelingsare	fulfilled.	Interactional	aspects	are,	thus,	neglected.	However,	[a]	conversation	is	not	just	a	mere	chain	of	independent	illocutionary	forcesrather,	speech	acts	are	related	to
other	speech	acts	with	a	wider	discourse	context.	Speech	act	theory,	in	that	it	does	not	consider	the	function	played	by	utterances	in	driving	conversation	is,	therefore,	insufficient	in	accounting	for	what	actually	happens	in	conversation,"	(Barron	2003).	Abrams,	Meyer	Howard,	and	Geoffrey	Galt	Harpham.A	Glossary	of	Literary	Terms.	8th	ed.,
Wadsworth	Cengage	Learning,	2005.Austin,	J.l.	How	To	Do	Things	With	Words.	1975.Barron,	Anne.Acquisition	in	Interlanguage	Pragmatics	Learning	How	to	Do	Things	with	Words	in	a	Study	Abroad	Context.	J.	Benjamins	Pub.	Co.,	2003..Kemmerling,	Andreas.	Speech	Acts,	Minds,	and	Social	Reality:	Discussions	with	John	r.	Searle.	Expressing	an
Intentional	State.Studies	in	Linguistics	and	Philosophy,	vol.	79,	2002,	pp.	83.Kluwer	Academic	Publishers.Vanderveken,	Daniel,	and	Susumu	Kubo.	Introduction.Essays	in	Speech	Act	Theory,	John	Benjamins,	2001,	pp.	121.Illocutionary	acts	express	an	attitude	and	function	differently	from	just	stating	something	in	words.Illocutionary	acts	are
important	in	speech,	affecting	how	messages	are	understood	by	listeners.	In	speech-act	theory,	the	term	illocutionary	act	refers	to	the	use	of	a	sentenceto	express	an	attitude	with	a	certain	function	or	"force,"	called	anillocutionary	force,	which	differs	from	locutionary	acts	in	that	they	carry	a	certain	urgency	and	appeal	to	the	meaning	and	direction	of
the	speaker.	Although	illocutionary	acts	are	commonly	made	explicit	by	the	use	of	performative	verbslike	"promise"	or	"request,"	they	can	often	be	vague	as	in	someone	saying	"I'll	be	there,"	wherein	the	audience	cannot	ascertain	whether	the	speaker	has	made	a	promise	or	not.	In	addition,	as	Daniel	R.	Boisvert	observes	in	"Expressivism,
Nondeclarative,	and	Success-Conditional	Semantics"	that	we	can	use	sentences	to	"warn,	congratulate,	complain,	predict,	command,	apologize,	inquire,	explain,	describe,	request,	bet,	marry,	and	adjourn,	to	list	just	a	few	specific	kinds	of	illocutionary	act."	The	termsillocutionary	actandillocutionary	forcewere	introduced	by	British	linguistic
philosopher	JohnAustin	in	1962's	"How	to	Do	Things	With	Words,	and	for	some	scholars,	the	term	illocutionary	actis	virtually	synonymous	with	speech	act.	Acts	of	speech	can	be	broken	down	into	three	categories:	locutionary,	illocutionary,	and	perlocutionary	acts.	In	each	of	these,	too,	the	acts	can	either	be	direct	or	indirect,	which	quantify	how
effective	they	are	at	conveying	the	speaker's	message	to	its	intended	audience.	According	to	Susana	Nuccetelli	and	Gary	Seay's	"Philosophy	of	Language:	The	Central	Topics,"	locutionary	acts	are	"the	mere	act	of	producing	some	linguistic	sounds	or	marks	with	a	certain	meaning	and	reference,"	but	these	are	the	least	effective	means	of	describing	the
acts,	merely	an	umbrella	term	for	the	other	two	which	can	occur	simultaneously.	Speech	acts	can	therefore	further	be	broken	down	into	illocutionary	and	perlocutionary	wherein	the	illocutionary	act	carries	a	directive	for	the	audience,	such	as	promising,	ordering,	apologizing	and	thanking.	Perlocutionary	acts,	on	the	other	hand,	bring	about
consequences	to	the	audiences	such	as	saying	"I	will	not	be	your	friend."	In	this	instance,	the	impending	loss	of	friendship	is	an	illocutionary	act	while	the	effect	of	frightening	the	friend	into	compliance	is	a	perlocutionary	act.	Because	perlocutionary	and	illocutionary	acts	depend	on	the	audience's	reaction	to	a	given	speech,	the	relationship	between
speaker	and	listener	is	important	to	understand	in	the	context	of	such	acts	of	speech.	Etsuko	Oishi	wrote	in	"Apologies,"	that	"the	importance	of	the	speaker's	intention	in	performing	an	illocutionary	act	is	unquestionable,	but,	in	communication,	the	utterance	becomes	an	illocutionary	act	only	when	the	hearer	takes	the	utterance	as	such."	By	this,
Oishi	means	that	although	the	speaker's	act	may	always	be	an	illocutionary	one,	the	listener	can	choose	to	not	interpret	that	way,	therefore	redefining	the	cognitive	configuration	of	their	shared	outer	world.	Given	this	observation,	the	old	adage	"know	your	audience"	becomes	especially	relevant	in	understanding	discourse	theory,	and	indeed	in
composing	a	good	speech	or	speaking	well	in	general.	In	order	for	the	illocutionary	act	to	be	effective,	the	speaker	must	use	language	which	his	or	her	audience	will	understand	as	intended.scoresvideos	The	average	number	of	words	we	speak	on	a	daily	basis	remains	a	contested	matter.	Some	have	argued	that	the	average	is	around	16,000	words,
while	more	modest	researchers	refer	to	5,000.	Of	course,	culture,	sample	size,	and	sociodemographic	variables	influence	the	answer.	One	thing	is	certainly	true:	the	number	of	spoken	words	we	use	is	not	trivial.	And	this	is	without	adding	the	number	of	text	messages,	tweets,	and	other	written	posts	that	are	part	of	our	habits.	What	do	we	do	with
these	words?	Some	are	historically	memorable,	like	those	of	US	president	Ronald	Regan	during	a	speech	in	West	Berlin	in	1987:	Mr.	Gorbachev,	tear	down	this	wall!.	Others	are	kept	as	literature	treasures,	like	those	found	in	Shakespeare	or	Gabriel	Garca	Mrquez.	It	seems	clear	that	with	words	we	do	not	only	describe	the	world	and	refer	to	things,
but	we	transform	reality.	This	was	the	intuition	that	J.	L.	Austin,	a	British	philosopher	of	language,	explored	during	his	Harvard	lectures	in	1995.	His	philosophy	became	greatly	influential	and	constituted	the	beginning	of	Speech	Act	Theory.	The	Origins	of	Speech	Act	Theory:	J.	L.	Austin	and	WittgensteinLanguage	Tree,	via	the	Guardian.	Austin	and
the	later	Wittgenstein	were	interested	in	how	we	use	language	rather	than	speculating	about	its	abstract	nature.	In	the	Philosophical	Investigations,	published	posthumously	in	1953,	Wittgenstein	observed	that	language	was	like	a	toolbox:	hammers	and	screwdrivers	are	an	analogy	to	the	different	functions	words	can	have	(2009,	op.	11).	What	type	of
