
L E C T U R E  V I I I  

I N embarking on a programme of finding a list of 
explicit performative verbs, it seemed that we were 
going to find it not always easy to distinguish per- 

formative utterances from constative, and it therefore 
seemed expedient to go farther back for a while to funda- 
mentals-to consider from the ground up how many 
senses there are in which to say something is to do some- 
thing, or irt saying something we do something, and even 
by saying something we do something. And we began by 
distinguishing a whole group of senses of 'doing some- 
thing' which are all included together when we say, what 
is obvious, that to say something is in the full normal 
sense to do something-which includes the utterance of 
certain noises, the utterance of certain words in a certain 
construction, and the utterance of them with a certain 
'meaning' in the favourite philosophical sense of that 
word, i.e. with a certain sense and with a certain reference. 

The act of 'saying something' in this full normal sense 
I call, i.e. dub, the performance of a locutionary act, and 
the study of utterances thus far and in these respects the 
study of locutions, or of the full units of speech. Our 
interest in the locutionary act is, of course, principally to 
make quite plain what it is, in order to distinguish it 
from other acts with which we are going to be primarily 
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concerned. Let me add merely that, of course, a great 
many further refinements would be possible and neces- 
sary if we were to discuss it for its own sake-refinements 
of very great importance not merely to philosophers but 
to, say, grammarians and phoneticians. 

We had made three rough distinctions between the 
phonetic act, the phatic act, and the rhetic act. The pho- 
netic act is merely the act of uttering certain noises. The 
phatic act is the uttering of certain vocables or words, 
i.e. noises of certain types, belonging to and as belonging 
to, a certain vocabulary, conforming to and as conform- 
ing to a certain grammar. The rhetic act is the perform- 
ance of an act of using those vocables with a certain 
more-or-less definite sense and reference. Thus 'He said 
"The cat is on the mat" ', reports a phatic act, whereas 'He 
said that the cat was on the mat' reports a rhetic act. A 
similar contrast is illustrated by the pairs: 

'He said "I shall be there" ', 'He said he would be 
there7; 

'He said "Get out" ', 'He told me to get out'; 
'He said "Is it in Oxford or Cambridge ?" ' ; 'He asked 

whether it was in Oxford or Cambridge'. 

To pursue this for its own sake beyond our immediate 
requirements, I shall mention some general points worth 
remembering : 

(I) Obviously, to perform a phatic I must perform a 
phonetic act, or, if you like, in performing one I am 
performing the other (not, however, that phatic acts are 
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a sub-class of phonetic acts-as belonging to): but the 
converse is not true, for if a monkey makes a noise 
indistinguishable from 'go' it is still not a phatic act. 

(2) Obviously in the definition of the phatic act two 
things were lumped together : vocabulary and grammar. 
So we have not assigned a special name to the person 
who utters, for example, 'cat thoroughly the i f  or 'the 
slithy toves did gyre'. Yet a further point arising is the 
intonation as well as grammar and vocabulary. 

(3) The phatic act, however, like the phonetic, is 
essentially mimicable, reproducible (including intona- 
tion, winks, gestures, &c.). One can mimic not merely 
the statement in quotation marks 'She has lovely hair', 
but also the more complex fact that he said it like this : 'She 
has lovely hair' (shrugs). 

This is the 'inverted commas' use of 'said' as we get 
it in novels : every utterance can be just reproduced in 
inverted commas, or in inverted commas with 'said he' or, 
more often, 'said she', &c., after it. 

But the rhetic act is the one we report, in the case of 
assertions, by saying 'He said that the cat was on the mat', 
'He said he would go', 'He said I was to go' (his words were 
'You are to go'). This is the so-called 'indirect speech'. 
If the sense or reference is not being taken as clear, 
then the whole or part is to be in quotation marks. Thus 
I might say: 'He said I was to go to the "minister", but he 
did not say which minister' or 'I said that he was behav- 
ing badly and he replied that "the higher you get the 
fewer" '. We cannot, however, always use 'said that' 
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9 4 easily: we would say 'told to ,  advise to', &c., if he used 

the imperative mood, or such equivalent phrases as 'said 
I was to', 'said I should', &c. Compare such phrases as 
'bade me welcome' and 'extended his apologies'. 

