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1 INTRODUCTION

This prospectus sketches in broad outline a project in thmdbsemantics and
pragmatics of action-guiding devices in formal and natiarauages—imperative
and permission-granting constructions, in particulat,diso related modal con-
structions, and the relationships that obtain between them

Certain action-guiding linguistic devices (deontic maglah particular) are
a topic of abiding interest in formal semantics and pragesatn both its linguis-
tic and philosophical branches, and their study has beddfiben an admirable
degree of interdisciplinary awareness and exchange. Tuy sif imperative
and permission-granting constructions (hereafter “aetjaiding directives”) has
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been more sporadic and parochial. Perhaps not surprisipigilpsophical inter-
est in action-guiding directives—in particular, charaizieg the logic and infer-
ential properties of imperatives—waxed and waned withr@gein the metaeth-
ical work of R. M. Hare. Interest in linguistics departmehgs increased with
interest in modeling discourse structure and the interp&tween utterances and
discourse structure, particularly in the last six or sevearg, with a singular fo-
cus on modeling the impact of utterances with imperativdeaon parameters
of the discourse. In both cases, themanticof action-guiding directives has
received scant attention (with permission-granting aoresions usually treated,
with a few exceptions, as afterthoughts). In the latter calteough linguists get
the bulk of the credit for recent advances in our understandf action-guiding
directives, the singular focus on imperatives in discoursscures paradigmat-
ically “static” or “semantic” phenomena about action-gogldirectives—facts
about their logic, inferential properties, and model tlyeor particular—that are,

| will argue, worthy of investigation.

The point of this project is to explore some of the philoseghand linguistic
terrain in this area, with a keen eye to clarification and ltggm of problems
through judicious application of formalism. This prospecfunctions as a broad-
ish survey of most of the issues, techniques, and argumérnigenest. | try
to give each problem a careful and relatively thorough dismn (although |
aggressively footnote to indicate problems that | will talgein a longer form of
this work). My goals here are two:

e To give the reader a concrete sense of the scope, struchdepatent
of the dissertation project—in particular, the reader whaimfamiliar
with either the relevant literature or my past work.

e To provide something that is less like a dissertation-skelemore like
a collection of preliminary drafts of chapters.

The project is pitched at anyone working in formal semanfmsnal pragmatics,
metaethics, or deontic logic. The timeline is ambitioud,dmable: | would like
to be finished with my Ph.D. by Spring/Summer 2011.

A very brief synopsis to orient you before beginning. Section Calkst
generally about the nature of directive force (the “pradeosadf imperatives”):
how to model it (using techniques from formal pragmatics apdate seman-
tics), what varieties it comes in, and a collection of chadles for a simple, but
venerable, view. Section Two is on foundational issues afmulogic and se-
mantics of imperatives: whether they are desirable, wreab#sic desiderata are,
and the smorgasbord of options (and an assessment of theds)fier a formal
account of imperative semantics and logic. Section Threessdes a set of prob-
lems at the intersection of formal semantics, metaethigsdaontic logic: strong
and weak imperatives, conditional imperatives, disjwecitnperatives (the Ross
Paradox), directed imperatives, and imperatives embeddédr quantifiers. It
closes with a brief application of some insights about irafiees to the project
of developing the semantic program of expressivism.
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2 DIRECTIVE FORCE
2.1 Characterizing Directive Force

Action-guiding directives (AGDs) are linguistic consttions that may be used
by a speaker when her communicative intention is to alterirttentions, com-
mitments, and/or obligations of her addressee(s). AGDsecioma number of
linguistic guises. They may be syntactically imperative (&), or not (cf. 1b-
1d). They are syntactically embeddable (2&2b), although not freely (cf2c),
and embedding an AGD typically affects its force: felicisoutterances ofl@)
tend to impose a kind of unconditional or categorical olilyg felicitous ut-
terances ofZa) tend to impose a kind of conditional or hypothetical obliga;
felicitous utterances oPp) tend to impose a kind of disjunctive (or conjunctive)
obligation.

(1) a. Fetch me some cigarettes.
b. You must fetch me some cigarettes.
c. Would you fetch me some cigarettes?
d. Isuggestthat you fetch me some cigarettes.
(2) a. Ifyou're around a convenience store, fetch me sonmereites.
b. Fetch me some cigarettes and (or) give me one of yours.
c

. *If fetch me some cigarettes...

AGDs can be partly characterized by tfeece of their characteristic uses,
which is bothperformative in the sense oAustin (1975, anddirective in the
sense ofSearle(1969 1975. This characteristic force is performative in that
uses of AGDs function primarily not to describe facts abbetworld, but rather
to introduce new facts (about expectations, obligatiomsimuse a relatively
normatively neutral word, commitments) into a discourdes Hirective in that
uses of AGDs function primarily to shape the intentions @fittaddressee(s) in
accordance with the desires of their speaker. (To avoidusoorf, | will refer to
the force of characteristic uses of AGDs as directive.)

The notion of force islynamicin character: having a certain kind of force
is a matter of tending to update a parameter of the discoarse jerhaps cor-
responding parameters of a cognitive state) in a certain @aying a model of
force in a formal linguistic pragmatics requires devisirdyaamic formal system
that is suited to representing discourses and the impactittemances may have
on them. This is a complicated task, and fulfilling it will baeof the primary
aims of this project.

Issuing an utterance with directive force typically (withnse exceptions to
be detailed below) involves (i) an attempt by a speaker tpasliae intentions of
her addressee(s) and (ii) the imposition of new commitmentser addressee(s).
There are, to divide things rather crudely, two perspestteetake on this phe-
nomenon: the normative and the linguistic. Adopting thenmative perspective,
we might find ourselves interested in any of the followingsfims.

e How does commitment-imposition relate to speaker-intergito shape
the intentions of her addressee(s)? Is it generally a pyiradect, in-
tended side effect, or unintended side effect of the diveatise of an
AGD?
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e What are the properties of the commitments that are impoda&tiat
conditions are there on the successful imposition of comeritts? What
sorts of considerations can defeat these commitments?

These are difficult questions. Focusing on the linguissaés lets us remain neu-
tral on most of them. For instance, we can obtain a basic naiditective force
simply by representing utterances of AGDs as reliably capsertain relevant
descriptions of obligation to go from false (at the prior dgmal context) to true
(at the updated context). We will seek to define an “updatemg@!’—a func-
tion from a prior context to an updated, posterior contexarAGDs (or, more
precisely, the speech-acts that directive uses of AGDs sad to perform) that
reliably alters parameters of the context that are releteaevaluating whether a
description of obligation is true or false (dfewis 1979 Kamp 1974 van Rooy
200Q Portner 200422008 .1

Taking cues from recent work in linguistic pragmatics, tbst of this section
gives an informal sketch of a standard model for AGD updatesiters some
problems, and gestures at what sort of model might be redjtoreesolve them.

2.2 Speect-Act Operators and To-Do Lists

Directive force is a kind ofllocutionaryforce. There is no clear reason for think-
ing that illocutionary force is syntactically encoded at thvel of the clause, in
contrast with, e.g., grammatical mood (for instance, irafiee mood), which is
so encoded (cPortner 2004g2 lllocutionary force, as we have seen, is not deter-
mined by an AGD’s grammatical mood (dfb)—indeed, one and the same AGD
may apparently be put to differentillocutionary purposg#sic). Nor does gram-
matical mood determine illocutionary force. The followisgntences each embed
a clause that is grammatically imperative, but directiveéds undetectabl@.

) Everyone drink another can of beer and we’ll set a recdRlussell
2007
[~ If everyone drinks another can of beer, we'll set a record.]

1. This doesn’'t demand normative silence. We might, e.g., w@say something about the
conditions under which the speech-act performed by a dieectse of an AGD is rejected (since
reliable update does not imply infallible update), and thaditions under which successful update
fails to imply success of the speech-act (since succespfidta does not generally imply successful
imposition of commitments). This is an abiding themeSbfarlow(2009a §54-5).

2. There are various ways to encode mood at the level of theel@eePortner 2004a The
relationship between grammatical mood and illocutionangé is fraught. Although there’s a lot to
say, we sidestep most of the issues here.L®eés (1970; Davidson(1976; Portner(2004a 2007;
Stenius(1967) for discussion.

3. The semantics and pragmatics of so called “pseudo-impesiti-clauses in the imperative
mood, but lacking directive illocutionary force—is disses in Russell(2007); Jayez & Dargnat
(2008. Pseudo-imperatives would receive serious attentiondissertation-length project on ADGs,
but | can't consider them in this prospectus. | note in papsivat Krifka (2004 treats §) as a
disjunctive speech-act—a directive “disjoined” with aghr. He seems to be confused) is just a
threat—namely, to shoot if you don’t stop. Notice the intgitequivalence with the threé&tther you
stop or | shoat Cases where directive force is detectaldop, please, or I'll shoyttan be handled as
the “conjunction” of the directivé&top, pleasevith the threaEither you stop or | shootinterestingly,
Krifka (2001h agrees with this judgment. Sé2.4for details on speech-act conjunction.
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4 Stop or I'll shoot!
[~ If you don't stop, I'll shoot.]

Upshot: interpretation functions defined on bits of the objanguage are not
suitable for specifying update potentials for AGDs usedhwlitective force.

We do better by introducing formal devices for distinguighexplicitly be-
tween kinds of illocutionary force. For instance, {#fis a formula of the ob-
ject language, lefassert(p)”, "query(y)”, "direct(y)”, etc., be expres-
sions in an “illocutionary metalanguage” denoting the updaotentials partic-
ular to assertions, questions, and directives, respégtiek Isaacs & Potts 2003
Potts 2003 Following Stalnaker(1978), [assert(y)] is a function that adds
the proposition expressed lyy (relative to the prior context) to the Common
Ground. FollowingRoberts(1996), [query(y)] is a function adding the propo-
sition expressed by (relative to the prior context) to the Topic List. And fol-
lowing Han (1998; Isaacs & Pott$2003); Potts(2003; Portnern(20043ab, 2008,
[direct(p)] is a function that adds the proposition expressedl{yelative to
the prior context) to th@o-Do Listof the addressee(s) of the prior context.

The notion of a To-Do List (TDL) is a simple, but powerful, adt is plausi-
ble, asPortner(20043 argues, that universal clause types—clause types present
in all known natural languages, with declarative, inteatdge, and imperative
serving as standard examples—are conventionally indaligassociated with
distinct types of illocutionary forcé. It is natural to analyze a given type of il-
locutionary force in terms of properties of its update ptr-in particular, the
parameter of the discourse on which the update potentiabtgge—and because
directive force is evidently distinct from assertive antemogative force (and
because directive force, in paradigm cases, involves amattto introduce new
facts into a discourse that are about an addressee), itisahtd think that direc-
tive update involves addition to a discourse parametetigh@tdistinct from the
Common Ground and Topic Lsand (i) is indexed to individuals. The theoreti-
cal notion of a TDL thus has a central role to play in a theorglafise types and
illocutionary force.

Like its sister discourse parameters, the TDL parametethgaretical con-
struct whose name evokes a host of pre-theoretical preptinos. It is an open
(and interesting) question whether and to what degree gwee¢tical notion should
be designed to mimic the pre-theoretical notfcamd, more generally, what sort
of properties (in particular, once we have a truly formalgnatics in place, what
sort offormal properties) would be desirable to attribute to the TDL.

How to understand the TDL's theoretical role is a separatgeisSome ques-
tions:

4. In Portner(2004g's account, clause types are directly assigned a force ({gmntential
force”), so that well-formed sentences in the imperativedshare a common kind of force marking.
Sentential force does not determine illocutionary fordéhoagh there is a conventional connection
between them.