functions/usages	can	we	find?	The	Austrian	philosopher	believed	there	is	no	such	thing	as	a	static	list	of	usages.	From	giving	orders	and	describing	a	state	of	affairs,	to	making	jokes	and	promises,	the	usages	are	countless:	Countless	different	kinds	of	use	of	what	we	call	symbols,	words,	and	sentences.	(Wittgenstein,	2009,	op.	23a).	The	emphasis	on
countless	(unzhlige	in	German)	means	that	one	cannot	simply	make	a	taxonomy	of	usages;	put	differently,	there	are	not	easy	to	categorize.	Languages	come	into	and	go	into	existence.	Some	are	born	while	others	become	obsolete	and	forgotten	(Wittgenstein,	2009,	op.	23a).	Historical	linguists	support	this	idea:	it	is	only	in	historical	practices	that	one
finds	the	unfolding	of	language	(Deutscher,	2006,	p.	9	&	114).	Contrary	to	Wittgenstein,	J.	L.	Austin	argued	that	classifying	them	could	indeed	be	possible.	That	effort	became	the	core	of	his	Harvard	lectures	in	1995	from	which	Speech	Act	theory	emerged.	What	Are	Speech	Acts?Wittgenstein	in	a	1947,	via	Deutschlandfunk	Kultur	Austin	made	a
provisional	division	between	constative	and	performative	sentences.	While	constative	sentences	had	truth	value	(can	be	true	or	false),	performatives	were	successful	or	not,	or	like	Austin	wrote,	happy	or	unhappy	(2020,	p.	18).	Consider	the	sentence:	A	water	molecule	is	composed	of	two	hydrogen	atoms	and	one	oxygen	atom.	Clearly,	this	sentence	is
describing	the	world.	It	is	stating	a	fact	that	can	be	true	or	false.	But	what	fact	is	being	described	by	Ronald	Regans	Mr.	Gorbachev,	tear	down	this	wall?	The	second	utterance	is	performative	because	it	is	neither	true	nor	false.	As	a	request,	it	could	be	either	felicitous	or	infelicitous	(another	terminology	for	happy	or	unhappy).	A	request	is	felicitous
when	it	changes	the	future	such	that	the	request	is	observed.	We	can	now	define	speech	acts	as,	precisely,	the	act	of	uttering	performative	sentences.	Later	in	his	lectures,	Austin	realized	that	everything	we	say	is,	to	various	extents,	performative,	so	he	abandoned	the	distinction	to	develop	a	general	theory	of	speech	acts	(Huang,	2014,	p.	126).	Austin
introduced	new	distinctions	to	elucidate	what	is	happening	when	someone	says	something:	every	utterance	(locution)	has	an	illocutionary	act	and	a	perlocutionary	effect.	Let	us	consider	them	quickly.	The	Illocutionary	and	Perlocutionary	Force	of	a	Speech	ActPresident	Ronald	Reagan	delivering	a	message	to	Mikhail	S.	Gorbachev,	the	Soviet	leader	at
the	time.	Via	New	York	Times.	The	illocutionary	act	refers	to	the	type	of	speech	act	that	is	being	performed,	this	is,	the	function	that	the	speaker	intends	to	fulfill.	The	perlocutionary	part,	on	the	other	hand,	is	the	effect	that	an	utterance	could	have	on	the	hearer	or	addressee	(Huang,	2014,	p.	128).	As	an	illustration,	recall	that	on	December	8,	1941,
the	US	Congress	declared	war	on	the	Empire	of	Japan	responding	to	the	previous	attack	on	Pearl	Harbor.	President	Franklin	D.	Roosevelt	addressed	congress.	In	his	discourse,	one	can	distinguish	illocutionary	acts:	promises	(to	the	US)	and	warnings	(to	Japan),	also	including	his	requests	for	the	state	of	war	to	be	recognized.	We	can	speculate	about
the	perlocutionary	effects:	some	people	were	moved	and	excited,	while	others	could	have	experienced	fear	and	anxiety,	as	it	was	now	clear	that	the	United	States	would	join	World	War	II.	The	perlocutionary	effect,	therefore,	does	not	depend	on	the	intention	of	the	speaker.	I	cannot	say	I	hereby	scare	you	or	I	hereby	convince	you.	Classifying	Speech
ActsPresident	Franklin	D.	Roosevelts	Discourse	to	US	Congress,	via	MPR	news.	Focusing	on	the	illocutionary	act,	J.L.	Austin	was	ready	to	classify	speech	acts.	He	did	this	by	using	performative	verbs	that	make	the	illocutionary	act	explicit	(e.g.,	I	declare,	I	promise).	He	ended	up	with	six	types:	verdictives,	exercitives,	commissives,	behabitives,	and
expositives	(Austin,	2020,	p.	166).	The	following	table	summarizes	and	explains	his	classification.	Austins	Speech	Act	Classification	(2020,	pp.	152	&	ff)Speech	ActDescriptionExample	(explicit	performatives)VerdictivesVerdictives	are	those	capable	of	truth	value	(what	Austin	initially	called	constative	sentences).Estimate,	date,	assess,	describe,
value.ExercitivesExercitives	relate	to	decisions	in	favor	or	against	a	course	of	action.	For	example,	Franklin	D.	Roosevelts	request	for	the	US	congress	to	recognize	the	state	of	war.Appoint,	demote,	veto,	command,	warn,	pardon.CommissivesA	commissive	commits	the	speaker	to	a	certain	course	of	action.Promise,	guarantee,	vow,	pledge	oneself,
contract,	covenant.BehabitivesThese	are	reactions	to	other	peoples	behavior;	they	express	an	attitude	toward	someone	elses	conduct.Thank,	apologize,	deplore,	congratulate,	criticize,	bless,	curse,	protest.ExpositivesExpositives	are	used	to	expound	views	and	arguments.Revise,	understand,	report,	affirm,	inform,	deduce,	conjecture,	deny.	John
Searles	Speech	Act	TheoryPhotograph	of	John	Searle	at	the	Faculty	of	Christ	Church,	Oxford	by	Matthew	Breindel.	Via	Wikimedia	Commons.	Austins	classification	of	speech	acts	was	closely	examined	and	greatly	improved	by	his	student	John	Searle.	In	his	book	Expression	and	Meaning	(1979),	instead	of	focusing	on	performative	verbs,	he
distinguishes	twelve	dimensions	of	variation	in	which	illocutionary	acts	differ	from	one	another.	However,	he	decides	to	build	his	taxonomy	mainly	around	two:	the	illocutionary	point	and	the	direction	of	fit	(Searle,	1979,	p.	5)1.	To	begin,	the	illocutionary	point	is	the	purpose	of	the	utterance.	The	illocutionary	point	of	a	description	is	different	from,	let
us	say,	a	command;	but	a	request	and	a	command	have	the	same	illocutionary	point:	both	are	attempts	to	get	the	hearer	to	do	something	(Searle,	1979,	p.	3).	Searles	illocutionary	point	is	part	of	Austins	illocutionary	act.	In	any	case,	there	is	something	more	that	distinguishes	illocutionary	acts,	namely,	their	direction	of	fit.	To	explain	it	Searle	uses	an
example	made	by	Elizabeth	Anscombe.	Photograph	of	Elizabeth	Anscombe,	via	News	in	France.	Imagine	that	a	husband	goes	to	the	grocery	store	with	a	list	of	things	to	buy.	At	the	same	time,	he	is	being	followed	by	a	detective	who	is	observing	which	products	he	is	acquiring	and	writing	them	on	a	list	as	well.	In	the	end,	both	the	husband	and	the