I add one further point about the rhetic act: of course 
sense and reference (naming and referring) themselves 
are here ancillary acts performed in performing the rhetic 
act. Thus we may say 'I meant by "bank". . .' and we 

7 say 'by "he" I was referring t o .  . . . Can we perform 
a rhetic act without referring or without naming? In 
general it would seem that the answer is that we cannot, 
but there are puzzling cases. What is the reference in 'all 
triangles have three sides'? Correspondingly, it is clear 
that we can perform a phatic act which is not a rhetic act, 
though not conversely. Thus we may repeat someone 
else's remark or mumble over some sentence, or we may 
read a Latin sentence without knowing the meaning of 
the words. 

The question when one pheme or one rheme is the 
same as another, whether in the 'type' or 'token' sense, 
and the question what is one single pheme or rheme, do 
not so much matter here. But, of course, it is important 
to remember that the same pheme (token of the same 
type) may be used on different occasions of utterance 
with a different sense or reference, and so be a different 
rheme. When different phemes are used with the same 
sense and reference, we might speak of rhetically equiva- 
lent acts ('the same statement' in one sense) but not 
of the same rheme or rhetic acts (which are the same 
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statement in another sense which involves using the same 
words). 

The pheme is a unit of language: its typical fault is 
to be nonsense-meaningless. But the rheme is a unit 
of speech; its typical fault is to be vague or void or 
obscure, &c. 

But though these matters are of much interest, they do 
not so far throw any light at all on our problem of the 
constative as opposed to the performative utterance. For 
example, it might be perfectly possible, with regard to 
an utterance, say 'It is going to charge', to make entirely 
plain 'what we were saying' in issuing the utterance, in 
all the senses so far distinguished, and yet not at all to 
have cleared up whether or not in issuing the utterance I 
was performing the act of warning or not. It may be 
perfectly clear what I mean by 'It is going to charge' or 
'Shut the door', but not clear whether it is meant as a 
statement or warning, &c. 

To  perform a locutionary act is in general, we may 
say, also and eo ipso to perform an illocutionary act, as I 
propose to call it. To  determine what illocutionary act is 
so performed we must determine in what way we are 
using the locution: 

asking or answering a question, 
giving some information or an assurance or a warning, 
announcing a verdict or an intention, 
pronouncing sentence, 
making an appointment or an appeal or a criticism, 
making an identification or giving a description, 
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and the numerous like. (I am not suggesting that this is 
a clearly defined class by any means.) There is nothing 
mysterious about our eo ipso here. The trouble rather is 
the number of different senses of so vague an expression 
as 'in what way are we using it'-this may refer even to 
a locutionary act, and further to perlocutionary acts to 
which we shall come in a minute. When we perform a 
locutionary act, we use speech : but in what way precisely 
are we using it on this occasion? For there are very 
numerous functions of or ways in which we use speech, 
and it makes a great difference to our act in some sense- 
sense (B)=-in which way and which sense we were on 
this occasion 'using' it. It makes a great difference 
whether we were advising, or merely suggesting, or 
actually ordering, whether we were strictly promising or 
only announcing a vague intention, and so forth. These 
issues penetrate a little but not without confusion into 
grammar (see above), but we constantly do debate them, 
in such terms as whether certain words (a certain locu- 
tion) had the force of a question, or ought to  have been 
taken as an estimate and so on. 

I explained the performance of an act in this new and 
second sense as the performance of an 'illocutionary' act, 
i.e. performance of an act in saying something as opposed 
to performance of an act of saying something; and I shall 
refer to the doctrine of the different types of function of 
language here in question as the doctrine of 'illocutionary 
forces'. 

See below, p. 1.01. 
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It may be said that for too long philosophers have 

neglected this study, treating all problems as problems 
of 'locu tionary usage', and indeed that the 'descriptive 
fallacy' mentioned in Lecture I commonly arises through 
mistaking a problem of the former kind for a problem of 
the latter kind. True, we are now getting out of this; for 
some years we have been realizing more and more clearly 
that the occasion of an utterance matters seriously, and 
that the words used are to some extent to be 'explained' 
by the 'context' in which they are designed to be or have 
actually been spoken in a linguistic interchange. Yet still 
perhaps we are too prone to give these explanations in 
terms of 'the meanings of words'. Admittedly we can 
use 'meaning' also with reference to illocutionary force- 
'He meant it as an order', &c. But I want to distinguish 
force and meaning in the sense in which meaning is 
equivalent to sense and reference, just as it has be- 
come essential to distinguish sense and reference within 
meaning. 

Moreover, we have here an illustration of the different 
C uses of the expression, uses of language', or 'use of a 

sentence', &c.-'use' is a hopelessly ambiguous or wide 
word, just as is the word 'meaning', which it has become 
customary to deride. But 'use', its supplanter, is not in 
much better case. We may entirely clear up the 'use of 
a sentence' on a particular occasion, in the sense of the 
locutionary act, without yet touching upon its use in the 
sense of an illocutionary act. 