5. Natural, not obviousSchwage2006), for instance, proposes that directive force involves the
elimination of contextual uncertainty about the desirethefspeaker.

6. PaceHan (1998; Ninan (2005, the TDL for an agent shouldn’t be conceived as a set of
contents of the agent’s actual plans / intentions. This &respect, surely among many, in which the
theoretical and pre-theoretical notion diverge.

7. For a study of the formal properties of the Common Ground,Stakaker(2002. Charlow
(20093 discusses the formal properties it would be desirablettibate to a TDL.
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e The Common Ground keeps track of mutual presuppositionst\glit
that the TDL (for an individual) keeps track of?

e The Common Ground arguably supplies the modal base (donfain o
guantification) for deontic modals, epistemic modals, @that, if any-
thing, does the TDL (for an individual) supply in the integtation of
such modals?

We can answer these together. TDLs keep track of the critieaigare used to
rank possibilities in the modal base, according to whateeet of standard it
is that utterances with directive force are in the busindsspdating Portner
20043 2008.8 The resulting ranking is used in the interpretation of whate
modal expressions (plausibly a species of deontic modalityortner 200Bit

is whose truth-values utterances of AGDs are in the busiokeakering. To use
the jargon oKratzer(1977 1981, TDLs supply, and update in accordance with
directive force involves addition to, therdering sourcefor a certain species of
deontic modality (cf. agaiRortner 200452008).

Although we save a formal presentation of an ordering seicgftr modals
for §4.1, some of the theoretical benefits of this treatment of divedbrce can
be appreciated now. Suppose temporarily, in lieu of a fomwabunt, that in the
paradigm class of caséshe presence of the proposition thaton an agent’s
TDL makes it the case that it is obligatory (for the agent)de ® it thatp. Then
updating the individual's TDL in accordance witirect(y), thereby adding
the proposition thap to the TDL(s) of the addressee(s), reliably causes certain
descriptions of obligation to go from false (at the prior sigmal context) to
true (at the updated context). Supposing agents typicadjulate their behavior
so that they do not stand in violation of these sorts of otiligss, it is clear how
issuing an utterance with directive force involves an agienypically successful,
to impose new commitments on her addressee(s) and therapg gie intentions
of her addressee(s) in accordance with her desires. So fotigedormal details
can be worked out, the notion of a TDL, properly understosd prima facie
appealing tool for modeling the illocutionary force of AGDss the context of a
formal pragmatics for natural language.

2.3 Strong vs. Weak

It is natural to distinguish, at the level speech-act typebetween a command
or order (L8 and a suggestion or request{ld). This complicates things for the
basic picture of directive force sketched in the prior setti

There is a burgeoning literature on the distinction betwserng and weak
types of deontic necessity (see, eMinan 2005 von Fintel & latridou 2005
2008 Swanson 2008b To characterize the distinction informally, strong déon
necessity (of the sort that attaches to the modad) is generally thought to bear

8. Portner(2004a 2008 takes the standard to be a public set of criteria by whichgents
actions may be evaluated as rational. Drawing a conceptuadection between TDLs and rational
assessment seems implausible, for reasons | won't go iiko Aemore in-depth treatment of directive
force, along the lines dflamblin (1987, would presumably allow us to say something interesting
about this topic.

9. Demarcating the boundaries of this class is an interestiogq. SeeCharlow(20093.
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with it a requiremengentailment or presupposition, to the effect that an uttegan
of musty asserts or presupposes that failing to see to it ghaecessarily in-
volves a violation of the agent’s basic deontic commitméfdssignated goals,”
in the terminology ofvon Fintel & latridou 20052008, whereas an utterance of
shouldy generally implicates that seeing to it thats the preferred way, among
other acceptable ways, of discharging the agent’s basictabemmmitments (cf.
Sloman 1970von Fintel & latridou 200%. The difference is generally thought to
be semantic in character. (More on this below ang#ir?.)

Many considerations suggest that directive force cometramg and weak
varieties® Preliminary linguistic data appears to indicate that comdsaand
orders tend, ceteris paribus, to generate strong obligafjor, more precisely,
true readings of the relevant strong necessity statemenitde suggestions and
weak requests tend, ceteris paribus, to generate wealatiblig!! Consider the
contrast between the following dialogues, in each casengdte utterance of
speaker A as having directive force for her addressee B.gdeswhere a weak
necessity modal is used, read the AGD as a suggestion to fixeading with
directive force.)

(5) A: Go to mass.
#B: Must 1? (#Do | have to?)

(6) A: You must go to mass.
#B: Must 1? (#Do | have to?)

(7 A: Would you go to mass?
B: Must I1? (Do | have to?) (#Should 1?)

(8) A: You should (oughta) go to mass.
B: Must I1? (Do | have to?) (#Should 1?)

A natural explanation for the observed contrasts is thactiire force comes
in strong and weak varieties, and that update in accordaitbestvong (weak)
directive force tends to generate strong (weak) obligation

Similarly, we notice that the felicity of “conjoining” dictive uses of AGDs
with assertions or expressions of expectation that theregtcstate of affairs will
not obtain depends, intuitively, on the strength of the ejer.

9) a. #Go to mass, although | expect you won't.
b. #Although | expect you won't, go to mass.

(20) a. #You must go to mass, although | expect you won't.
b. #Although | expect you won'’t, you must go to mass.

(12) a.??Would you (please) go to mass? | expect you won't...
b.??Although | expect you won't, would you (please) go to sffas

(12) a. |suggestthat you go to mass, although | expect yoltwon

Although | expect you won't, | suggest that you go to mass.

(13) a. You should (oughta) go to mass, although | expect yanitw
Although | expect you won't, you should (oughta) go to mass

=3

=3

10. Thisisn't to claim that the sort of illocutionary force geally associated with the imperative
clause-type comes in strong and weak varieties. SomethiagHis is probably true (consider a
suggestion in the imperative mood likiave a piece of cakg!but the issue deserves scrutiny.

11. Also presuppositionshereabout (cfCharlow 2008
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According toNinan (2005, the infelicity of 9-10) is a reflex of the violation
of a conversational maxim prohibiting a speaker from attiémgpto place the
proposition thatp on the TDL(s) of her addressee(s) when she expects that her
addressee(s) will not see to it that But then, if we fail to distinguish between
strong and weak directive force, afidirect(y)] is understood as a function
adding the proposition that to the TDL(s) of the addressee(s), we predict (in-
correctly, it would seem) the infelicity ofl(-13).

A plausible response to this problem involves introducindjstinction be-
tween different types of parameters that directive utteearof AGDs might up-
date (and using this distinction to distinguish betweeorsjrand weak direc-
tives, as speech-act types). For instatfodiscussions of weak necessity modals
in the vein ofvon Fintel & latridou(2005 2008 implicate the involvement of
a secondary ordering-sourcehat is used to rank acceptable (wrt the primary
ordering-source) ways of discharging an agent’s basic coments. Supposing
this is right, it would be natural to distinguish an age®tsmary TDL from her
SecondaryTDL. Strong directive force (which we might associate witmew
type of speech-act operator in our illocutionary metalatg) would then in-
volve addition to the Primary TDL, while weak directive fergvould involve
addition to the Secondary TDIS

Among the advantages of this tack are its ability (i) to digtiish clearly
between the typical purpose of an utterance with strongtimeforce and the
typical purpose of an utterance with merely weak directeéd, and, relatedly,
(i) to make rational sense of weakly directive utteranceslenunder the expec-
tation that the enjoined state of affairs will not obtain.rd8yg directive force
might be used by a speaker only when she intended to altectioms of her ad-
dressee(s), while weak directive force might be used wherspleaker intended
to introduce criteria for the purpose efaluative assessmefgerhaps, but not
necessarily, in addition talteration) of the behavior of her addresseet$)Sup-
posing a semantics on which the addition of the propositiait to a Secondary
TDL typically secures the truth of relevant weak descripsiof deontic necessity
(shouldp, oughty, etc.), this analysis would also track well with the propgbse
explanation of the contrasts betwe&nd) and (7-8).

There are reasons (for some of these, &) for worrying about the sec-
ondary ordering-source analysis of the distinction betwsteong and weak de-
ontic modality, and this makes trouble for this account efdistinction between
weak and strong directive force. What is notable, for thepses of this project-
sketch, is the evidently tight connection between the cbisemantic treatment
of deontic modality and a pragmatic analysis of directiveeéo A pragmatic
analysis of weak (strong) directive force plausibdguiresa semantics of weak

12. Portner(2008 367) suggests that distinctions in illocutionary force explained by updates to
different subsets (bouletic, teleological, deontic,)ed€ the agent’s To-Do List. This is orthogonal to
strength of directive force. A speaker can, for instancajésdoth strong and weak recommendations
about how her addressee should go about fulfilling her desire

13. This is just a sketch of a proposal. There are many integstimplications in the area of
weak necessity modals (s€é.2), to which a serious proposal would need to be sensitive.vé sa
discussion of these for a fuller incarnation of the project.

14. The connections between the practice of evaluative assegsweak directive force, and weak
deontic modality warrant exploratiorRortner(2004a 2008 gives a preliminary stab at connecting
the notion of the TDL to the practice of evaluative assess$nen it is unsatisfactory.
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(strong) deontic modality. Weak (strong) directive foromsists, partly, in a dis-
position to reliably impose weak (strong) commitments,ahkhive are modeling
as the change in truth-values of descriptions of weak (gjrobligation, from
false (at the original context) to true (at the updated cdhtéNe cannot get a
pragmatic analysis of weak (strong) directive force off gneund without hav-
ing a sense of (i) what parameters are relevant for the sécsarftweak (strong)
obligation, (ii) what sort of structure these parametexetemnd how they respond
to additions, subtractions, and (iii) what sort of effedisieges in the parameters
have on truth-values of the relevant obligation-desasipgi Clearly, then, the
correct analysis of directive force will have to take a standsome fundamental
issues in metaethics and deontic modal logic. This is a rentitheme of this
prospectus (and indeed all of my prior work on AGDs). lts iivgtions for the
scope and interest of the project are clear.

2.4 Computing and Embedding Force

This section develops some formal apparatus for the cortipntaf update po-
tentials and considers some reasons for and against afj@xjressions denoting
update potentials to embed under various kinds of opemtion

The simple picture we're implicitly employing, which goeadk at least to
the distinctive notation of FregeBegriffsschrift presupposes a basic distinction
betweerillocutionary forceandsemantic conter{tn the sense of linguistic mean-
ing).1> Moreover, contents (a.k.a. thoughts, phrastics, descapsentence rad-
icals) are given by object-language sentences and the gitmms they express.
The force of a speech-act token (e.g., an assertionghat computed by com-
bining the denotation of the relevant speech-act operat@rg. force operator,
neustic, dictor)—in the case of assertidassert]—with the proposition that
.16 On this picture, it is natural to think any expression emliegld speech-act
expression under the scope of any operator is ill-formedhénwords ofPotts
(2003, “force is not embeddablée-?

The truth is more complicated. To frame the relevant isstipays to be a bit
more explicit about the syntax and semantics of the ill@angry metalanguage.
As a rough first pass, imagine the vocabulary of this metalagg as consisting
of the formulas of first-order logic and a finite se® = {assert,query,direct,...}

15. Dynamic semantics in the tradition @froenendijk & Stokho{1991); Veltman (1996 denies
this distinction and assimilates semantic content to ummary force or update potential. The con-
troversy here is largely uninteresting. There are dynarhi&npmena (force, for instance) that are
perspicuously handled in a dynamic framework. There at&gtaenomena that are perspicuously
handled in a static framework. There isn't much else to sae §3.6 and Charlow (2009a §§3.3,
4.13, 5.5-6, 6) for further discussion.