detective	will	have	the	same	list	(both	contain	the	same	items).	Yet,	they	are	different:	What	Searle	is	stressing	by	using	Anscombes	example,	is	that	speech	acts	(words)	relate	in	different	ways	to	reality	(the	world).	Searle	introduces	a	notation,	such	that	()	represents	a	word-to-world	direction	of	fit	(that	of	the	detective),	and	()	stands	for	a	world-to-
word	direction	of	fit	(that	of	the	husband).	Considering	the	illocutionary	point	and	the	direction	of	fit	I	can	now	summarize	Searles	taxonomy.	Searles	Speech	Act	Classification	(1979)Speech	ActIllocutionary	PointDirection	of	FitExamplesAssertivesTo	commit	the	speaker	to	something	being	the	case	(truth	value)()Assertions,	statements,	claims,
hypothesisDirectivesAttempts	by	the	speaker	to	get	the	hearer	to	do	something()Commands,	requests,	invitationsCommissivesCommit	the	speaker	to	some	future	course	of	action()Promises,	pledges,	vowsExpressivesExpress	a	psychological	stateIt	is	presupposedCongratulations,	apologies,	condolencesDeclarationsThese	speech	acts,	they	create	new
states	of	affairs	by	representing	them	as	being	the	case.()Baptisms,	marrying,	hiring/firing,	terminating	a	contract	The	Tower	of	Babel	by	Pieter	Bruegel	the	Elder,	1563,	via	Wikimedia	Commons.	Searle	is	conscious	of	the	additional	requirement	for	non-linguistic	institutions	to	exist	so	that	directive	speech	acts	are	successful	(happy).	A	command,	for
example,	is	obeyed	once	the	speaker	is	in	a	position	of	authority	over	the	hearer	(Searle,	1969,	p.	66).	This	point	was	made	in	the	Harvard	Lectures	as	well	(Austin,	2020,	p.	18).	In	the	case	of	Expressives	the	direction	of	fit	is	presupposed	because	when	one	congratulates	or	expresses	condolence	there	is	already	an	antecedent	speech	act	that	is	being
assumed	(Searle,	2010,	p.	12).	For	Searle,	the	most	interesting	speech	acts	are	Declarations.	Declarations	bring	about	correspondence	between	the	propositional	content	of	an	utterance	and	reality,	this	is,	they	create	reality	by	representing	it.	In	this	sense	when	the	proper	authority	in	an	appropriate	context	says	I	declare	you	husband	and	wife	the
content	of	that	utterance	is	now	real;	this	is	why	there	is	a	double	direction	of	fit	().	The	Future	of	Speech	Act	TheoryA	Daimyo	Talking	to	One	of	His	Retainers	by	Katsukawa	Shunk,	Edo	period	(16151868),	via	the	Met	Museum.	Speech	Act	Theory	is	deeply	influential	in	the	modern	philosophy	of	language,	linguistics,	social	theory,	Critical	Theory,	and
discourse	studies,	among	others.	Some	have	tried	to	extend	the	classification	of	speech	acts	based	on	Searle	(Ballmer	&	Brennenstuhl,	1981).	The	most	challenging	part	about	speech	acts	is,	nevertheless,	that	they	are	not	necessarily	linguistic,	this	is,	one	can	perform	a	speech	act	by	gesture	or	by	pointing	at	things.	Additionally,	some	speech	acts	can
be	nested,	such	that	the	question	where	is	the	salt?	contains,	in	the	context	of	dinner,	a	nested	directive:	pass	the	salt	or	please	pass	the	salt.	The	most	important	idea	to	remember	from	speech	act	theory	is	this:	in	speaking	we	are	not	only	describing	things,	but	we	are	also	performing	actions	and	interacting	with	reality.	We	can	commit	ourselves	to
promises,	we	can	influence	the	behavior	of	others,	and	we	can	choose	to	declare	war.	Literature	Austin,	J.	L.	(2020).	How	to	do	things	with	words	(Kindle	Ver).	Barakaldo	Books.Ballmer,	T.,	&	Brennenstuhl,	W.	(1981).	Speech	Act	Classification.	Springer	Verlag.Deutscher,	G.	(2006).	The	Unfolding	of	Language.	The	evolution	of	mankinds	greatest
invention.	London:	Arrow	Books.Huang,	Y.	(2014).	Pragmatics	(Second).	Oxford	University	Press.Searle,	J.	(1979).	Expression	and	Meaning.	Cambridge:	Cambridge	University	Press.Searle,	J.	(2010).	Making	the	Social	World.	Oxford	University	Press.Wittgenstein,	L.	(2009).	Philosophical	Investigations.	(G.	E.	M.	Anscombe,	Ed.)	(4th	ed.).	Oxford:	Wiley
Blackwell.	1	The	third	dimension	is	also	relevant	although	we	will	not	discuss	it	here:	the	expressed	psychological	state.	John	Langshaw	Austin	was	a	prominent	philosopher	of	language	and	a	leading	figure	in	the	field	of	ordinary	language	philosophy.	His	work	focused	on	the	analysis	of	speech	acts,	the	nature	of	language,	and	the	intricacies	of
linguistic	meaning.	This	essay	aims	to	explore	the	key	elements	of	Austins	philosophy,	focusing	on	his	concept	of	speech	acts,	his	critique	of	traditional	philosophical	theories	of	language,	and	his	contributions	to	our	understanding	of	linguistic	meaning	and	communication.	The	Philosophy	of	Ordinary	Language	Austins	philosophy	is	deeply	rooted	in
the	tradition	of	ordinary	language	philosophy.	We	will	examine	how	Austin	challenged	the	traditional	philosophical	approach	of	analyzing	language	by	investigating	everyday	language	use	and	the	ordinary	contexts	in	which	linguistic	expressions	are	employed.	Speech	Acts	and	Performative	Utterances	Austins	most	significant	contribution	to
philosophy	of	language	lies	in	his	theory	of	speech	acts.	He	introduced	the	notion	that	utterances	not	only	describe	or	convey	information	but	also	perform	actions.	We	will	explore	Austins	distinction	between	constative	and	performative	utterances	and	his	analysis	of	the	conditions	for	successful	performatives.	Austins	Critique	of	Traditional	Theories
of	Meaning	Austin	criticized	the	prevailing	theories	of	meaning,	particularly	the	notion	of	truth-conditional	semantics.	He	argued	that	meaning	cannot	be	reduced	solely	to	the	correspondence	between	words	and	states	of	affairs	but	involves	a	complex	interplay	of	linguistic	conventions,	context,	and	speaker	intentions.	We	will	delve	into	Austins
alternative	view	of	meaning	as	tied	to	language	use	and	social	practices.	Locution,	Illocution,	and	Perlocution	Austins	theory	of	speech	acts	distinguishes	between	three	dimensions:	locutionary	acts	(the	act	of	uttering	words	and	producing	linguistic	expressions),	illocutionary	acts	(the	intended	force	or	function	of	the	utterance),	and	perlocutionary
acts	(the	effects	or	consequences	of	the	utterance	on	the	listener).	We	will	explore	these	dimensions	and	their	role	in	understanding	communication.	Performative	Verbs	and	Felicity	Conditions	Austins	analysis	of	performative	utterances	involves	the	examination	of	performative	verbs	and	the	conditions	that	make	them	felicitous	or	infelicitous.	We	will