Before refining any further on this notion of the 
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illocutionary act, let us contrast both the locutionary 
and the illocutionary act with yet a third kind of act. 

There is yet a further sense (C) in which to perform 
a locutionary act, and therein an illocutionary act, may 
also be to perform an act of another kind. Saying some- 
thing will often, or even normally, produce certain con- 
sequential effects upon the feelings, thoughts, or actions 
of the audience, or of the speaker, or of other persons: 
and it may be done with the design, intention, or purpose 
of producing them; and we may then say, thinking of 
this, that the speaker has performed an act in the nomen- 
clature of which reference is made either (C. a), only 
obliquely, or even (C. b), not at all, to the performance 
of the locutionary or illocutionary act. We shall call the 
performance of an act of this kind the performance of a 
perlocutionary act or perlocution. Let us not yet define 
this idea any more carefully-of course it needs it-but 
simply give examples : 

Act (A) or Locution 
He said to me 'Shoot her !' meaning by 'shoot' shoot 

and referring by 'her' to her. 

Act (B) or Illocution 
Heurged (or advised, ordered, &c.) me to shoot her. 

Act (C. a) or Perlocution 
He persuaded me to shoot her. 
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Act (C. b) 

He got me to (or made me, &c.) shoot her. 

(E* 2)  

Act (A) or Locution 
He said to me, 'You can't do that'. 

Act (B) or Illocution 
He protested against my doing it. 

Act (C. a) or Perlocution 
He pulled me up, checked me. 

Act (C. b) 
He stopped me, he brought me to my senses, &c. 
He annoyed me. 

We can similarly distinguish the locutionary act 'he 
said that . . .' from the illocutionary act 'he argued that. . . 3 

7 and the perlocutionary act 'he convinced me that . . . . 
It will be seen that the consequential effects of perlocu- 

tions are really consequences, which do not include such 
conventional effects as, for example, the speaker's being 
committed by his promise (which comes into the illocu- 
tionary act). Perhaps distinctions need drawing, as there 
is clearly a difference between what we feel to be the real 
production of real effects and what we regard as mere 
conventional consequences ; we shall in any case return 
later to this. 

We have here then roughly distinguished three kinds 
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of acts-the locutionary, the illocutionary, and the per- 
locutionary.' Let us make some general comments on 
these three classes, leaving them still fairly rough. The 
first three points will be about 'the use of language' 
again. 

(I) Our interest in these lectures is essentially to 
fasten on the second, illocutionary act and contrast it 
with the other two. There is a constant tendency in 
philosophy to elide this in favour of one or other of the 
other two. Yet it is distinct from both. We have already 
seen how the expressions 'meaning' and 'use of sentence' 
can blur the distinction between locutionary and illocu- 
tionary acts. We now notice that to speak of the 'use' of 
language can likewise blur the distinction between the 
illocutionary and perlocutionary act-so we will distin- 
guish them more carefully in a minute. Speaking of the 
'use of "language" for arguing or warning' looks just like 
speaking of 'the use of "language" for persuading, rous- 
ing, alarming'; yet the former may, for rough contrast, 
be said to be conventional, in the sense that at least it 
could be made explicit by the performative formula; but 
the latter could not. Thus we can say 'I argue that' or 'I 
warn you that' but we cannot say 'I convince you that' or 
'I alarm you that'. Further, we may entirely clear up 
whether someone was arguing or not without touching 
on the question whether he was convincing anyone or not. 

m e  occurs in the manuscript a note made in 1958 which says: 
'(I) AU this is not dear (2) and in all senses relevant ((A) and (B) os 
distinct from (C)) won't d utterances be performative ?'I 
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(2) T o  take this farther, let us be quite clear that the 

expression 'use of language' can cover other matters even 
more diverse than the illocutionary and perlocutionary 
acts. For example, we may speak of the 'use of language' 
for something, e.g. for joking; and we may use 'in' in a 
way different from the illocutionary 'in', as when we say 
C C C  I' in saying p I was joking' or 'acting a part' or 'writing 
poetry'; or again we may speak of 'a poetical use of 
language' as distinct from 'the use of language in poetry'. 
These references to 'use of language' have nothing to do 
with the illocutionary act. For example, if I say 'Go and 
catch a falling star', it may be quite clear what both the 
meaning and the force of my utterance is, but still wholly 
unresolved which of these other kinds of things I may be 
doing. There are parasitic uses of language, which are 
'not serious', not the 'full normal use'. The normal condi- 
tions of reference may be suspended, or no attempt made 
at a standard perlocutionary act, no attempt to make you ' 

do anything, as Walt Whitman does not seriously incite 
the eagle of liberty to soar. 