16. A sampling of references that endorse this basic pictDienmett(1973; Hare (1949 1952
1967, 1989; Isaacs & Pott$2003; Krifka (2001ab, 2004; Lewis (1970; Potts(2003; Searle(1969
1975; Searle & Vanderveke(1.985; Stenius(1967); Wittgenstein(1958.

17. This last assumption is plausible at first blush. We are ésted in modeling the force of
speech-acts. The force of a speech-act is plausibly a mcti the sort of propositional attitude
that speech-act generally serves to express: an assériibp éxpresses a belief that, a directive
that ¢ generally expresses a desire thatetc. Modeling the force of a speech-act would seem to
require nothing beyond fixing a content and a conversatitatitude”—an analogue of the attitude
expressed by the speech-act—that a speaker can take tdwarcbhtent.Schroedel(20083 has a
nice recent discussion of this basic picture.
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of speech-act operators corresponding to the relevans tyfi#ocutionary force.
Expressions of this language (force-marked phrases, FBhdot) are formed, in
thebase casgby adjoining an operatdx € O to a formulap € L.*8 In tree form:

Alp) : FP
/\
A:O p:L
The semantics for this sort of case is trivial. Informallg understangiA] to be a
function from propositions to update potentials (func§iémm contexts into con-

texts), and lef ] be a proposition. The denotationfy), [A(y)], is computed
by application of a Functional Application rule (¢deim & Kratzer 1998.

Ap) : FP
ﬂ N

H = [A]([])

A:O oL

So far, so familiar. Moving beyond the base case—determimihether and
how complex update potentials may be constructed out o€ hgslate potentials
and how to interpret the operations on contexts that compielate potentials
perform—complicates things for the simple picture.

Notice that update potentials are typed as (determinigtmyrams: updates
relate an input context to a unique output context. So itsir@h to ask which
regular operations on programs (if any) would be sensibtepoesent in our illo-
cutionary metalanguage. And one way of approaching thistépreis to whether
and how illocutionary force can blEmbeddedh complex speech-acts: are there
complex speech-acts having speech-acts as constiturdta/jese illocutionary
force is computed from the illocutionary forces of its catusnt speech-acts?
Modeling such phenomena would require (i) devices for lngdexpressions
that denote complex update potentials in our illocutiomagtalanguage and (ii)
the specification of a synax and semantics for these devices.

For illustration, we focus on two binary operations on updadtentials
and ;) with a stipulated syntax and semantics, and consaae ®vidence for
natural language constructions that embed force in thegs.w&hena and 8
are atomic expressions denoting update potenfials; 57 is a complex expres-
sion denoting an update potential that executes at leasvfofad or [3], while
Ta; 7 is a complex expression denoting an update potential treduges]«]
then[3].1%20)

Evidence for a kind of “conjunctive” illocutionary force given in recent
work by Krifka (2001a 2004 on the semantics and pragmatics of questions.
Questions of the form in1@) admit of so-called narrow-scope, functional, and
pair-list readings (indicated semi-formally g 14b, and14c¢ respectively).

18. Arelevant precursor for this approachLiewis (1970 (see alsdrifka 20010. Though Lewis
conflates the syntax of object language and illocutionaryatfaeguage, the discussion is sophisti-
cated.

19. There would need to be further syntactic restrictions. stigating these restrictions—how
atomic directives might combine with atomic assertions wesgions—seems like it would be an
interesting project, possibly one with some metaethidaveace.

20. SoJa+ 3] =[] u 8] and[c; 8] = [a] o [B] = {{c,c’) : Tc* : {c,c*) € [a] A{c*,c') €
151}

10



DIRECTIVES/ 11

(Note: we're now assuming that some speech-act operatonsiod variables in
open formulae.)

(14) Whichz: all y: R(z,y)? (E.g., Which dish did each chef prepare?)
a. whichz :Vy: R(y,x) (Narrow-scope)
b. whichf :Va: R(z, f(x)) (Functional)
C. Vz:whichy: R(z,y) (Pair-list)

The force of the narrow-scope reading is to query the ideatia dish (e.g. pasta)
satisfying the property in question (being prepared by ehetf)?! The force of
the functional reading is to query the identity of a functipife.g.,z’s favorite
dish) such thatf(x) satisfies the property in question. Nothing is mysterious
about either type of interrogative force. A single quest®intuitively asked,
and interrogative force adjoins, in either case, to an opstadrder formula.

whichz :Vy: R(y,x) whichf :Va: R(z, f(z))

whichz Vy:R(y,x) whichf Vz:R(x,f(z))

Not so, it would seem, for the pair-list reading, the forcevbich is to query,
for each chefthe identity of the dish that chef made.

Va :whichy : R(x,y)
Va  whichy: R(z,y)

whichy R(x,y)

A universal first-order formulaVvz : ¢ is equivalent to the conjunction of's
substitution instances (assuming a surjective map fronsteoits to individuals
and a finite domain of individuals). Similarly, the force bktpair-list reading
of "Vz : whichy : ¢ is intuitively equivalent is equivalent to the force of the
“conjunction” of the substitution instances Gfhichy : ¢ (cf. Krifka 2004: 3-
4). Formally, lettingA be a finite list of constants, securing the following identit
would be a desirable property of the semantics.

[Va :whichy : R(z,y)] = \ SUBY?[whichy : R(z,y)]]
acA

The takeaway point: pair-list readings are good evidencesfiobedding force
under an operation which behaves a lot like conjunctiors ftdtural to analyze
this sort of conjunction in terms of the ; operation, so fhat 3] = [«; 5].2223

21. Technical note: for any in which "z occurs free, | assumpe] = Azp. (I'm suppressing
world variables, for simplicity.)

22. An intersective operation is not appropriate, for reasoneri’t broach here. It is noteworthy
that in Dynamic Semantics the illocutionary force of an & of a conjunction” o A7 is gen-
erally modeled with function composition, so tHassert(p A1))] = [assert(p);assert(y)] =
[assert(p)] o [assert(v)]. Embedded illocutionary force is automatic from the staddlynamic
treatment of conjunction.

23. Although the ; operation is order-sensitive, it is safe teuase (so wewill assume) that it
commutes when we have a conjunction of substitution ins&i¢ speech-act expressions.
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Similar considerations yield a case for embeddable diredtirce?* First,
let's be a bit more sophisticated about the sort of functiaat the operator for
generic directive forcedirect) denotes. We can think diirect] as a two-
place function, mapping aimdividual and apropertyto an update potential, so
that [direct(a)] is a function from properties to update potentials, and
[direct(a)(Px)]=[direct][a](AzPz) is a function addind Pa] (the propo-
sition thata satisfiesP) to the TDL ofa.2% In tree form, with the right branch
corresponding, as before, to the speech-act’s contergftitaranch to its force:

direct(a)(Px)

T

direct a

Next consider the directive utterances ir5)26

(15) a. See to it that everyone takes shelter!
b. Everyone take shelter!

There is an unmistakable difference in force here. Intel§i\(159 demands of a
specific addresseethata secure the truth of a proposition of the fokm : Pz,
whereas15b) demand®f every individual: thatx secure the truth of the propo-
sition thatz takes shelter. The differences between these directivebeaepre-
sented perspicuously as a scope-difference in the metzdageg

direct(a)(Vz : Px) Va :direct(x)(Px)

dir@x vz direct(z)(Pxz)
p
YV x /<\Px

direct =«

In the latter tree we again have quantification scoping osgreech-act operator.
As before, securing the following semantic identity is deaisie.

[V : direct(z)(Px)] = [[/\ suB?[direct(z)(Px)]]
a€A

The evidence for conjunctive speech-acts is pretty solitis % not, on re-
flection, too surprising: the performance of a conjunctigeech-act amounts,
in effect, to the performance of multiple speech-acts witlingle utterance. We
might well expect the existence of economizing devicesatig the performance
of multiple speech-acts with a single utterance in nataraglage. Perhaps more
surprising would be evidence for devices allowing the panfance ofhedged
or qualifiedspeech-acts—devices, for instance, for disjoining or @¢@hlizing
illocutionary force?’

24. Krifka (2004’s case for this relies on examples that all strike me asqséuperative.

25. The details here are fairly consonant with the propos&atner(2004ab, 2008. There are,
however, some important differences, which | won't try talgss here.

26. Portner(2004ab) seems to blur these together.

27. An assertion that, e.gmight ¢, ¢ V), orif ¢, then is hedged, but not in the intended

12



DIRECTIVES / 13

Evaluating this question requires clarity about what heldgeeech-acts are—
or, in lieu of that, some examples thereof. As a rough firs¢ pas might say that
speaker performs a hedged speech-act with an utterane iftterance does not
commit her to the unhedged speech-act. Credible exampligso$ort of phe-
nomenon are, however, hard to come by. The evidence sugdpli@bnjunctive
speech-acts, for one, does not adapt to an argument fondisje speech-acts.
There is a pair-list reading for the questidthich dish(es) did QP prepareshly
when QP is a universal quantifier phrakgifka 20013 2004).

As for directives, considerl@), the proposed representation, and its seman-
tics.

(16) Someone bring me a cigarette!

Jz :direct(z)(Px)

Jx direct(x)(Px)

T

direct =«

[3x :direct(x)(Px)] = [[\/ suB?[direct(z)(Px)]]
acA

Problem one: supposing a speakerf)(typically addresses such a directive to
an audience 1(g)’s force is plausibly conjunctive, not hedged—aptly resaeted,
that's to say, with"Vz : direct(x)(Px)”, with P expressing the property of
seeing to it that someone brings the speaker a cigarettdargliaintifier ranging
over the audience. Any addressee who knows that her brirtgmgpeaker a
cigarette is the only way the speaker’s request will be falliis obliged to bring
the speaker a cigarette. This is easy to explain, if we suppws, for eactr,
the proposition that: sees to it that someone brings the speaker a cigarette is
onz’s TDL. This is exactly what the update potential'®fz : direct(z)(Px)”
guarantees.

Problem two: it is most natural to analyze speech-act disjan in terms of
the + operation (which executes at least one of its argumentshada \ 5] =
[+ 5] = [o] U[A]. But any illocutionary operator analyzable in termstofs
not the sort of operator that would be appropriate for hegldiocutionary force:
[a+ 5] executes at least one afor 3, so that the result of executirfgr + ]
on a context is the same as executing eitldror [5] on it. The+ operation
introduces possible uncertainty about which of its argushenexecutedUnpre-
dictableandhedgedorce are distinct: an utterance whose force is to update wit
[a] or [8] commitsthe speaker tax or 3, depending on which update is exe-
cuted on the context. Disjunctive speech-acts, shouldeisg, would require a

sense. The force of assertimgight ¢, for instance, is plausibly that of full assertion: thatis
possible wrt the relevant information. For contrary vieasgSwanson(2006); Yalcin (forthcoming.
Itis an interesting question which, if any, views about tpigc modality require speech-acts that are
hedged, in the intended sense. For relevant discussionpsdeintel & Gillies (2007 §5).

13
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different analysis. But what®2°

A better case for hedged speech-acts might be fourdmditionalor hypo-
thetical speech-acts. If examples of such could be identified, thaydvdearly
count as hedged speech-acts. In particular, conditionattives are often con-
tended to yield examples of conditional speech-acts (sgePotts 2003Asher
& Lascarides 2003Lascarides & Asher 2004Portner 2004n Glossing over
some detail, consider a purported example, the commonlygsed represen-
tation, and its semantics. (We I€...¢ () = {c: [assert(p)](c) = cj—the
contexts where assertingis redundant.)