discuss	Austins	notion	of	felicity	conditions,	including	the	importance	of	sincerity,	appropriateness,	and	the	presence	of	certain	contextual	factors.	Language,	Action,	and	Social	Reality	Austins	philosophy	emphasizes	the	inseparability	of	language	and	action.	He	argues	that	language	is	deeply	intertwined	with	social	practices,	institutions,	and	shared
conventions.	We	will	explore	how	Austins	insights	shed	light	on	the	role	of	language	in	shaping	our	understanding	of	social	reality,	norms,	and	power	dynamics.	Influence	and	Legacy	Austins	philosophy	of	language	has	had	a	profound	impact	on	various	disciplines,	including	linguistics,	philosophy,	communication	studies,	and	sociolinguistics.	We	will
discuss	the	influence	of	Austins	work	on	subsequent	thinkers,	such	as	J.L.	Austins	Speech	Act	Theory	and	its	connections	to	pragmatics	and	the	study	of	language	in	context.	Conclusion	John	Langshaw	Austins	philosophy	revolutionized	our	understanding	of	language	and	communication	by	shifting	the	focus	from	abstract	linguistic	structures	to	the
analysis	of	speech	acts	and	the	performative	nature	of	utterances.	His	ideas	have	paved	the	way	for	the	development	of	pragmatics	and	have	challenged	traditional	theories	of	meaning	and	language	use.	Austins	emphasis	on	the	social	and	interactive	aspects	of	language	continues	to	shape	our	understanding	of	how	language	functions	in	everyday	life
and	contributes	to	the	construction	of	social	reality.	Speech	act	theory	accounts	for	an	act	that	a	speaker	performs	when	pronouncing	an	utterance,	which	thus	serves	a	function	in	communication.	Since	speech	acts	are	the	tools	that	allow	us	to	interact	in	real-life	situations,	uttering	a	speech	act	requires	knowledge	not	only	of	the	language	but	also	of
its	appropriate	use	within	a	given	culture.Speech	act	theory	was	first	developed	by	J.	L.	Austin	whose	seminal	Oxford	Lectures	in	19524	marked	an	important	development	in	the	philosophy	of	language	and	linguistics.	Austins	proposal	can	be	viewed	as	a	reaction	to	the	extreme	claims	of	logical	positivists,	who	argued	that	the	meaning	of	a	sentence	is
reducible	to	its	verifiability,	that	is	to	an	analysis	which	verifies	if	utterances	are	true	or	false.	Austin	contended	that	most	of	our	utterances	do	more	than	simply	making	statements:	questions	and	orders	are	not	used	to	state	something,	and	many	declarative	sentences	do	not	lend	themselves	to	being	analysed	in	terms	of	their	falsifiability.	Instead,
they	are	instruments	that	allow	speakers	to	change	the	state	of	affairs.	This	is	tantamount	to	saying	that	we	use	language	mainly	as	a	tool	to	do	things,	and	we	do	so	by	means	of	performing	hundreds	of	ordinary	verbal	actions	of	different	types	in	daily	life,	such	as	make	telephone	calls,	baptise	children,	or	fire	an	employee.The	fact	that	not	all
sentences	are	a	matter	of	truth	verifiability	was	first	advanced	by	Aristotle	who,	in	his	De	Interpretatione,	argued	that:there	are	in	the	mind	thoughts	which	do	not	involve	truth	or	falsity,	and	also	those	which	must	be	either	true	or	false,	so	it	is	in	speech.	[.	.	.]	A	sentence	is	a	significant	portion	of	speech	[.	.	.]	Yet	every	sentence	is	not	a	proposition;
only	such	are	propositions	as	have	in	them	either	truth	or	falsity.	[.	.	.]	Let	us	therefore	dismiss	all	other	types	of	sentence	but	the	proposition,	for	this	last	concerns	our	present	inquiry,	whereas	the	investigation	of	the	others	belongs	rather	to	the	study	of	rhetoric	or	of	poetry.	(14)	Although	he	explicitly	deems	the	nature	of	sentences	to	be
uninteresting	in	his	inquiry	on	apophantic	logos,	Aristotle	represents	the	first	account	of	language	as	action.J.	L.	Austin/The	Times	Literary	SupplementAristotles	standpoint	influenced	the	study	of	language	for	centuries	and	paved	the	way	for	a	tradition	of	research	on	verifiability,	but	several	German	and	British	philosophers	anticipated	a	view	of
language	as	a	tool	to	change	a	state	of	affairs.	The	issues	of	language	and	conversation	were	addressed	by	Immanuel	Kant	who	anticipated	some	concepts	like	context	and	subjective	idealisation,	the	rules	that	articulate	conversation,	and	the	para-linguistic	gestures	used	in	the	accomplishment	of	speech	acts.	But	it	was	only	at	the	end	of	the
nineteenth	century	that	a	more	elaborate	treatment	of	language	as	action	was	initiated.	The	first,	although	non-systematic,	study	of	the	action-like	character	of	language	was	conducted	by	Thomas	Reid,	who	described	different	acts	that	can	be	performed	through	language,	and	grouped	them	into	two	categories:	solitary	acts	like	judgements,
intentions,	deliberations	and	desiring,	which	can	go	unexpressed;	and	social	operations	like	commanding,	promising	or	warning,	which,	by	their	very	social	nature,	must	be	expressed.	Reids	contribution	to	the	inception	of	a	speech	act	theory	can	be	fully	understood	if	viewed	from	the	wider	perspective	of	the	philosophical	developments	of	his
time.Franz	Brentanos	distinction	between	physical	and	psychological	phenomena	is	particularly	relevant	in	this	respect	because	it	reintroduced	to	philosophy	the	scholastic	concept	ofintentionality,	which	allows	for	a	distinction	between	mental	acts	and	the	external	world.	As	far	as	speech	act	theory	is	concerned,	suffice	it	here	to	say	that	Brentano
argued	that	every	mental,	psychological	act	has	a	content	and	is	directed	at	an	object	(the	intentional	object),	which	means	that	mental	phenomena	contain	an	object	intentionally	within	themselves	and	are	thus	definable	as	objectifying	acts.	The	Brentanian	approach	to	intentionality*	allows	for	a	distinction	between	linguistic	expressions	describing
psychological	phenomena	and	linguistic	expressions	describing	non-psychological	phenomena.	Furthermore,	Brentano	claimed	that	speaking	is	itself	an	activity	through	which	we	can	initiate	psychic	phenomena.	Edmund	Husserl	picked	up	the	importance	of	what	Brentanos	psychological	investigation	could	bring	to	logic*,	in	particular	the	contrast
between	emotional	acts	and	objectifying	acts.	Husserl	tackled	the	issue	of	human	mental	activities	(acts)	and	how	they	constitute	the	object	of	knowledge	through	experience.	In	his	Logical	Investigations	(1900/1)	he	developed	a	theory	of	meaning	based	on	intentionality	which,	for	him,	meant	that	consciousness	entails	directedness	towards	an	object.
