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1. I1CM

intentional
system Dennett (1987)
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D1
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S
D p i q i desiresthat q, if p
Bi(p Di(a)) D (Bi(p
Di(@)  Bi(p))  Di(a) 1
p Di(a) p
q
Davidson Davidson (1980)

partial order

©)
Cl. (cause(e, &) cause(e;, €3))  cause(ey, €3).
C2. - cause(e, €).

intend (i, A, p)
i p A

i intends to do A, so that p holds can;(A)

i A i isabletodo A doing(S, A) S
A ep) P

cause(doing(S, A), e(p)) S A
p
O] S CcML

CM1. (D<(p) Bs(cang(A)) Bs(cause(doing(S, A), e(p)))) intend(S, A, p).
CM2. intend*(S,p)= Aintend(S A, p).

CcM1 S p A



S p A
intend* (S, p) S p
Sintends to do something, so that p holds

ICM
G GO G ICM
ICM ICM
update
2.
2.1 ICM
(2004)
ICM
saying-to(S, X, H) saying-to(S, X, H)
S H Ssaction of saying ‘X' toH
H p S assert*(S, H, p) H
p S H S says
something, so that H comes to believe that p (6b)
(6

(a) assert(saying-to(S, X, H), p) = intend(S, saying-to(S, X, H), Bu(p)).
(b) assert*(S,H, p) = Xintend(S, saying-to(S, X, H), Bu(p)).
(c) (assert(saying-to(S X, H),p) ~ Bg(Bu(p 0)))  assert(saying-to(S X, H), ).

(4) (o) assert* (S, H,p)  intend* (S, Bu(p))

assert(saying-to(S, X, H), p) H p S H
X Ssays ‘X to H, so that H comes to believe that p
assert*(S, H, p) H p S H
S says something to H, so that H comes to believe that p
(6c) P q H



S H X o}
S H p S H p
S H request S H

Q)

(@) want(S, H, p) = Ds(intend*(H, p)).
(b) request(saying-to(S, X, H), p) = assert(saying-to(S, X, H), want(S, H, p)).
(c) request*(S H, p) = assert*(S H, want(S, H, p)).

want(S, H, p) p H
S S p

H request(saying-to(S, X, H),

P) p H H
S H X Ssays ‘X toH, sothat H comesto believe that [S

wants H to do something, so that p holds]
request* (S, H, p) p H

H S H S says something to H, so

that H comes to believe that [Swants H to do something, so that p holds]

(2004)

S H conveyance of intention S

®
(@) c-i(saying-to(S, X, H), p) = assert(saying-to(S, X, H), intend* (S, p)).

(b) c-i*(S H, p) = assert*(S H, intend* (S, p)).

c-i(saying-to(S, X, H), p) p S
H S H X Ssays
‘X’ to H, so that H comes to believe that [Sintends to do something, so that p holds]
c-i*(S H, p) p

S H S H



Ssays something to H, so that H comes to believe that [Sintends to

do something, so that p holds]
Searle (1979)

illocutionary acts

©))

(a) assertive(F) =

S X H p(F(saying-to(S X, H), p) assert(saying-to(S, X, H), p))).
(b) commisive(F) =

S X H p(F(saying-to(S X, H), p) c-i(saying-to(S, X, H), p))).
(c) directive(F) =

S X H p(F(saying-to(S X, H), p) request(saying-to(S, X, H), p))).
(d) expressive(F) =

S X H p(F(saying-to(S X, H), p) assert(saying-to(S, X, H), p))).

p S

(e) declaration(F) =

S X H p(F(syingto(SX G p)  assert(saying-to(S X, H), Ds(CBg(p))))-

G CBgs(p) G
F
assertive commisive
directive expressive declaration
performative verb
(10)
pv p pv | pvthat p S
S p pv tr(p) p
pv

pv(saying-to(S, ‘I pvthat p’, H), tr(p)).



A | promise to do A S

S A promise(saying-to(S, ‘| promisetodo A’, H), S
does A) (9b)
S A promise(saying-to(S, ‘I promisetodo A’, H), S
does A) S A c-i(saying-to(S, ‘I
promiseto do A’, H), Sdoes A)
Yes/No- Y/N-ask Wh- Wh-ask
Yes/No- p p p
Wh- p(X) p(x) X

(11)
(a) Y/N-ask(saying-to(S, X, H), p) =
assert(saying-to(S, X, H), Ds ([(Bu(p) intend* (H, say-to(H, ‘Yes, S)))
(Buw(y p)  intend*(H, say-to(H, ‘No’, §)))])).
(b) Wh-ask(saying-to(S, X, H), p(x)) =
assert(saying-to(S, X, H), Ds ([Bn(p(d))  intend*(H, say-to(H, ‘p(d)’, S])).