(29) If your boss attends the meeting, give her a seat!

assert(yp) — direct(a)(Pzx)

assert(y)
— direct(a)(Px)

T

direct a

[direct(a)(Pz)](c), if ¢ € Cyggere(
¢, otherwise

[assert(y) — direct(a)(Pz)] = Ac. { e)

Comment:"a — 37 expresses aonditional update potentialexecutes if « is
executed; otherwise, idle. The force'af — (7 is to restrict the execution of
[ to contexts where executingis redundant. A conditional directive will typi-
cally add something to an addressee’s TDL, on the conditiaththe information
expressed by its “antecedent” is available.

Problem one: this can't be the right semantics for condéiatirectives
in natural language. The directive i9) gives an addressee guidance should
the information thatp become available (in particular, it tells her that if her
boss comes to the meeting, she must offer her a seat). Buutgested se-
mantics returns the original context when the informatimpressed by the an-
tecedent is not available. What appears to be needed is ateupdtential for

28. Maybe they introducalternatives so that[a \V 8] maps a context into a set of alternative
contexts{[a](c), [B](c)} (cf. Krifka 2004 Mastop 2005 Veltman 2008. This solves the commit-
ment problem, but at the cost of considerably complicatirgsemantics of update. In lieu of credible
examples of disjunctively hedged speech-acts, this is tivbiled.

29. Other evidence for disjunctive speech-acts comes in tha fofr disjunctive imperatives /
permissives.

a7) a.??Post or burn the letter (I haven't decided which)
b. Post or burn the letter (I don’t care which)
(18) You may post or burn the letter (I don’t care which)

If (179 is felicitous (asHamblin 1987 Hare 1967 315-6 claim), it would plausibly be an example
of a disjunction of directive speech-acts. | dispute it&fgl (cf. Merin 199]). Krifka (2001h 2004
contends thatl(7b) and (L8) are examples of disjunctive speech-acts, but they seere to e clearly
examples of conjunctive speech actd7l), with the indicated force, demands that the addressee
either post or burn the lettend permits her to do both, whilelg) simply permits her to do both.
This result is, | contend, delivered by the correct sematnéiatment of the Ross Paradox and the
Paradox of Free Choice Permission. $éelfor discussion.

14



DIRECTIVES/ 15

Fassert(yp) — direct(a)(Pz)” on which the following update potentials are
identical:
[assert(p) — direct(a)(Px)] o [assert(y)]

[assert(p) — direct(a)(Px)] o [assert(yp)] o [direct(a)(Px)]

And this would appear to require a TDL that is sensitive, imeavay, to available
information3® Skeletal though it may be, the naive formulation of the motd
the TDL oflsaacs & Pott$2003); Potts(2003; Portner(2004ab, 2008 is unable
to accommodate this very basic requirement.

Problem two: the correct treatment of conditional direztivnakes it clear
conditional and unconditional directive force are speofdke very same genus—
conditional and unconditional directive force are, in asgerypes of restricted
directive force, only the restriction is vacuous in the cafsthe latter. So neither
motivates recognizing the existence of hedged speech{#dtsough | can’'t go
into detail, seg4.3andCharlow 2009a§§3.4 and 5.3 for discussion.)

To sum up: the case for conjunctive embeddings of force angtrthe case
for hedged embeddings is (pending redemption of some psomyisiotes) weak.
While that is interesting in its own right, perhaps more grgiare the prospects
for a powerful and precise illocutionary logic—of the sottrpued (largely un-
successfully) irHare (1949 1952 1967, 1989—in terms of a first-order modal
logic for programs (seélarel et al. 200)) something we've only begun to ex-
amine here. Such a logic is, as we have seen, a useful togiiestigating and
representing illocutionary forc&. However we develop it, a large revision of the
received analysis of directive force is in order.

2.5 Permissive Force

We assume directive uses of AGDs typically introduce obiiges, either strong
or weak. It seems equally clear that directive uses of AGDBeducepermissions
(or perhaps everights), which is to say that part of their performative force is, in
fact, non-directive—we’ll call ipermissive—in character. Directing an addressee
to see to it thatp involves, at a minimum, permitting her to see to it that

(20)  #Bring me a cigarette. | forbid you to do so.
(21)  #You must (should) bring me a cigarette. | forbid you ¢osd.

Although permissive force can be, in a sense, a side-effalitective force,
purely permission-granting speech-acts existZ2&23b). Permission-granting
devices (PGDs for short) are characteristically in thedative mood (cf223),
but note that, like AGDs, they potentially occur in other rdepincluding, per-

30. On motivating and modeling information-sensitivity in erthg-sources (and, by extension,
TDLs), seeCharlow(2009h, Charlow(2009a §4.10), and the discussion §4.3.

31 Aswell as a nexus of other issues at the syntax-semanteg¥atics interface, in particular the
clarification and evaluation @xpressivisngand other types of noncognitivism, e.g., about normative
language, epistemically hedged language, expressiverapmaind so on) as a semantic and pragmatic
program. The formal apparatus supplies a useful framevasngresenting and evaluating recent work
by Schroede(2008ab,c) that is critical of the semantic program of expressivism.
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16 / NATE CHARLOW

haps surprisingly, the imperative (&2b).32 Like AGDs, they embed (cR23a
23b), although not quite freely (cf23¢ a felicitous reading of which obliges a
permission-describing, rather than permission-granteeyling of the antecedent).

(22) a. You may have a peatr.
b. Have a pear if you like.

(23) a. Ifthe apples are gone, you may take a pear.
b. You may have a pear and (or) an apple.
c.??If you may have a pear...

Permission is a complex topté.Some questions we can give a first hearing:

e Is permissive force sui generis? Can a permission-grailliogtionary
operator be defined in terms of thérect operator?

e Supposing permissive force is sui generis, what would threecb se-
mantics for a permission-granting illocutionary operdte?

Though there are various ways of modeling permissive foticere’s general
agreement that permissive force is sui generis. Permissiandefinable in terms
of requirements in deontic logic, but permissive force a@ppérreducible to di-
rective force.

The most common type of approach—call it thethority-orientedapproach*
(cf. Krifka 2004, Lewis 1979 van Rooy 200B—has it that permissive force con-
sists in some sort of one-off expansion of options for theresigke(s). The
authority-oriented approach has it tfigermit(a)(Pz)] expands:’s options to
permit theleast reprehensibléwrt the relevant ordering) ways far to satisfy
P; [permit(a)(Pz)] updates the context non-vacuously only when the option-
space at the prior context forbidgo satisfy P. Supposing the option-space for
a is a function ofa’s TDL, non-vacuous update is achievedgakeningrather
than strengthening,'s TDL.3® There is no reasonable way to define an appropri-
ate weakening function in terms of tldérect operator, so permissive force is
sui generis.

A different approach—call it theagent-orientedpproach (cf\Veltman 2008
Charlow 2009p—has it that permissive force consists in the grant of atragh
entitlement to the addressee(s). This approach has ititgs provide a back-
ground against which future directives are tested for aed®ity. To be a bit
grandiose, permissive force is understood as a grant ofdad€iBerlin-ian neg-
ative right: a freedom to resist future directives that arxeonsistent with her

32. Ex. (22b) is from Hamblin (1987, via Schwager2004. Schwager notes (while registering
her disagreement with the sentiment) that such exampléb f@eudo-imperatives included in this
class) have often “been taken as evidence that the semahiioperatives has to be so underspecified
that ultimately not much of interest can be said about it.” digeuss this point i3.1

33. Although we'll sidestep most of the complexity of permissidynamics here, sekeewis
(1979; Portner(2009; van Rooy(2000 for a taste.

34. So named because this approach is best-suited to modeéirgpthmitments of an issuer of
permissions and directives (i.e., aathority), while the latter is best-suited to modeling the commit-
ments of aragent For more on this distinction, sé8.1

35. AlthoughPortner(2009 endorses the view that permissions involve addition todaliessee’s
TDL. | have a number of objections to this view, which | wondiee here.
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rights (which we can model as undefinednesgdifrect(a)(Qx)] for contexts
in which an agent has a right that is inconsistent with hesfsation ofQ). On
this picture,[permit(a)(Pz)] may update the context non-vacuously when the
option-space at the prior context permits satisfyP: it may not have been for-
bidden fora to satisfy P at the prior context, without there having been a right for
a to do so. Absence of a prohibition on satisfyiftgs distinct from freedom to
resist directives that are inconsistent with satisfying® There is no reasonable
way to understand grants of rights as TDL update, so, agemmigsive force is
sui generis.

Since permissive force is sui generis, it would seem thatwgghbto treat it,
in the case of directive uses of AGDs, asatjunctto directive force. Directive
uses of AGDs would typically involve the performance of ajootive speech-
act: an injunction for the addressee to satisfy some prggetiose force is to
add the proposition that the addressee does so to her TYethter with a grant
of permission for the addressee to do so (consisting in re@lveeakening of the
addressee’s TDL, or an addition to the addressee’s riglefsemtling on one’s
approach¥’

So much for an overview of the issues surrounding permidsixee. No
matter how we choose to model permissive force, the lesgmin ais clear: the
naive approach to directive force is in for an overhaul.

2.6 Discourse Semantics

There is a temptation, when thinking about directives, tokithere are no prop-
erly semantic (in the usual sense of that notion) genetaizaito be made about
AGDs (and imperatives, in particular). There are at leastkimds of motivation
one could have for this sort of viewiRortner(2008 366) claims there simplis
nothing to say about the meaning of the imperative, beyovidgan analysis of
directive force. Writers in the vein diilliams (1963 argue that, since impera-
tives do not behave in a logically disciplined way, they d¢ Imave a logic, and

36. There is a case for havirgermit (a)(Pz)] undefined fok,, when a prohibition on satisfying
P is in force atc. An agent’s reconciling a prohibition on satisfyid@with a grant of permission to
satisfy P requires that she compare the authorities that are theesaf¢he prohibition and grant of
permission, respectively. Modeling this sort of comparigoplausibly not the job of the semanticist.
This approach is well-suited to handling the following asyetry. Let A and B be authorities of equal
stature (e.g., Mom and Dad), and C be their subject.

(24) A: You may watch TV before bedtihe passes
B: Go to bed!
C: Hey! A said | could watch TV!

(25) A: Go to bed! {ime passes
B: You may watch TV before bed.

Permissions followed by matching prohibitions supply grdsiforresistance Prohibitions followed
by matching permissions supply grounds ¢onfusion

37. We could banish representations of sui generis injunctiee, [ DL-strengthening) force from
the metalanguage, by defining a new speech-act operatom(itméooth a TDL strengthening and
option-expanding/right-granting function). As the Rossdlox (se€4.4) makes clear, however,
one and the same injunctive force can combine with grantewhission of differing content to yield
different forces for one and the same AGD. So things arertifiiee pragmatics recognizes sui generis
injunctive force.
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so lack a semantic¥.

The former motivation stands or falls with the latter. If thés a logic of
imperatives (and it is possible to characterize this logiofally), then there will
presumably be an entailment or consequence relation foeratiges (or, more
precisely, for a formal imperative language). Stating ssaey and sufficient
conditions on that relation will presumably require defqim fundamental se-
mantic relation for the formal imperative language—an inagige analogue of
satisfaction or truth of a formula in a model. (S§g1 for further discussion of
these and related points.)

While Portner (pc) seems to acknowledge the force of thiatgeind agree,
moreover, that there is a logic of imperatives to be charzetd), he nevertheless
contends that the thrust of his claim survives intact. Thgcof imperatives
is, he claims, simply to be read off our analysis of direcfoee. A dynamic
satisfaction relation(holding between contexts and formulae of the imperative
language) comes for free once update potentials are defimede language: a
contextc satisfies a formulg with update potentigko]°iff ] (c) = c. So while
an analysis of directive force doesn't strictly exhaustesoant of the meaning of
the imperative, it will ultimately be able to explain all thaeeds to be explained
about it.