It	is	on	the	notion	of	objectifying	acts,	that	is	acts	of	representation,	that	Husserl	shaped	his	theory	of	linguistic	meaning,	thus	emphasising	the	referential	use	of	language.	Collaterally	he	treated	the	non-representational	uses	of	language,	that	is	acts	like	asking	questions,	commanding	or	requesting.Following	Brentano	and	moving	within	the	field	of
psychology,	Anton	Marty	offered	the	first	account	of	uses	of	language	meant	to	direct	others	behaviour,	like	giving	an	order,	requesting,	or	giving	encouragement.	Marty	stated	that	sentences	may	hint	at	the	speakers	psychic	processes	and	argued	that	deliberate	speaking	is	a	special	kind	of	acting,	whose	proper	goal	is	to	call	forth	certain	psychic
phenomena	in	other	beings	(1908:	284).	Stemming	from	Brentanos	tripartite	subdivision	of	mental	phenomena	into	presentation,	judgements,	and	phenomena	of	love	and	hate,	Marty	discriminated	linguistic	forms	into	names,	statements	and	emotives	(utterances	arousing	an	interest),	which	is	a	model	that	closely	resembles	Karl	Bhlers	Sprachtheorie.
It	is	precisely	to	Bhler	that	we	owe	the	coinage	of	the	label	speech	act	theory.	He	offered	the	first	thorough	study	of	the	functions	of	language	Darstellung	(representation),	Kindgabe	(intimation	or	expression),	and	Auslsung	(arousal	or	appeal)	thus	endowing	non-representational	sentences	with	their	own	status.A	more	complete	treatment	we	find	in
the	work	of	Adolf	Reinach,	who	offered	the	first	systematic	theory	of	speech	acts.	Reinach	received	a	doctorate	in	philosophy	from	the	University	of	Munich;	his	dissertation	was	on	the	concept	of	cause	in	penal	law.	It	was	within	the	context	of	legal	language	that	Reinach	argued	in	favour	of	the	relevance	of	speech	acts	which	he	referred	to,
presumably	independently	of	Reids	work,	as	social	acts,	that	is	acts	of	the	mind	that	are	performed	in	the	very	act	of	speaking.	Reinach	(1913)	provided	a	detailed	taxonomy	of	social	acts	as	performative*	utterances	and	their	modification,	and	stated	very	clearly	that	the	utterance	(usserung)	of	a	social	act	is	different	from	the	inner	experience	of
emotions	like	anger	or	shame	and	from	statements	(Konstatierungen)	about	experiences.	It	is	precisely	the	recourse	to	the	physical	medium,	the	usserung,	that	transforms	the	philosophical	category	of	action	into	a	social	act.	Drawing	on	previous	literature,	Reinach	separated	actions	from	internal	experiences.	Then	he	discriminated	between	external
actions	like	kissing	or	killing	and	linguistic	actions,	and	within	this	class	he	distinguished	between	social	acts,	which	are	performed	in	every	act	of	speaking,	and	actions,	where	signs	are	used	but	no	speech	act	is	performed	such	as	in	solitary	asserting	and	emotive	uses	of	language.	The	final	distinction	refers	to	the	linguistic	actions	performed	in
uttering	performative	formulae	and	the	linguistic	and	nonlinguistic	actions	whose	performance	has	an	effect	on	the	state	of	affairs	and	even	changes	it.While	Reinachs	ideas	were	spreading	through	the	Munich	scholars,	at	Oxford	A.	J.	Ayer,	considered	the	philosophical	successor	of	Bertrand	Russell,	deemed	philosophically	interesting	only	those
sentences	that	can	be	subject	to	the	truth-condition	analysis.	In	line	with	the	logical	positivism*	of	the	Vienna	Circle,	Ayer	developed	the	verification	principle	in	Language,	Truth	and	Logic	(1936)	where	he	stated	that	a	sentence	is	meaningful	only	if	it	has	verifiable	import.	Sentences	expressing	judgements,	evaluation	and	the	like	were	not	to	be
objects	of	scientific	inquiry.	This	stance,	which	is	now	known	as	the	descriptive	fallacy,	led	him	into	conflict	with	Oxford	linguist	philosophers	like	Gilbert	Ryle	and	J.	L.	Austin,	who	instead	were	greatly	influenced	by	Ludwig	Wittgenstein.	He	claimed	that	a	language	consists	of	a	wide	multiplicity	of	structures	and	usages	that	logical	positivists	had
neglected	to	analyse	but	which	encompass	the	majority	of	what	human	beings	say	in	their	construction	of	meaning.Following	Wittgensteins	insights	into	language	and	putting	himself	against	the	positivist	background,	Gilbert	Ryle	rejected	the	Cartesian	mind-body	dualism	in	The	Concept	of	Mind	(1949),	and	revived	the	centrality	of	the	standard	uses
of	language,	thus	contributing	to	the	development	of	ordinary	language	philosophy*	in	Oxford.Taking	the	same	veil	and	influenced	by	Husserl,	Austin	rejected	the	account	that	only	sentences	that	are	meant	to	describe	a	state	of	affairs	are	worth	studying,	and	he	observed	that	verifiable	sentences	are	only	a	small	part	of	the	large	amount	of	utterances
produced	by	language	users.	Not	all	utterances	express	propositions:	many	perform	actions	as,	for	example,	greetings	or	orders,	which	resist	a	truth-conditional	analysis.	Indeed,	most	of	the	sentences	uttered	by	speakers	are	used	in	such	a	way	as	to	perform	more	fundamental	things	in	verbal	interactions,	such	as	naming	a	ship,	marrying	a	couple,	or
making	a	request.	In	daily	life	we	perform	many	ordinary	verbal	actions,	and	utterances	are	used	in	speech	events	to	accomplish	all	that	is	achieved	through	language.	Austins	speech	act	theory	was	first	delineated	in	the	notes	he	prepared	for	some	lectures	interestingly	entitled	Words	and	Deeds	which	he	delivered	at	Oxford	University	from	1952	to
1954.	Such	notes	constituted	the	basis	on	which	he	developed	his	Harvard	lectures	in	1955,	posthumously	published	in	1962.	In	the	first	phase	of	development	of	his	theory,	Austin	retained	the	Aristotelian	distinction	between	apophantic	and	non-apophantic	logos,	and	introduced	the	terms	of	constative	utterances	and	performative	utterances,	where
the	former	describe	or	constate	a	state	of	affairs	and	the	latter	perform	actions.	Austin	later	realised	that	a	clear	distinction	between	the	two	types	of	utterances	is	unsustainable.	If,	for	example,	we	say	There	is	a	rat	under	your	chair,	we	do	more	than	assert	a	state	of	affairs:	we	warn	someone	about	a	possible	danger.	Assertions	can	thus	be	used	to
perform	such	acts	as	to	warn,	to	apologise,	and	many	more.	Austin	then	abandoned	the	dichotomy	and	contended	that	to	say	something	equals	to	perform	something.	According	to	Austin,	when	we	say	something,	we	perform	three	acts	simultaneously:	a	locutionary	act,	an	illocutionary	act,	and	a	perlocutionary	act.	At	the	locutionary	level,	a	speaker