mood
12)
p X

(@ X H S X assert(saying-to(S, X,
H). p)

by X H S X request(saying-to(S, X,
H). p)

(o) X Y/N- H S X
Y/N-ask(saying-to(S, X, H), p)

(d X Wh- H S X Wh-ask

(saying-to(S, X, H), p(x))
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2.2
Austin (1962)
Searle (1969)

Vanderveken (1990) Searle
(1969)

| order you to go home
assert(saying-to(S, ‘I order you to go home’, H),
order* (S, H, go-home(H))) order
order(saying-to(S, ‘1 order you to go home', H), go-home(H))
request(saying-to(S, ‘I order you

to go home', H), go-home(H)) (9¢)
Searle (1969)
order (saying-to(S, X, H), p)
S
request (saying-to(S,, " H),
go-home(H)) S
2 2
(13)
o truth truth
felicitous felicitous
false
— false
not felicitous not felicitous
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13)
@ p p

0 p P

G FCes TCq
G(Xg,-.., X0) = FCs(Xg,..., Xx)  TCo(Xg,-.+, Xk)

command (saying-to(S, X, H), p) = authority(S, H) reguest(saying-to(S, X, H),

p)
. truth FCs(dy,..., dy) TCqs(dy,..., dy)
felicitous
FCq(dy,..., dy) 1 TCq(dy,..., d)
— false
not felicitous 7 FCq(dy,..., d)
. truth authority(S, H) request(saying-to(S, X, H), p)
felicitous ) .
o authority(S H) 7 request(saying-to(S, X, H), p)
se
not felicitous 4 authority(S, H)
2.3 ICM
ICM
Go home ! S H
(12b) request* (S, H, go-home(H))
go-home(H) H
(7h) H
S H H S H
S says something to H, so that H comes to believe that [S wants H to do
something, so that ‘H goes home’ holds] H
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| require you to go home

ICM request* (S, H, go-home(H))
(12b)
(14)
(a) request(saying-to(S, * ', H), go-home(H)).
(b) request(saying-to(S, * ’, H), go-home(H)).
Sadock (1974: p. 40)
(15a) | request that you close
the door, because I’ m busy
(15b) Close the door, because I’'m busy

ICM
(16) p; = want(S, H, close-door(H)) cause(e(Bs (busy(9)), e(want(S, H,
close-door(H))))

(@) assert(saying-to(S, ‘| request that you close the door, because I'm busy’, H), p1).
(b) assert(saying-to(S, ‘ Close the door, because I'm busy’, H), py).

Can you close the window?

indirect speech acts
ICM

(17) X;:="'Can you close the window? X1



(@) Y/N-ask(saying-to(S, X3, H), cany(e(close(H, the-window)))).
(b) assert(saying-to(S, Xy, H), want(S, H, close(H, the-window))).

3.
Go home, if you are feeling sick
p A DoA, ifp p
request* (S, H, H does A) request* (S, H,p H does
A)
p request* (S, H, H does A)
p S S
p
A
p
ICM request*(S H, p S does A) assert*(S, H, p
want(S, H, H does A)) assert*(S, H, p want(S,
H, H does A)) p A S
H
ICM request*(S, H, p
H does A) assert*(S, H, want (S, H, p H does A))
request* (S, H, p H does A) [p A ]
S H
Go home, if you are feeling sick
(18) X, :=‘Go home, if you are feeling sick’
(@) request(saying-to(S, X,, H), sick(H) go-home(H)).
(b) assert(saying-to(S, X,, H), sick(H) want(S, H, go-home(H))).
S (18a) want (S, H, sick(H) go-home(H))

(18b) Bs(sick(H) want(S, H, go-home(H))) S

13
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S
want(S, H, go-home(H))

(2006) (18a)
(18a) H
H
H
H
H H
(@ H
H
(b) H
(18b) (18a)
(18a)
Asher

5), Krifka (2002, p. 11)

(19a)
(19b)

the police
(19¢)

call the police

(18b)

Bs (sick(H))
S
H
H
H

S H

(7a) want

(18b)
(18b)
(18a)

Asher (2005, p.
(19b) (19c)

Get out of hereor I'll call the police

Get out of here. Otherwise, I'll call

You get out of hereor I'll
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(19a) (20a) (19b) (20b)
19b
(19¢) (19¢) (20c)
(20b) (20c)  (20d)