Whatever update potentials we ultimately settle on for #mgliage, we can
usually define astatic satisfaction relatiorthat is rich enough to characterize
them (seeCharlow 2009a64.13 and;3.3below)#° The logics characterized by
the “competing” static and dynamic relations are in large fze same Char-
low 2009a 80)*! In cases where the dynamic and static perspectives on the
imperative are essentially equivalent, why should one takeedence over the
other? Update potentials are useful, to be sure, for doiegthgmatics of direc-
tive force, but whether the semantics undergirding theclégystatic or dynamic
is neither here nor there. Nor does the use of a dynamic aetiish relation, as
such, yield a theory of imperative content that is dynamiarig special sense, so
long as we are able to read update potentials off the statgfasztion conditions
for formulas of the imperative language (¢on Fintel & Gillies 2007.42

38. In support of the latter point, we might note the various gsisf imperatives—as permissives
and in pseudo-imperative constructions—on which direcforce is undetectable. The idea here
seems to be that semantic value determines “functionainpate—the kinds of speech-act that a
linguistic device can be used to perform (8thwager 2004 Because the functional potential of
imperatives is so wide, it might be that all that can be saidualthe semantics of imperatives is
something indistinctive, e.g., that their semantic valtie aontext is just a property or proposition
(cf. Portner 200422008.

39. Any logic of imperatives must idealize by encoding forcetia bbject language (c§3.1).

40. There are interesting update potential assignments tisasthot true of. Coincidentally, they
turn out to be of special use in developing expressivism guaasitic proposal (s€gt.6).

41. There are cases at the margins where the resulting staticlyaraimic entailment relations
diverge, and in a rather predictable w&h@arlow 2009a80). As | have argued, these actually illus-
trateindispensabilityof a static satisfaction relation, insofar as the stati@aiément relation ends up
characterizing a reasonable logic whose rationale faigjt@re with a dynamic entailment relation.
There is a general lesson here: the static perspectivetedsioi modeling some stuff, the dynamic
perspective is suited to modeling some other stuff. Insafaeach can be used to model worthwhile
stuff, why be squeamish about using them to do so?

42. We might, e.g., think of theontentof a first-order formulap as{P C P(W): {w e W 1w E
p} € P}—the sets of propositions having the proposition thas an element (cf. the “constraint
semantics” ofSwanson 2008a Then a context (dynamically) satisfies iff the Common Ground
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This ends our overview of the philosophical and linguissgues surrounding di-
rective force (although related considerations will remiaithe background). We
began our look at these issues with a pithy and compellirgpsiodirective force
involves adding something to an addressee’s To-Do ListlifRes, we've seen,
a lot more complicated. There is a lot of work to be done (altfowe've saved
the bulk of it for a more appropriate venue). The remaindehisf prospectus is
devoted to the logic and semantics of directives.

3 LOGIC AND SEMANTICS OF DIRECTIVES

“Ordinary” logic has a well-known and intuitive conceptuationale: to charac-
terize the set of valid arguments (for a defined formal lagg)a The logic of
directives is without such a rationale, so it's up to us tafsin one. The issues
here are complicated and fairly uncharted, so it will be hardvoid saying a
few stupid things. But we will do our best. We begin by sketch# motivation
for the logic of directives (and doing some necessary boegke, like defining
a provisional imperative language to play around with). Aslvsee, there is a
menu of options for defining the fundamental semantic r@teftdr this language
consistent with the motivation for the logic of directives.

3.1 Motivation and Rationale

There is something compelling about these inferences.

(26) Brush your teeth and go to bed.
So, brush your teeth.
(27) Pet every kitty!
So, pet Fluffy!
(28) See to it that: if you go, you take the train!
Go!
So, take the train!

(29) Use an axe or a saw!
Don’t use an axe!
So, use a saw!

Whatmakeghem compelling—what it might even mean to describe the@rfee
of an imperative conclusion from a set of imperative presiaecompelling—is
for now a mystery. The pull of these arguments is a reasorhfoking there is a
difference between good and bad imperative arguments. dSugpthis is right,
we can think of our task in much the same way as ordinary logiceives its
task: as giving a precise semantic characterization—ingeaf validity or some
related notion—of the set of good imperative arguments.

of ¢ is such a set (cfCharlow 2009a§4.13). This is a perfectly statically kosher notion of carte
(in that content is fully determined by the static satistactelationF). It's trivial to read the value
of [assert(y)] off it.
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This is a modest claim, but there are objectiorsstet of them, in fact. I'll
try to lay most of them out in an orderly way here.

Varying Uses. Natural language imperatives, as we've seen, can be used-to p
form a variety of non-directive speech-acts—assertionsf(gou like, threats; cf.

4), grants of permission (c22b), and probably others. So there is reason to sus-
pect that the semantic core underlying the imperative istooto support a logic

of imperative validity (or, for that matter, any interegfisemantic generalizations
about the imperative).

I'm not sure that there is anything to this wof4/but we will sidestep it
anyway. Taking the advice @ar-Hillel (1966, we’ll confine our attention to
defining and interpreting a formal imperative language Wwhdncodes directive
force*® so that the interpretation of any imperative formula is aniily direc-
tive 46

What should this language look like? Here is a preliminatgrapt at char-
acterizing it. LetL be the formulas of first-order logic. Then the Basic Impegati
Languagéd_; is defined as the smallest set such that:

(30) Ifpel,thenpel;
If pel,thenlpel;(soL Cly)

The imperative operatof!™ is readsee to it that without exception, it takes a
first-order formula as complement. Some limitationg pthat are worth noting:

e Imperative formulas do not embed.

e There s, as yet, no way of representing permissions or tifdisishing
between strong and weak directive force.

These limitations will eventually need to be remedied. Eduieg of imperative
formulas (under certain quantifiers and perhaps certaingdocperators) is es-
sential for representing constructions liksb).*” Obviously, a proper logic of
imperatives should represent permissions and the digtmbetween strong and
weak directive force, just as a proper deontic logic withigies on natural lan-
guage should represent deontic permissibility and théndistn between strong
and weak deontic necessity. But the issues here are trickyeswill postpone
them for now. Limited though the language is, it would seerbaacapable of

43. I'll skip the objection that imperative inferences are a@sopher’s contrivance (cfVedeking
1970, which Vranas(2009 handles reasonably well.

44. Schwager(2004), for instance, gives a semantics for the imperative thatsaio predict
permission-granting readings, whiRussell(2007) gives a semantics that aims to predict assertive
readings. | doubt it's possible to merge these proposalseidiqt all of the relevant data, however.

45. On linguistic force-marking, sdeewis (1970; Davidson(1976); Portner(2004a 20071.

46. We operate under the customary expectation that insighis frur understanding of the char-
acteristic behavior and function of natural language irapegs will inform this project, and that a
carefully designed and implemented formalism will enricin onderstanding of imperatives in natural
language.

47. You might think conditional imperatives embed imperatigenfiulas in consequent position
under some sort of conditional operator. This isn't the cafihough conditional imperatives ulti-
mately do force a revision of the language. $43for discussion.
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rendering each of the above imperative inferences (supgofr now, that an
imperative of the forndo z can be faithfully translated a®e to it that you da).

B Nerw) 1 lp
(32) NzPx | 'Pa

(33) e D)lp Iy
(34)  leV),!lmp I 1y

Permissive Content. Williams (1963 notes two patterns of inference we would
expect to be valid for imperativé8.(NaturallL ; counterparts given in brackets.)

(35) Doz ory [ (e V)]
Don'tdoxz [!'—¢]
So, doy ['¢]

(36) Dox [!¢]
So, doz ory [!(p V)]

But a logic which sanctions these apparent inferences (gdagic of impera-
tive inference) sanctions chains of reasoning whose eiactytpically requires
achange of minan the part of the reasoner. And, according to Williams t'if]
essential to the idea of an inferenceydfom a set of premiseB that in reaching
q, the [reasoner] should not go back on or change his mind ayudf the mem-
bers of P—the form of an inference igiven P, ¢” (Williams 1963 32). To put it
somewhat differently: a logic igell-behavednly if the inferences it sanctions
are such that (i) their premises stand in the required cgldti the conclusion and
(ii) it is possible to consistently endorse the premise®tiogr with the conclu-
sion#? So any logic of imperative inference will not be well-behdyimsofar as
it sanctions inferences that fail to obey requirement (ii).

What change of mind is involved? According to Williams, disgtive or
choice-offering commandsl¢ = or y) carry “permissive presuppositions” to the
effect that both doing and doingy are permitted. But non-disjunctive commands
(do x) expressly forbid the failure to de. Supposing that doing implies not
doingy (and vice versa), the first premise 85 presupposes permission to fall
to dox, so that someone who endorses this premismismittedo permission
for failing to doz. The second premise expressly forbids failure toagdso
someone who endorses this premise is committed to no péomi&s failing
to dox. So it is not possible to consistently endorse both premiSasilarly,
endorsing the premise 086) commits one to no permission for failing to do
while endorsing its conclusion commits one to permissiarfdding to doz. In
either case, requirement (ii) is violated.

It is noteworthy that the unacceptability of inferen@8)(is just the Ross
Paradox Ross 194}, which, helping ourselves to some logical notation, ugual

48. There is some disagreement about what Williams’ argumemngaly is. Vranas(2009, for
instance, understands Williams claims about permissiesyppositions to be much stronger than
they are. Here | only present what | consider to be the comeetpretation of and response to the
argumentAqvist (1965; Geach(1963 seem to interpret it in the same way.

49. Williams should be wary of reductio, ex falso, and supposéi reasoning. We won't nitpick.
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receives the following formulatio?f

@7)  pFleVvy)
(Post the letterldoesn’t entaiPost or burn it)

It is interesting (and evidently correct) that Williams é&dps our discomfort
with argument patterns3g) and @86) as stemming from a common source—
the permissive conter{tn some broad, semantically neutral sense) of imperative
sentences (for consonant views, gdeni 2007: Aqvist 1965 Charlow 2008a
20093. To frame Williams’ argument somewhat differently (but marecogniz-
ably), the unacceptability of each inference stems fronfdlethat, apart from
what they require (the satisfaction of their disjunctivengdements), disjunctive
commands partake firee choice (grants of) permissigref the sort expressed by
the indicated reading oBg4a), with (38b) providing the standard contrast.

(38) a. You can postor burn it (I don't care which)
= You can burn it

b. You can post or burn it (I'm unsure which)
= You can burn it

The Ross Paradox is often treated simply as a failure of same&closure of
commanding under logical consequenceklznsson 199&Kenny 1966 Segerberg
1990. A satisfying treatment requires something more: an actoithe permis-
sive content of imperatives (which has them partaking, messense—whether
via presupposition, entailment, implicature, or anotteation of implication—
in free choice permissions), and an account of free choicmigsions which
predicts the relevant implications.

Various replies to Williams are possible. We might deny #radorsing dis-
junctive commands commits one to endorsing permissiontishg@ach disjunct.
Although itisn’t credible to deny thato x or y in some sense implies, on a salient
reading, the permissibility of both andy, Williams’ identification of these im-
plications agpresuppositionss seriously mistaken. Presuppositions characteris-
tically project under syntactic embedding and can in gdrmdelicitously chal-
lenged with a “Hey, wait a minute!” echo. The implicationsatfoice-offering
disjunctive commands meet neither condition: they do nojegut out of con-
sequent position (cf39), and challenging the implication with a “Hey, wait a
minute!” echo tends to be infelicitous (except, perhapsh@special case when
a different source of authority has issued a conflictingrinjion).