produces	sounds	(phonetic	act)	which	are	well	ordered	with	respect	to	the	phonological	system	and	grammar	of	a	particular	language	(phatic	act),	and	carry	some	sense	with	respect	to	the	semantic	and	pragmatic	rules	of	that	language	(rhetic	act).	At	the	illocutionary	level,	he	is	expressing	his	intention	by	virtue	of	conventions	shared	in	his	speech
community.	At	the	perlocutionary	level,	he	performs	a	third	act	which	includes	the	consequences	of	his	speaking,	and	he	has	only	limited	control	over	them.	In	order	for	the	speechact	to	be	successful,	it	must	fulfil	some	appropriateness	conditions,	or	felicity	conditions:	locution	is	successful	if	words	and	sounds	are	correctly	produced;	illocution	is
appropriate	if	it	meets	the	conditions	for	its	realisation;	perlocution	may	be	effective	when	it	produces	consequences	desired	by	the	producer.	The	notion	of	illocutionary	force	embodies	the	philosophical	notion	of	intentionality,	which	can	be	expressed	by	performing	a	speech	act	through	three	modalities:	(1)	directly	or	indirectly	through	the
performance	of	another	speech	act	(Pass	me	the	salt	versus	Can	you	pass	me	the	salt?);	literally	or	non-literally	depending	on	the	way	words	are	used	(Stick	it	in	your	head);	(3)	explicitly	or	inexplicitly	when	meaning	is	spelled	out	fully	or	incompletely	(Ill	be	back	later,	Marys	ready).	Indirectness	and	nonliterality	are	disambiguated	by	way	of	a
conversational	implicature*,	whereas	explicitation	is	achieved	through	expansion	or	completion	of	what	one	says.John	Searle,	one	of	Austins	students,	contributed	widely	to	developing	speech	act	theory,	which	he	addressed	from	the	viewpoint	of	intentionality.	Specifically	he	conceived	of	linguistic	intentionality	as	derived	from	mental	intentionality.	In
his	Speech	Acts	(1969)	Searle	claimed	that	Austins	felicity	conditions	are	constitutive	rules	of	speech	acts	to	the	extent	that	to	perform	a	speech	act	means	to	meet	the	conventional	rules	which	constitute	a	specific	speech	act.	Moving	from	this	approach	and	analysing	the	act	of	promising,	Searle	proposed	a	classification	of	speech	acts	into	four
categories:	(1)	propositional	content	(what	the	speech	act	isabout);	(2)	preparatory	condition,	which	states	the	prerequisites	for	the	speech	act;	(3)	sincerity	condition	(the	speaker	has	to	sincerely	intend	to	keep	a	promise);	and	(4)	essential	condition	(the	speakers	intention	that	the	utterance	counts	as	an	act	and	as	such	is	to	be	recognised	by	the
hearer).	One	of	Searles	major	contributions	to	the	theory	refers	to	indirectness,	that	is	the	mismatch	between	an	utterance	and	an	illocutionary	force.The	interpretation	of	indirect	speech	acts	has	drawn	a	great	deal	of	attention.	Drawing	on	H.	P.	Grices	pragmatics,	most	scholars	assume	that	some	inferential	work	on	the	part	of	the	hearer	is	required
in	order	to	identify	the	speakers	communicative	intention	and	the	core	question	is	how	such	inference	can	be	computed.	Searle	(1975)	assumes	that	the	hearer	recognises	both	a	direct-literal	force,	which	he	understands	as	the	secondary	force,	and	an	indirect-nonliteral	force,	which	is	the	primary	force.	Similarly	Dan	Gordon	and	George	Lakoff	(1975)
argue	that	inference	rules	that	they	label	conversational	postulates	reduce	the	amount	of	inferential	computing	necessary	to	disambiguate	an	indirect	speech	act.	Jerrold	Sadock	(1974)	departs	from	the	inferential	hypothesis	and	proposes	the	idiom	model	by	claiming	that	a	speech	act	like	Can	you	pass	me	the	salt?	is	promptly	interpreted	as	a	request
and	needs	no	inference.Speech	act	theory	received	great	attention	and	valid	theoretical	proposals	from	cognitive	linguists.	Klaus	Panther	and	Linda	Thornburg	(1998)	claim	that	our	knowledge	of	illocutionary	meaning	may	be	systematically	organised	in	the	form	of	what	they	call	illocutionary	scenarios.	They	are	formed	by	a	before,	a	core,	and	an
after	component.	If	a	person	wants	someone	to	bring	him	his	pen,	he	can	utter	a	direct	speech	act	like	Bring	me	my	pen,	which	exploits	the	core	component,	or	he	can	make	his	request	indirectly	exploiting	either	the	before	component	(Can	you	bring	me	my	pen?)	where	the	modal	verb	can	points	to	the	hearers	ability	to	perform	the	action,	or	the	after
component	(You	will	bring	me	my	pen,	wont	you?)	where	the	auxiliary	will	instantiates	the	after	component	of	the	request	scenario.	Panther	(2005)	makes	the	point	that	metonymies	provide	natural	inference	schemas	which	are	constantly	used	by	speakers	in	meaning	construction	and	interpretation.	Scenarios	may	be	accessed	metonymically	by
invoking	relevant	parts	of	them.	Indirect	requests	like	Can	you	open	the	door?,	Will	you	close	the	window?,	Do	you	have	hot	chocolate?	exploit	all	pre-conditions	for	the	performance	of	a	request,	that	is,	the	ability	and	willingness	of	the	hearer,	and	his	possession	of	the	required	object.	Such	pre-conditions	are	used	to	stand	for	the	whole	speech	act
category.	By	means	of	the	explicit	mention	of	one	of	the	components	of	the	scenario,	it	is	possible	for	the	speaker	to	afford	access	to	the	hearer	to	the	whole	illocutionary	category	of	requesting	in	such	a	way	that	the	utterance	is	effortlessly	interpreted	as	a	request.	With	a	view	to	improving	Panthers	proposal,	Francisco	Ruiz	de	Mendoza	(2007)
contends	that	illocutionary	meaning	is	directly	tied	to	the	notion	of	Idealised	Cognitive	Models	(ICMs),	which	are	principle-governed	cognitive	structures.	Illocutionary	scenarios	represent	the	way	in	which	language	users	construct	interactional	meaning	representations	abstracted	away	from	a	number	of	stereotypical	illocutionary	situations.	In	an
indirect	request	like	I	fancy	going	out	for	dinner	the	hearer	understands	the	implicated	meaning	by	relying	on	high-level	situational	ICMs	that	is,	on	the	generic	knowledge	that	expressing	a	wish	indirectly	corresponds	to	asking	for	its	fulfillment.	Thus,	it	is	exactly	the	quick	and	easy	retrieval	from	our	long-term	memory	of	a	stored	illocutionary
scenario	that	allows	us	to	identify	the	nature	of	indirectness.Speech	act	theory	is	a	thought-provoking	issue	which	has	attracted	the	interest	of	philosophers	of	language	and	linguists	from	diverse	theoretical	persuasions.	Manifold	aspects	of	the	theory	are	being	debated	such	as	the	classification	of	speech	acts,	the	relationship	between	speech	acts	and
culture,	and	the	acquisition	of	speech	acts	by	children,	which	proves	how	this	area	of	language	research	still	provides	room	for	developments	and	new	insights.Primary	sourcesAristotle	(1941).	De	Interpretatione.	New	York:	Random	House.	3861.Austin,	J.	L.	(1962).	How	to	Do	Things	with	Words.	Oxford:	Oxford	University	Press.Gordon	D.	and	G.