(208) S H

assert* (S, H, [want(S, H, get-out (H, pl)) intend* (S, call-police (9)]).
(20b) S H S H

pl
request* (S, H, get-out(H, pl))
assert*(S, H, [ get-out(H, pl) intend* (S, call-police (9)]).
(20c)sS H

assert* (S, H, [get-out (H, pl) intend* (S, call-police (9)]).
(20d) H S 1 get-out(H, pl)
intend* (S, call-police(S)) H S
get-out (H, pl) intend* (S, call-police (9))
Gp = (P

Asher Take
her to Kingsbridge or to Bond Street
Asher (2005, p. 5), Krifka (2002, p.11), Hamblin (1987)
ICM

(21) KB BS Take
her to Kingsbridge or to Bond Street
(a
But | haven't decided which
KB BS S H
request* (S, H, [take-to(H, her, KB) take-to(H, her, B9)]).
assert*(S, H, want(S, H, [take-to(H, her, KB) take-to(H, her,
BI).
assert* (S, H, Ds(intend* (H, [take-to(H, her, KB) take-to(H, her,
BI)).
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(b)

You can decide which H KB
H BS S S
H
assert*(S, H, Dg([intend* (H, take-to (H, her, KB)) intend*(H, take-to (H,
her, BS))])).
(21a) (21b) (21a) KB BS
H
(21b) KB BS H
Asher (2005) Asher and Lascardies (2003) SDRT Segmented

Discourse Representation Theory

Asher (2005) (199)
Krifka Krifka (2002, p. 11)
(22a) X3 Isit raining or snowing?
(22b) X4 Isitraining or is
it snowing?
Yes/No- Wh-
(23a) Yes/No-
Y/N-ask(saying-to(S, Xs, H), [take-place(raining) take-place(snowing)]).
(23b) Which is the case, raining or snowing?
Wh-

Wh-ask(saying-to(S, Xs, H), [take-place(e) (e=raining e = snowing)]).

(239)
(23b)



ICM

D4

ICM

ICM

Austin (1962)

(2005)

Di(p) Bi(Di(p))

(2004)
Yes/No-

Not Z ?
tr(2)

(2004)

2006

Y/N-ask

17

ICM

ICM

ICM

10 21

D3
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6 Vanderveken (1991) Vanderveken
Searle (1969, 1979)

8 (183 (18h)
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D (Bi(p  Di(a)) Bi(p)) Di(a)

1. Bi(p Di(a) [ 1]
2. Bi(p) [ 1]
3. Bi(Di(@)) (1,2, B1]
4. Di(q) [3, D4]
5. (Bi(p Di(@)  Bi(p)  Di(a) (1,2 4]

(4 (6) assert* (S, H, p) intend* (S, Bu(p))
L_assert*(s H, p) [ ]
2. Xintend(S, saying-to(S, X, H), Bx(p)) [(6b)]
3. Aintend(S, A, Bu(p)) [2 A =saying-to(S X, H) |
4, intend* (S, Bx(p)) [3, (4)CM2]
5. assert*(S H, p) intend* (S, Bx(p)) [1, 4]
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An Analysisof Embedded Speech Acts Using an I ntentionality Change M odel
Yasuo NAKAYAMA

In this paper, | propose an Intentionality Change Model (ICM) for the analysis
phenomena related to speech acts.

In the first section “Intentionality Change Model (ICM)”, an ICM-subject is
characterized as a rational agent who forms intentions based on rational belief and rational
desire, where the desire of a rational agent is characterized by expressing several
constraints on desire itself and on the relations between desire and belief. The goal of this
section is a characterization of intention, and | propose the following: Sintendsto do A so
that p holds, if S desires that p, S believes that S can perform A, and S believes that his
performance of A causes an event described by p ((4)CM1 in sect. 1).

In the first part of the second section “An Analysis of Speech Acts®, an assertion by Sis
characterized as the intention of Sto say X to H so that H comes to believe that p ((6a) in
sect. 2.1). Then, a request, a conveyance of intention, a Yes/No-question, and a
Wh-Question are described as different kinds of assertions. This section also discusses
how felicitous conditions are formally expressed. Then, some examples of speech acts are
analyzed using this ICM-framework.

In the third section “An Analysis of Embeddings of Speech Acts*, some conditional
speech acts and disjunctive speech acts are analyzed using the ICM-framework. It is
shown that very subtle differences between embedded speech acts become analyzable. For
example, two readings of “Take her to Kingsbridge or Bond Street” become formally
distinguishable.

This paper shows that this ICM-framework is a flexible tool for analyzing complex
mental states such as conditional desires and complex speech acts such as conditional
commands. It remains a future task to apply the ICM-framework to characterization of
more complex intentional states and other types of embedded speech acts.