(39) If o, then dar ory % you mayz
(40) A:Dozx ory
#B: Hey, wait a minute! I’'m not allowed to.

So while endorsing does generallgommitan individual to endorsing’s pre-
suppositions, this is neither here nor there: there is ne fmadyping the permis-
sive implications of disjunctive commands as presuppmsti

50. Note,paceWilliams, that many logicians / semanticists who think thiran interesting logic
of the imperative deny this inference’s validity, for insta: Aloni (2007); Aqvist (1965; Geach
(1966; Hansson(1990; Kenny (1966; Mastop (2005; Ross(1941); Segerberg1990; Veltman
(2008. | note in passing that this formulation of the paradox is (ather, is not, but ought to be)
controversial (seg4.4).
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Whether or not these implications count as commitmentsripen the type
of implication they fall under. Suppose they are grouped ithwor instance,
guantity implicaturegGrice 1989, asBennett(1970; Hare(1967) believe they
ought to be! Quantity implicatures (e.g.some F's G=- not all F's G) do
not generally involve speaker commitment; they are, fotainee, felicitously
cancellable (cf41), and withdrawing a statement’s quantity implicaturedais
such, to sanction withdrawal of the statement itself 48j.

(42) Some, but not all, swans are white.

(42) A: Some whales are mammals.
B: Erm, actually all are.
A: | didn’t say they weren’t! (#You're right. | was wrong. #'not the
case that some whales are mammals.)

Are permission implications of disjunctive commands cédlabée? Well: they
are (cf.43, example taken frorRescher & Robison 1964ia Aqvist 1965 for a
similar example, seGeach 196§ and they aren’t (cf44, 45).

(43) John, stop that or leave the room!
(John starts to leave
Don't you dare leave this room!
(So infer: Stop that!)

(44) #Post or burn the letter, but don’t burn it

(45) A: Use shears or a chainsaw to cut the branch.
B: I'm not allowed to use a chainsaw!
A: My mistake: don’t use sheaos a chainsaw. Just use shears. (#Noted,
but the instruction still stands: use shears or a chainsaw.)

EX. (43) seems to cut against Williams’ entire argument. Here we tielcitous
cancellation of a permission implication, an inference toiraperative conclu-
sion, and no sense that there is anything inconsistent abdatsing the premises
of the inference together with its conclusion. E#4) indicates, on the other
hand, that there is something fishy about conjoining an ttjon to a disjunc-
tive command, such that the former conflicts with the perimisanplication of
the latter—unexpected, if the permission implication isuamtity implicature.
In a similar vein, ex.45) indicates that denial of a disjunctive command’s per-
mission implications sanctions (indeed, requires) thé&dvaawal of the disjunc-
tive command—again unexpected, if the permission impbcadoes not involve
commitment on the part of the speaRér.

51 Typing these implications as quantity implicatures comsnuihe to specifying a plausible,
Gricean way of deriving them, involving some sort of nomeimhational (practical) analogue Girice
(1989’'s Maxim of Quantity. For sophisticated recent attemptsléoive free-choice implications in
roughly this way, se€ox (2006); Kratzer & Shimoyamg20032); Schulz(2003 2005.

52. The data here require more scrutiny that | have space forct8gnic cancellation construc-
tions, as in 44) areuniformlybad, regardless of the disjuncts. It may be that defaultpné¢ations for
disjunctive commands involve strong permission commitis\dsut thatretroactivereinterpretation is
possible (in particular when it is or becomes common knogéeithat one of the disjuncts is strongly
dispreferred by the speaker). Taking on this picture withpticate the choice-offering / alternative-
presenting account presented immediately below. An exatioim of free-choice interpretations of
indefinites is also in order. Séd.4for further discussion..
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In light of such data, it is reasonable to take on a distimchietweerchoice-
offeringandalternative-presentingisjunctive commandsiqvist 1965 see also
Aloni 2007, Charlow 2009 Endorsing a choice-offering disjunctive command
involves strong commitment to permitting each disjunctilesandorsing an alter-
native presenting disjunctive command does not. Since tlaatity implicature
account of permission implications fails to account forickeoffering interpre-
tations, it should be discarded.

How to account for the commitment, if the permissions arepresupposi-
tions of choice-offering disjunctive commands? We do fieating them as (in a
sense we will clarify)entailmentsby semantically encoding free choice permis-
sions at LF. Although how exactly to do this is a matter of faegs there are two
upshots. First, depending on how alternative-presentigigrective commands
are analyzed (and how the relevant logical notions of ctersty and validity /
entailment are developed), this view should have the ressup predict that:

e On a choice-offering reading @lo = or y, the premises of3p) are in-
consistent, and the inference 8§] is invalid.

e On an alternative-presenting readingdafz or y, the premises of35)
are consistent, and the inference 8BYis valid.

Second, and perhaps more significant, a satisfactory lagicsamantics of im-
peratives requires @vo-dimensional semanticene dimension encoding the in-
junctive or command content of the imperative, the othepésmissive content,
the objects of which do not generally coincide.

Permitting vs. Failing to Forbid. It is essential to contrast our picture of per-
missive content with the one endorsedgstafiedél958; Vranag2009 (which
might also be used to counter Williams). To bring it out, ddasthe following
inference, whictCastafiedé1958 says is invalid (cf28).

(46) See to it that: if you read the book, you see mgp [b )]
Read the book! [5]
So, come see me!fi]

“[A] teacher who [issues the premises 48] has not thereby
ordered or told his student to come to see hriegardless of the
student’s reading of the bodl Castafieda 1958 3-4)

It's natural to extend this to Ross: if one endorsesz, one doesn’t thereby
commit herself to endorsindp x or y, regardless of the doing of

Although this analysis roughly agrees with our take on disjive impera-
tives, it relies on a much stronger (and quite implausible)wabout the permis-

53. See§4.4andCharlow(2009a §§3.5, 4.11). This solution goes naturally with a semantie res
olution of the paradox of free choice permission; for somgonig, seeAloni (2007); Geurts(2005);
Mastop(2005; Veltman (2008; Zimmermann(2000. There are a host of putatively closure-related
“paradoxes” in the neighborhood of Ross that are susceptitthis sort of analysis.
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sive content of imperatives in geneP4l.The order ¢ regardless ofy locution
expresses that bothA ¢ andy A =1 are permitted (when possible), and at least
one required. Castafieda apparently believes the conelogi@6) to express a
requirementto come see teacher and a permission to do somitthout having
read the book. While inferring an order to see teacher, ddgss of your reading,
from the premises o) is indeed fallacious, glossing the conclusion48)(as
come see me regardless of your reading of the lmiskepresents its content: the
conclusion is silent about whether failing to read the bagkarmitted.

More generally, Castafieda’s analysis seems to rely on ti@rtbat, where
@ ¥ =), Tl permitsthat v (see alsovranas 2009 fn13)>° But on the as-
sumption thaf ! permits thatp, the analysis predicts the conclusion 46)to
express a permission that is inconsistent with the commeaudi the book This
involves a basic conceptual confusion: the conflation ddifaito expressly forbid
with permitting.

It is logically problematic too: any logic of imperatives wtho its salt will
sanction inference).

(48) Read the book! {#]
Come see me! {#]
So, read the book and come see mébA )]

But if come see mexpresses permission to do so without reading the book,
then (i) the premises of this inference are inconsisteegfty they are not), and,
worse, (ii) each premise expresses a permission that isgmtent with the con-
clusion. This would seem to imply that endorsing the premidethis inference
commits one taejectingits conclusion. The opposite is true.

The upshot is familiar from our earlier examination of far@s grants of
permission—the speech-act analogue of permissive cert@mtnon-analyzable
in terms of failure to prohibit, so permissive content istidist from failure to
expressly forbid.

Eliminability.  Let a treatment of imperative logic and semanticsdukicibleif
there exists a translation map Lyvp — L. (for the relevantimperative language
Livp and some non-imperative langudgg that is homomorphic witt ., i.e.:

Pl Pn ':L|Mp w iff 7(901)7---’7(9071) ':L* T(’L/J)
Some examples of reducible accounts, hastily presented:

e Those which state satisfaction conditions for formulasrofraperative
language in terms of satisfaction conditions for formulasm alethic

54. Crucially, for our purposes, the analysis rules out anyttneat of™! 7 in terms of an operator
Tethat respects modal axioK.

(47) (¢ DY) D (ep Dey)

Supposing Castafieda is right abot)( analyzing™ 7 in terms of any suche™, leads to immediate
trouble. (This is a bit sloppy, as we cannot strictly exprigss; L;. Once we have a notion of
imperative satisfaction in place, we’'ll be able to state ma@gue oK in the metalanguage.)

55. PaceVranas, | do not see that Williams gives any indication ofikinig this.
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deontic language (cAloni 2007; Aqvist 1964 Charlow 2009aSchwa-
ger 200420086 for objections, seélare 1967 Portner 2008

e Those which analyze imperatives in terms of explicit perfatives (lo
x =~ | command you to da) and assign explicit performatives satisfac-
tion conditions (cfLewis 1970Q.

e Those which analyze imperatives in terms of future-tendieatives @o
x ~ you will doz) (cf. Geach 1958

e Those (cf.Bennett 1970Jgrgensen 1937-&are 19491967 which
claim that the imperative entailment relation foy is parasitic on the
entailment relation for the base languadgé.qg., that of first-order logic;
cf. the discussion of fulfillment logics i§3.2), so that:

o, ifpel
Y, if =19

Without prejudging the prospects for such approaches,asipg that any of
them are adequate, imperative logic might be regarded ag lieisome sense
dispensable—a subject of marginal independent intehdstnas(2009 §4) re-
sponds to something like this contention by noting that eéfenreducible ap-
proach is logically adequate, imperative inferences maysgedul, in virtue of
being easier to perform or more transparent. This respangalies a rational
justification for reliance on imperative inference, as adkif useful heuristic for
practical reasoning, but does not seem to motivate imper&igic as an object
of intrinsic andindependeninterest for either the philosophical logician or se-
manticist.

The logic and semantics of imperatives is, neverthelesghyaf such in-
terest, for at least these reasons.

() =

e |tis hardlyobvioughat the logic of imperatives is reducible. Arguments
to the effect that it is (or isn't) are of legitimate philogopal interest.
Establishing either position would be genuine discovephitosophical
logic and the semantics of natural language.

e Evenifitis reducible, the logic of imperatives characes something
distinct from that which is characterized by ordinary lqgis the various
ways of understanding the imperative entailment / satigfacelation
(see§3.2) make clear. (What exactly it characterizes depends onhwhic
understanding we choose to work with.)

e The translation map will likely not be one-to-one (owing to impera-
tives’ distinctive syntactic profileiHare 196 #acitly claims this for de-
ontic reductions; seg3.3). How to restrict embeddings of imperatives
under various operators is a topic of real, independentastewith ob-
vious relevance for the logic.

e Exploring (and, optimistically, coming to better understathe logic
and semantics of one fragment of apparently non-factrgjatiscourse
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can supply us with insights into the logic and semantics bépfrag-
ments of putatively non-fact-stating discourse (see, ewy.discussion
of expressivism ir§4.6).

Imperative Truth?  Reducible analyses of the imperative appear to give imper-
atives literal satisfaction-conditions. It would seem addw that an imperative
formula can be eithetrue or false depending on whether its translation is sat-
isfied. Reducible logics appear to be committed to a truthdimnal semantics
for the imperative (or, equivalently, a semantics on whiot $emantic value of
an imperative formula is of the same semantic type as thas ¢fanslation).