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communications,	one	theory	that	holds	immense	importance	is	the	Speech	Act	Theory.	Developed	by	philosophers	J.L.	Austin	and	John	Searle,	this	theory	helps	us	comprehend	how	our	words	possess	the	power	to	shape	meaning.	Also,	how	it	influences	our	interactions	with	others.	Lets	delve	into	this	theory	and	explore	its	key	concepts	to	unlock	the
secrets	of	effective	communication.	Words	are	not	merely	sounds	or	symbols;	they	carry	profound	power.	Thus,	they	possess	the	ability	to	convey	thoughts,	express	emotions,	and	influence	others.	Speech	Act	Theory	enables	us	to	comprehend	that	when	we	speak,	we	are	not	solely	stating	facts,	but	also	performing	actions	through	our	words.
Understanding	the	power	of	words	allows	us	to	recognise	the	impact	our	speech	has	on	others.	It	helps	us	become	conscious	of	the	choices	we	make	in	our	language	use.	Thus,	making	us	aware	of	the	potential	consequences	they	may	have.	By	harnessing	the	power	of	words,	we	can	express	ourselves	effectively	and	create	meaningful	connections	with
those	around	us.	Speech	acts	can	be	understood	through	three	levels:	locution,	illocution,	and	perlocution.	Locution	refers	to	the	actual	words	and	phrases	we	use.	Illocution	focuses	on	the	intentions	behind	our	words,	such	as	making	a	request	or	giving	an	order.	Perlocution	refers	to	the	impact	our	words	have	on	others,	like	persuading	or	motivating
them	to	take	action.	By	recognising	these	levels	of	speech	acts,	we	gain	a	deeper	understanding	of	the	complexities	of	communication.	We	become	aware	that	our	words	carry	not	only	literal	meanings	but	also	implied	intentions.	We	then	need	to	consider	the	potential	effects	on	the	receiver.	This	awareness	enables	us	to	be	more	mindful	of	our	speech
and	adapt	it	according	to	our	communicative	goals.	Speech	Act	Theory	categorises	speech	acts	into	three	main	types:	assertive,	directive,	and	expressive.	Assertive	speech	acts	aim	to	convey	information,	such	as	stating	facts	or	making	claims.	Directive	speech	acts	involve	issuing	commands	or	requests.	Expressive	speech	acts	express	emotions,
attitudes,	or	feelings.	Understanding	the	different	types	of	speech	acts	helps	us	navigate	various	communicative	situations	effectively.	We	learn	to	recognise	when	we	need	to	provide	information,	give	instructions,	or	express	ourselves	emotionally.	This	knowledge	allows	us	to	choose	the	appropriate	speech	acts	to	achieve	our	communication	goals.
Therefore,	allowing	us	to	convey	our	intended	meanings	accurately.	For	a	speech	act	to	be	successful,	certain	conditions	known	as	felicity	conditions	must	be	met.	These	conditions	ensure	that	the	act	is	performed	appropriately	and	is	understood	by	the	intended	audience.	Felicity	conditions	may	include	factors	such	as	sincerity,	relevance,	and	the
social	context	in	which	the	speech	act	takes	place.	Understanding	and	adhering	to	these	conditions	contribute	to	effective	communication.	Recognising	felicity	conditions	helps	us	gauge	the	appropriateness	and	effectiveness	of	our	speech	acts.	Therefore,	we	become	more	conscious	of	the	importance	of	sincerity	in	our	words.	Furthermore,	the
relevance	of	our	statements	to	the	context,	and	finally	the	impact	of	social	norms	on	communication.	By	considering	these	conditions,	we	enhance	our	ability	to	convey	our	messages	successfully	and	build	stronger	connections	with	others.	Speech	Act	Theory	emphasises	the	concept	of	performativity.	This	suggests	that	by	uttering	specific	words,	we
bring	about	a	change	in	the	world.	For	example,	saying	I	now	pronounce	you	husband	and	wife	during	a	wedding	ceremony	establishes	a	new	marital	status	for	the	couple.	Our	words	have	the	power	to	create	realities	and	shape	social	structures.	This	aspect	of	speech	acts	highlights	their	transformative	nature.	Understanding	performativity	allows	us
to	appreciate	the	significant	influence	of	our	words	on	social	and	cultural	contexts.	As	a	result,	we	become	aware	of	the	role	our	speech	plays	in	shaping	perceptions,	reinforcing	norms,	and	constructing	shared	meanings.	Also,	by	harnessing	the	power	of	performativity,	we	can	contribute	to	positive	social	change	and	inspire	others	through	our	words.
Context	plays	a	vital	role	in	comprehending	speech	acts.	The	same	words	can	have	different	meanings	depending	on	the	context	in	which	they	are	used.	For	instance,	cultural	norms,	social	relationships,	and	shared	knowledge	influence	the	interpretation	of	speech	acts.	Being	aware	of	these	contextual	factors	is	essential	for	effective	communication.
Therefore,	understanding	the	situational	context	helps	to	avoid	miscommunication	and	ensures	that	the	intended	meaning	is	conveyed.	Considering	contextual	factors	enhances	our	ability	to	adapt	our	communication	to	specific	situations.	We	become	sensitive	to	cultural	nuances	and	adapt	our	language	to	different	social	relationships.	Also,	it	allows
us	to	utilise	shared	knowledge	to	convey	our	ideas	effectively.	By	understanding	context,	we	navigate	diverse	communication	settings	with	ease	and	promote	mutual	understanding.	Speech	Act	Theory	is	closely	intertwined	with	Pragmatics,	the	study	of	how	language	is	used	in	real-life	situations.	Politeness	is	a	significant	aspect	of	pragmatics.
Sociolinguists	Penelope	Brown	and	Stephen	Levinson	argue	that	Politeness	Strategies,	such	as	using	indirect	language	or	employing	polite	expressions,	help	maintain	social	harmony	and	prevent	potential	conflicts.	Being	aware	of	cultural	and	social	norms	of	politeness	aids	in	building	positive	interpersonal	relationships.	Understanding	pragmatics
and	politeness	allows	us	to	engage	in	effective	and	harmonious	communication.	Thus,	we	learn	to	adapt	our	speech	to	different	social	contexts,	respect	cultural	norms,	and	demonstrate	consideration	for	others.	Therefore,	by	employing	politeness	strategies,	we	cultivate	empathy,	show	respect,	and	foster	healthy	relationships	with	those	around	us.