(3) Furthermore, there may be some things we 'do' in 
some connexion with saying something which do not 
seem to fall, intuitively at least, exactly into any of these 
roughly defined ' classes, or else seem to fall vaguely into 
more than one; but any way we do not at the outset feel 
so clear that they are as remote from our three acts as 
would be joking or writing poetry. For example, insinrcat- 
ing, as when we insinuate something in or by issuing 
some utterance, seems to involve some convention, as in 
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5 the illocutionary act; but we cannot say 'I insinuate . . . , 
and it seems like implying to be a clever effect rather than 
a mere act. A further example is evincing emotion. We 
may evince emotion in or by issuing an utterance, as 
when we swear; but once again we have no use here for 
performative formulas and the other devices of illocu- 
tionary acts. We might say that we use swearing1 for 
relieving our feelings. We must notice that the illocu- 
tionary act is a conventional act: an act done as conform- 
ing to a convention. 

(4) Acts of all our three kinds necessitate, since they 
are the performing of actions, allowance being made for 
the ills that all action is heir to. We must systematically 
be prepared to distinguish between 'the act of doing x', 
i.e. achieving x, and 'the act of attempting to do x': for 
example, we must distinguish between warning and 
attempting to warn. We must expect infelicities here. 

The next three points that arise do so importantly 
because our acts are acts. 

(5) Since our acts are acts, we must always remember 
the distinction between producing effects or consequences 
which are intended or unintended; and (i) when the 
speaker intends to produce an effect it may nevertheless 
not occur, and (ii) when he does not intend to produce it 
or intends not to produce it it may nevertheless occur. 
T o  cope with complication (i) we invoke as before the 
distinction between attempt and achievement; to cope 

'Swearing' is ambiguous: 'I swear by Our Lady' is  to swear by Our 
Lady: but 'Bloody' is not to swear by Our Lady. 
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with complication (ii) we invoke the normal linguistic 
devices of disclaiming (adverbs like 'unintentionally' and 
'so on') which we hold ready for personal use in all cases 
of doing actions. 

(6) Furthermore, we must, of course, allow that as 
acts they may be things that we do not exactly do, in the 
sense that we did them, say, under duress or in any other 
such way. Other ways besides in which we may not fully 
do the action are given in (2) above. 

(7) Finally we must meet the objection about our 
illocutionary and perlocutionary acts-namely that the 
notion of an act is unclear-by a general doctrine about 
action. We have the idea of an 'act' as a fixed physical 
thing that we do, as distinguished from conventions 
and as distinguished from consequences. But 

(a) the illocutionary act and even the locutionary act 
too may involve conventions : consider the example of 
doing obeisance. It is obeisance only because it is con- 
ventional and it is done only because it is conventional. 
Compare the distinction between kicking a wall and 
kicking a goal ; 

(b)  the perlocutionary act may include what in a way are 
consequences, as when we say 'By doing x I was doing y' : 
we do bring in a greater or less stretch of 'consequences' 
always, some of which may be 'unintentional'. There 
is no restriction to the minimum physical act at all. 
That we can import an indefinitely long stretch of what 
might also be called the 'consequences' of our act into the 
act itself is, or should be, a fundamental commonplace of 
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the theory of our language about all 'action' in general. 
Thus if asked 'What did he do?', we may reply either 
'He shot the donkey' or 'He fired a gun' or 'He pulled 
the trigger' or 'He moved his trigger finger', and all may 
be correct. So, to shorten the nursery story of the en- 
deavours of the old woman to drive her pig home in time 
to get her old man's supper, we may in the last resort say 
that the cat drove or got the pig, or made the pig get, 
over the stile. If in such cases we mention both a B act 
(illocution) and a C act (perlocution) we shall say 'by 

' This is the B-ing he C-ed' rather than 'in B-ing . . . . 
reason for calling C a perlocutionary act as distinct from 
an illocutionary act. 

Next time we shall revert to the distinction between 
our three kinds of act, and to the expressions 'in' and 'by 
doing x I am doing y', with a view to getting the three 
classes and their members and non-members somewhat 
clearer. We shall see that just as the locutionary act 
embraces doing many things at once to be complete, so 
may the illocutionary and perlocutionary acts. 