The argument here is invalid (as discussed below). But ssgptherwise—
what would the implications be? The unacceptability of theh-conditional
approach is often treated as a basic, Moorean fact. No nthttework a truth-
conditonal semantics did for us, there would be a strongupnesion against it.

This is a dogmatic way to present a legitimate suspicion; aredo better.
Suppose imperative formulae have as their semantic vakiedme type of ob-
ject as their translations: a proposition. A formula expieg a proposition is
conventionally thought to enable us to do some or all of tlevieng with it.

e Embed them under truth-functional operators
e Embed them under intensional operators
e Assert the propositions they express

e Target the propositions they express with linguistic asaad denial

If imperatives are in the business of expressing propastizve might wrongly
expect the same of them.

(49) *It's not the case that: come see me now
(50) *He knows that come see me now
(51) *l affirm that come see me now

(52) A: Come see me now!
#B: That's true (false).

Such examples might be thought to show that canonical ustsedmperative
are not interpretable as expressing propositions. Theagatauggestive, | admit,
but complicated nevertheless.

e It may be that parts of the asterisked constructions (inqadsr, those
involving the overt complementizénat) subcategorize for complement
IPs with non-null SPEC. If that were right, the badness of¢heon-
structions could be explained as a function of syntactiectefrather
than semantic type-mismatch. In support of this, note thdiedldings
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can often be improved by tweaking the examifle.

(53) He said come see him now. (80)
(54) | say come see me now. (&f1)

e Linguistic denial and assent aren't typically licensed mective inter-
pretations of syntactically non-imperative utterancesépt maybe as
expressions of endorsement / rejection of speaker awh@@rnic &
Trinh 2008.

(55) A: You must (should, oughta) come here immediately.
#B: That's true (false).

Non-embedded occurrences of imperatives typically foicective in-
terpretations. Supposing it is directive interpretatioattmakes linguis-
tic denial infelicitous, we have an appealing alternativplanation of
(52.

e Pseudo-imperative constructions suggest that impegatiga syntacti-
cally coordinate with indicatives. Multiple-addresse@stouctions (cf.
15b, 16) suggest that imperatives can embed under quantifiers.

So while imperatives don’tembed qués freely asndicatives, the data’s valence
is ambiguous (and, in some cases, seem to point to havingthargic values of
imperatives and indicatives agree on type).

The skeptic about reducible accounts may regroup: if impe®expressed
propositions, utterances thereof would be generally pmegable agact-stating
or information-providing But this is controversialSchwageK2006), which en-
dorses a speaker-relative bouletic modal semantics fontperative operator,
contends thalexical presuppositionsf the imperative operator explain why nat-
ural language imperatives generally lack fact-statingrimtetations. While her
proposal is unpersuasivé,it is suggestive. Whatever the right account of the
performative force of imperatives, it will likely at leastelwompatiblewith a
reducible account of the logic and semantics of imperatfges perhaps even
derivable therefrom; c§2.6).

The skeptic’s basic argument is invalid anyway, for sevezasons.

e The basic semantic relation (between a model and an impeyateed
not be understood in terms sétisfactioror truth. In this vein,Lemmon
(1969 suggests the notion of an imperativbiing in force®® True: the
conditions under which an imperative formyias in force are the same
as the conditions under whigctiy) is satisfied, but this is not to say that

56. SeeCrnic & Trinh (2008 for a recent discussion of these examples, and a convireqmgnent
that imperatives are genuinely embeddable in English. Tmastic work here is interesting and
potentially fruitful, given the recent overthrow of the eded wisdom about non-embeddability of
imperatives in English.

57. SeeCharlow(2009a §§3.3, 5.2) for a lengthy critique.

58. Segerberg1990 suggestgequirement Lemmon’s suggestion is superior if we elect to ac-
commodate permissive content. It makes good sense to day pleamission is in force, considerably
less sense to say that it is required.
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the semantic relation of the imperative language is onetéffaation or
truth 9

e The class of models fdryp need not be the same as the class of models
for L. In particular, they might be constructed outdifferent kinds
of things For instance: satisfaction might be relative to worlds and
deontic accessibility relations, while being in force ntigk relative to
TDLs, plans, hyperplanner&{bbard 2003, etc. So while we could
generally determine a set of worlds for a formulaLgfto express (qua
proposition) from its satisfaction conditions, imperatfermulas might
express sets of different kinds of things altogether. (Natevever, that
taking this tack is in tension with the evidence that the datimns of
imperatives and indicatives agree on type.)

e Finally, even if the classes of models fogp andL . overlap perfectly,
and formulas ofLjyp and L, alike are viewed as characterizing sets
of worlds, it wouldn’t follow that imperative formulas exgss proposi-
tions. Imperative formulas characterize the set of worlleng they are
in force, and there is no reason, save a fetish for identfyireoreti-
cal notions with their set-theoretic representationsttiorking this set,
under this description, is a propositié.

| take it that imperative logic and semantics is motivatece ¥n now to
describing the menu of options for conceptualizing the dasimantic relation
for our toy imperative language, .

3.2 The Semantic Smorgasbord

The attractiveness of a logic and semantics for a langdagd! in general be
relative to our conception of its basic semantic relatignand this will in general
be a function of what we wish to use the logic to model or chiarize5! | sketch
three such starting points in this section. No doubt othexpassible: these are
the ones best represented in the literature | am aware of. e Smimts worth
flagging before we get moving.

e The logics we examine are all reducible.

e Let Mi; be the class of models fdry, M., the class of models fdr...
We assumé@it; = 9.

59. Supposind-vp contains both imperative and non-imperative formulas @mability to dis-
tinguish between these classes), the semantic relatiapgf F ., receives alisjunctiveinterpre-
tation: a model satisfies or fails to satisfyin casep is non-imperative, otherwise is or is not in
force there. | touch on arguments that mix imperatives adetatives in§3.2 and Charlow (2009a
§2.2).

60. We can think of programs and formulas alike as expressirajioek on states, formulas ex-
pressing functions from states inf0, 1}. Surely we would not say that a program which counted the
number of blades of grass in Washington Square Park andwpit ib that number was even, O if it
was odd, expressed a proposition, was true/false, the &thing that could be asserted, and so on?
(Thanks to Thony Gillies for suggesting this point.)

61. Though we'll generally pretend otherwise, conditionssgndon’t determine conditions on the
relevant consequence relation. Stedcin (2007 for examples. This section largely distilGharlow
(2009a §2).
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e We will actively avoid talk of imperative satisfaction outh, assuming
that imperative formulas aiia force or notwrt a model.

Fulfilment. As an assertion that is true iff o, so a command that is fulfilled
iff . This parallel tempts us to consider fulfillment (and futfi#nt preservation)
as the imperative analogue of satisfaction (satisfactiesqrvation). LetM be a
model (or whatever sort of object is suitable for being onldfieof the turnstile),
L; andL as before. Conditions on the fulfillment relation are stdkecs.

MELY, if o=l

(56)  MPF, o { MEL g, if pel

Since arlL-sequenceny, ..., ¢, entailsy iff | o1, ..., v, guarantees the fulfillment
of 14, we have the following statement of conditions on a consecgieelation
for unmixed imperative inferences (inferences involvingfarmulas ofL).

(57) ISDLa'SDn ':L] W'ﬁ P15+ Pn ':L’L/}

Note that non-fulfillment logics may also endor&d); Suppose the imperative
operator is translated as the deontic necessity operat8Dbaf We then have
a logic conforming to §7) which is not a logic of fulfilment, in the sense of
(56). Note also that this minimal picture secures the validity26-29), on their
suggested. ; translations. It is the earliest concrete proposal for apeirative
semantics and logic (selrgensen 1937y&nd is endorsed bBennett(1970);
Geach(1963; Hare(1949 1952 1967), surely among others.

What about mixed imperative inferences, e.g.:

(58) Use an axe or a chainsaw{{V )]
You will not use an axe.{y]
So use a chainsaw!«]

(59) See to it that: if you go, you take the train{! D )]
You are going. ]
So take the train! )]

These are appealing, at first blush. We can sanction them hljfyimg (57) thus:

(60) {!(pla 7|S0n}U{wla 71/]771} ':LI I iff {(pla 73071}U{wla 71/]771} ':L ™

Bennett(1970 designatesH7) the Weak Principle (60) the Strong Principle52
SP is a natural expression of the intuition behind a fulfilmiegic: ¢1,...,¢on
together withi)y, ..., 1, entailr iff the fulfillment of !¢y, ...,1v, and the satis-
faction ofy,...,1,, guarantee the fulfilment ofr. Insofar as we are interested
in preserving fulfillment conditional on the facts, we arglyasshould opt for SP.

62. This formulation cannot quite be right; it has it, for instan thaty F_, !¢. So we must
restrict its application; this turns out to be tricky. Fosdlission, se&each(1958; Hare (1952);
Castafied41958 (or, for a summaryCharlow 2009afn3).
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Endorsement. Logics of fulfillment clearly come apart from logics that aim
be normative for endorsemenf imperatives (for an authority). It is reasonable
to suppose that whether or not an authority is committed timesing an imper-
ative, conditional on her endorsement of others, is a fonabif their practical
content—the requirements and permissions they express (whatéliepmeone
to do, and the ways they permit them to do it), perhaps morielégsAn agent
who endorses a sét of imperatives isn’'t per se committed to endorsing an im-
perative requiring (permitting) anything stronger tharaw requires (permits):
endorsingshut the windovdoesn’t commit an agent to endorsisigut and smash
the window An informal way of turning this intuition into a concretensantic
proposal:

e Animperative formulais in force weM iff the permissions and require-
ments it expresses are in force wit.

e An imperative is entailed by a set of imperativesff every model in
which each imperative i is in force is a model in which it is in force.

A full-fledged semantics requires that we be explicit abbetlogic and se-
mantics of requirements and permissions. When are reqaitenand permis-
sions in force wrt a model? When do the requirements and jgsiomis expressed
by an imperative follow from the requirements and permissiexpressed by a set
of imperatives? Deontic logics (and their model theoryMe a convenient and
powerful framework. Let p be the language of first-order deontic logic. Then
the relevant translation maps an imperative formula to a formula ofL , that
expressethat whaty requires (permitsis required (permitted) (non-imperative
formulas are simply mapped to themselves). The reducticonspleted simply
by endorsing the equivalence of conditionssqn, with those or= ;.

(61) a Mk, piff MEL, 7(p)
b. o1, FL, Yiff T(p1),..,7(0n) FL, T(4)

We aren’t done—we still need to say howworks. As we see, how we do this
will end up being constrained by the overarching motivatianaking imperative
logic normative for endorsement. We'll save the detailsl&ter. Now on to
applications.

Adopting this perspective, worries abo&8| and 69) (and hence SP) can
be motivated in much the same way that arguments againstidel@tachment
of 0w, givenO(¢ D ¥) and g, are motivated (cfBroome 1993 Suppose |
strictly prefer your using an axe to your using a saw—altholygermit both, the
chainsaw consumes gas, and | prefer not to buy more gas. Seipptso endorse
the imperativaise an axe or a chainsavwm not committed to endorsingse a
chainsawon the assumption that you won't use the axe. | strictlygmedfter all,
that you use the ax@&.

63. Hare (1967 claims a logic which “tells us what other things we are, iiti, command-
ing when we give a certain command” will satisfy SP. That folation suggests a special logic of
endorsement—one that ignores the permissive side of pahatontent. As this argument shows,
such a logic need not obey SP. (Interestingly, it does seahytiuoughtto use the axe; you just don’t
have to If this bothers you, tweak the example so that it involvesai@rnative-presenting, rather
than choice-offering, disjunctive imperative.)
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You might think that our argument for the validity of€) founders in a logic
of endorsement. The teacher could, it seems, reasonabdyiréfom endorsing
the imperativecome see mesven supposing she endorses the premises of the
inference—not because it explicitly permits the studentdme without doing
the reading (it doesn't), but rather because whether treh&gds committed to
approving of telling her student to come see her depends @thehthe student
in fact does the reading.