Despite	its	significant	contributions	to	understanding	communication,	Speech	Act	Theory	is	not	without	its	criticisms.	Some	scholars	argue	that	the	theory	places	excessive	focus	on	the	speakers	intentions.	Therefore,	it	neglects	the	role	of	the	listener	in	interpreting	speech	acts.	They	suggest	that	meaning	is	a	collaborative	effort	between	the	speaker
and	the	listener.	This	is	influenced	by	shared	knowledge	and	social	context.	Others	criticise	Speech	Act	Theory	for	its	limited	scope	in	accounting	for	non-verbal	communication.	Also,	the	impact	of	non-linguistic	elements	such	as	body	language	and	facial	expressions.	They	argue	that	meaning	is	not	solely	derived	from	words	but	also	from	non-verbal
cues	that	accompany	speech	acts.	Additionally,	critics	point	out	that	Speech	Act	Theory	tends	to	overlook	the	role	of	power	dynamics	and	social	inequalities	in	communication.	They	argue	that	the	ability	to	perform	certain	speech	acts	may	be	constrained	by	societal	structures.	Thus,	not	all	individuals	have	equal	opportunities	to	exercise	their	speech
acts	freely.	Speech	Act	Theory	offers	us	a	valuable	framework	for	comprehending	the	power	of	words	and	the	intricacies	of	human	communication.	By	recognising	the	various	levels	of	speech	acts,	the	significance	of	felicity	conditions,	the	transformative	nature	of	performativity,	the	impact	of	context,	and	the	importance	of	pragmatics	and	politeness,
we	can	become	more	effective	communicators.	However,	it	is	important	to	acknowledge	the	criticisms	of	the	theory	and	consider	alternative	perspectives.	This	helps	us	to	then	develop	a	more	comprehensive	understanding	of	communication.	Austin,	J.L.	(1962).	How	to	Do	Things	with	Words.	Oxford	University	Press.	Searle,	J.R.	(1969).	Speech	Acts:
An	Essay	in	the	Philosophy	of	Language.	Cambridge	University	Press.	Brown,	P.,	&	Levinson,	S.	C.	(1987).	Politeness:	Some	Universals	in	Language	Usage.	Cambridge	University	Press.	INTRODUCTIONThe	speech	act	theory	considers	language	as	a	sort	of	action	rather	than	a	medium	to	convey	and	express.	The	contemporary	Speech	act	theory
developed	by	J.	L.	Austin	a	British	philosopher	of	languages,	he	introduced	this	theory	in	1975	in	his	well-known	book	of	How	do	things	with	words.	Later	John	Searle	brought	the	aspects	of	theory	into	much	higher	dimensions.	This	theory	is	often	used	in	the	field	of	philosophy	of	languages.	Austin	is	the	one	who	came	up	with	the	findings	that	people
not	only	uses	that	language	to	assert	things	but	also	to	do	things.	And	people	who	followed	him	went	to	greater	depths	based	on	this	point.THEORYAll	sort	of	linguist	communication	are	comprised	of	linguistic	actions.	Previously	it	was	conceived	that	the	very	basic	unit	of	communication	is	words,	Symbols,	sentences	or	some	kind	of	token	of	all	of
these,	but	it	was	speech	act	theory	which	suggested	that	production	or	issuances	if	words,	symbols	are	the	basic	units	of	communication.	This	issuance	happens	during	the	process	of	performance	of	speech	act.	The	meaning	of	these	basic	units	was	considered	as	the	building	blocks	of	mutual	understanding	between	the	people	intend	to	communicate.
A	theory	of	language	is	a	theory	of	action-	Greig	E.	Henderson	and	Christopher	Brown.The	theory	emphasis	that	the	utterances	have	a	different	or	specific	meaning	to	its	user	and	listener	other	than	its	meaning	according	to	the	language.	The	theory	further	identify	that	there	are	two	kinds	of	utterances,	they	are	called	constative	and	performative
utterances.	In	his	book	of	How	do	things	with	words	Austin	clearly	talks	about	the	disparities	between	the	constative	and	performative	utterances.A	constative	utterances	is	something	which	describes	or	denotes	the	situation,	in	relation	with	the	fact	of	true	or	false.Example:	The	teacher	asked	Olivia	whether	she	had	stolen	the	candy.	Olivia	replies
mmmmmm.	Here	the	utterances	of	Olivia	describes	the	event	in	pact	of	answering	her	teacher	whether	the	situation	was	true	or	false.The	performative	utterances	is	something	which	do	not	describes	anything	at	all.	The	utterances	in	the	sentences	or	in	the	part	of	sentences	are	normally	considered	as	having	a	meaning	of	its	own.	The	feelings,
attitudes,	emotions	and	thoughts	of	the	person	performing	linguistic	act	are	much	of	a	principal	unit	here.Example:	Bane	and	Sarah	have	been	dating	for	the	past	four	years.	One	fine	evening	Bane	took	Sarah	to	the	most	expensive	restaurant	in	town.	And	he	ordered	the	most	expensive	wine	available	in	the	restaurant.	Then	he	moved	closer	to	her	and
asked	her	that	will	you	marry	me?.	Sarah	burst	with	contentment	and	replied	I	will.	Here	the	I	will	of	Sarah	express	her	feelings,	attitudes	and	emotional	towards	the	context.	This	utterances	have	its	specific	meaning	only	in	relation	to	it	specific	context.Further	Austin	divides	his	linguistic	act	into	three	different	categories.	They	are,Locutionary	act
This	is	the	act	of	saying	something.	It	has	a	meaning	and	it	creates	an	understandable	utterly	to	convey	or	expressIllocutionary	act	It	is	performed	as	an	act	of	saying	something	or	as	an	act	of	opposed	to	saying	something.	The	illocutionary	utterance	has	a	certain	force	of	it.	It	well	well-versed	with	certain	tones,	attitudes,	feelings,	or	emotions.	There
will	be	an	intention	of	the	speaker	or	others	in	illocutionary	utterance.	It	is	often	used	as	a	tone	of	warning	in	day	today	lifePerlocutionary	act	It	normally	creates	a	sense	of	consequential	effects	on	the	audiences.	The	effects	may	be	in	the	form	of	thoughts,	imaginations,	feelings	or	emotions.	The	effect	upon	the	addressee	is	the	main	charactership	of
perlocutionary	utterancesFor	exampleThe	locutionary	act	describes	a	dangerous	situation,	the	illocutionary	act	acts	as	a	force	of	the	warning	and	perlocutionary	acts	frighten	the	addressee.Austin	himself	admits	that	these	three	components	of	utterances	are	not	altogether	separable.We	must	consider	the	total	situation	in	which	the	utterance	is
issued-	the	total	speech	act	if	we	are	to	see	the	parallel	between	statements	and	performative	utterance,	and	how	each	can	go	wrong.	Perhaps	indeed	there	is	no	great	distinction	between	statements	and	performative	utterances.	Austin.Searle	suggested	that	the	basic	unit	of	linguistic	communication	is	speech	act.	It	can	be	a	word,	a	phrase,	a
sentence	or	a	sound,	it	should	fulfil	the	task	of	expressing	the	intention	of	the	user.	Understanding	the	users	intention	can	lead	to	complete	understanding	of	the	speech	act.CONCLUSIONThe	context	of	speech	act	is	in	the	context	of	situation	than	explanation.	The	speech	act	borrows	it	ideas	from	structuralism.	The	indirect	speech	act	of	John	Searle
was	developed	based	on	Austins	speech	act.	
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