Note the slip fromendorsemento linguistic performance it is supposed
that if an agent is committed to endorseshe is committed to approve of some
speech-act involving the utterance pf Granted, an agent who endorses the
premises of46) isn’t committed to approving the utteranceaafme see mglo-
ing so would plausibly yield the implication that Castafedaries about). She
is, nevertheless, committed endorsing the content of the imperatiwehich
comprises a requirement (and permission) for her studenbtoe see her (al-
though not without having done the readif§)Given that the student is required
to do the reading and either not do the reading or come sesheis required
and permitted to come see her (and she is not permitted tdskippading); sup-
posing the naturdl ,, translations, this follows as a matter of logic. If the stoide
does not come see her, the teacher should see her as viaatagirement that
she imposed on her. In a nutshell: an agent endorses a fopmailh; iff she be-
lievest(y), so she is committed to endorsipgff she is committed to believing
()%

Supposing it’s right to treat the permissive implicatiorischoice-offering
disjunctive permissions as part of their content, a logieraforsement will reject
the Ross inference as straightforwardly invalid (so wiskaleject WP) (cfAqvist
1965 Aloni 2007, Charlow 20093 Endorsing the imperativpost the letteiin
no way commits one to endorsing a permission to burn it. Tké dere is in the
details (in particular, designing so that it yields this prediction; sed.4). But
the outlines of the solution are clear enough.

Satisfactoriness. lItis often thought (cfHare 1967Bennett 197Pthat rejection
of the Ross inference stems from confusing the logic of foiint with a logic of
satisfactoriness-taking satisfactoriness (and preservation thereof) asntiper-
ative analogue of satisfaction (and preservation theréaexpressed by Kenny
(its chief proponent):

“The logic of satisfactoriness consists of the rules whicbuge
thatin practical reasoningve never pass from a fiat which is
satisfactory for a particular purpose to a fiat which is uissat
factory for that purpose.”enny 1966 72)

64. Green(1997 draws a similar distinction, although to a different puspo

65. This presupposes reducibility, and also biases us aga@ntirc reducible treatments (e.g.,
both Geach 195&ndLewis 197(. The notion could be modified should we decide to develop one
of these approache¥.ranas(2009 claims that “to endorse an imperative sentence which phesc
that an agent perform an action is to believe that there iasorefor the agent to perform the action.”
To see why this is distinct, consider a treatment of the imper operator in terms of the necessity
operator of SDL. To endorselis to believelly. But believing there is a reason ferto be seen is
weakerthan believing thaj ought to be seen to.
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On this view, imperatives df ; expresgoals for an agenfcorresponding to their
first-order complements), and imperative inference isestyls reasoning about
theimplementatiorr realizationof goals (rather than about the requirements and
permissions to which a commanding authority is committAdjet of imperatives

> supports an imperativg iff the realization of the goal expressed bysuffices

for the realization of the goals expressed2ySo > supportsp iff fulfilling ¢
suffices to fulfill everything irk. Formally:

(62) o1, ..oy ':LI 'wlff YELPIA APy

As Geach(1966 notes (in the course of endorsing Kenny’s proposal), thscl
is nonmonotonic:z F, ¢ will not generally implyZ U {+} £, ¢. That's as
it should be (given the rationale): expanding the goal-sefally makes imple-
menting it more difficult. Clearly the logic rejects (andven its rationale, should
reject) the Ross inference, but:

e |t doesn’t supply the only rationale for doing so (cf. logafsendorse-
ment).

e Even if one’s reason for rejecting the Ross inference isewant this
rationale, that hardly counts in favor of the Ross inferentke satis-
factoriness rationale is intelligible, and interest inff@lizing it is prima
facie legitimate®®

By no means does a focus on how imperatives structure pahotiasoning
require a logic of satisfactoriness. As the practical conté an imperative can
be used to determine what imperatives an authority is cotadhib endorsing,
it can be used to determine what imperatives an agent is ctiethto structure
her practical reasoning in accordance with. As before, wewalerstand an
imperative formula as:

e Being in force iff the permissions and requirements it egpes are in
force

e Being a consequence bfJX’ (whereZ is a set of imperative&, a set of
non-imperatives) if& being in force and’ being satisfied implies that
it is in force

And, as before, first-order deontic logic seems apt for daheglogic of per-
mission and requirement. For a logic of endorsement, itisibée to have the
deontic accessibility relation supplied by the preferasnckthe authority; for a
logic of practical reasoning, it is sensible to have it sigihby something like

66. There are problems: as Kenny is aware, his view, as statemsies the following inference.

(63) Open the window
So, open the window and jump

We can get around the problem by relativizing satisfaceminto a set of goal§ (cf. the notion
of a TDL). Crudely, we might say thap, .., o, supporty iff fulfilling ¢ implies simultaneous
satisfaction ofG and fulfillment of 1, ..,¢,. (The possibility of conflicting goals would require
something more sophisticated—something like the ordesérgantics described f#.1)
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a TDL. Assuming that sets of desires and TDLs are structurésecsameype
this will make no difference in the model the(%/Sincel:LD is monotonick ,
is as well.

3.3 On Deontic Reductions

I incline toward pluralism about imperative logic—eachitodescribed in the
last section is a prima facie reasonable logic of somethingtlwer. The only
ones, however, with any particularigterestingfeatures are those proposing a
reduction of imperative logic to a species of deontic lo§i&’ll encounter many
of these issues in the next section, as well as some evidendbd superior
empirical coverage of deontic reductions.

Deontic reductions of the imperative come with a pedigi@esén 1997
claims they date to Kant&roundworl. They also come with some baggage. I'll
first try to lighten the load. Then I'll sketch a proposal fariting the authority-
focused logic of endorsement with the agent-focused loigicaxctical reasoning.
As a bonus, we'll give a recipe for reading (dynamic) force(efatic) practical
content.

Baggage. Hare(1967 makes hay of the fact that imperatives apparently lack
negations that may serve as their “contradictories”: thgatien of an imperative

is either ungrammatical (cb64g, or expresses a “a meta-linguistic statement;
it reports the second-order fact that somebody has” fadeiddue the relevant
command (cf64b). This contrasts with deontic logic, which allows formutas
embed freely under Boolean negatféh.

(64) a. *Not: dox
b. You aren'tto dar

Hare leans hard on his intuition abo6#{). Even if it is right, the most this could
establish is that 1 is nothomomorphicwit, , (soimperative and deontic logic
are not isomorphic), since it not generally true that:

PLyeesPn FLp ¥ = T H(01), o, T Hipn) L, T 1)

How does this relate to embedding under negation?.ist imperative. If Hare
is right, althoughr(y), —7(p) FL, L, it won't generally hold that—%(r(y)),
77 H(=7()) FL, L. Though there are many candidate imperative formulas that
intuitively contradictdo « (don’t do z, for instance), none seems a viable can-
didate for the value of ~1(—=7(y)): this value should express a permission (to
contravene), nothing more. There is no way of expressing this in the iratpee
language, as we have designed it.

In reply:

67. It will, however, make some difference in how it makes seiisto(define the consequence
relation and (ii) to think about what the logic is in the bwesa of tracking. The latter difference can
be finessed away (cf. the comments on constraints and folo&)b& he former cannot (cCCharlow
2009a §5.5-6).

68. Hare presupposes, wrongly, that the imperative operataidvoave to be translated as an
operator of deontic necessity. This is my attempt to redastargument, in a plausible light and
without the presupposition.
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e The conclusions applies only to translation majedined onL;. Be-
cause of the permissive dimension of imperative conterd ¢(ha fact
that grants of permission cannot be treated in terms ofratio forbid),
it was already clear that we would need to define a permisgienator
for the imperative language. All Hare’s argument showg, siiicceeds,
is that this operator is ndt;-definable®® In an adequately expressive
imperative language, it is open to us to make imperativescamdrary
permissions “contradictories”.

e Why should a treatment of imperative logic in terms of deoidigic
require an isomorphism? Given the distinctive syntactuafifa of im-
peratives, it is hard to see why we would want one (althonghfor
the reasons Hare adduces). For instancep &ndt are imperative,
thent(p) vV 7(¢) is a formula ofLp. It is far from clear what a rea-
sonable value for=1(7(¢) v 7(¢)) would be. Supposing we are right
about the non-existence of genuinely hedged directivesaliré2.4),
77Y(7(p) vV 7(¢))) should probably be undefined. Likewise for any for-
mula ofL p that iterates deontic operators.

Green(1997) voices a different worry: the directive force of an imperais
generallydirected ata specific individual or group of individuals.

“In contrast to imperatives, the truth of a deontic progosit
does not, as such, lay obligations upon any one person rather
than another. ‘It is obligatory that A’ does not discrimieat
among the various people who might be obligated to make it
the case that A"

But note that neithek ; nor L has resources for expressing this sort of direct-
edness.L;, for instance, lacks the resources to distinguish betw#&ég @nd
(15b), repeated here; , lacks the resources to distinguish between their deontic
cognates.

(65) a. See to it that everyone takes shelter!
b. Everyone take shelter!

(66) a. It must be that: everyone takes shelter
b. Everyone must take shelter

This is, as various people have argued, a deficiambpthlanguages (cBelnap,
Jr. 1991¢b; Belnap, Jr. & Perloff 19881992 Geach 1982Horty 1996 Horty &
Belnap, Jr. 1995Nedgwood 2003Williams 1987). We sketch a remedy i§4.5.

Constraints and Force. Logics of endorsement and logics of practical reason-
ing, as I've described them, agree that the content of anratipe is given by
the requirements and permissions it expre$8eBut finer-grained distinctions
could be made. Requirements and permissions in an endans@ygeE seem to

69. This followed anyway from our argument §2.5that permissive force is sui generis.
70. What does thigxpressiomelation amount to? For our purposes, speech-acts withypdirec-
tive force correspond to formulas that express requiresn@hose with permissive force correspond
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track what is required and permitted, in view of the prefesmof the relevant
authority; the logic yields constraints on the endorsemefithe authority. But in
a logic of practical reasoning, they track what is required permitted, in view
of the things which an agent is antecedently committed tdlowad, in view of,
say, her TDL; the logic yields constraints on the agent'sritibns.

In each case, the ultimate target of the relevant requirésmemd permis-
sions is, however, the samthe regulation of the actions of an agent/e can
provisionally (and, needless to say, impressionisti¢alink of an imperative as
a proposal for regulating the actions of an agent in a speedic and a TDL as
the relevant mechanism for this sort of regulation. Thennaperative is a pro-
posal for regulating the actions of an agent through her TALimperative, on
this understanding, supplies conditions on a TDL (just amditative supplies
conditions on a world): the TDL for an agent meets these ¢ insofar as it
enforces the requirements and permissions expressed bypkeative.

These sorts of intuitions are readily incorporated intodémantics: a TDL
enforces a requirement (permission) just in case a deggripf the requirement
(permission) is satisfied by the TDL (what satisfaction vag TDL amounts to
will be clarified in§4.1). Semi-formally: an imperative is in force wrt a TDL
T iff 7(p) is satisfied wril". This semantics has two important properties.

e |ts consequence relation can be couched as normatifetbendorse-
ment and practical reasoning. Whether an authority is cdtachio en-
dorse an imperative or an agent is committed to structure her practical
reasoning in accordance with conditional on>, depends on whether
enforcing the requirements and permissions embodiéddnforces the
requirements and permissions expresseg.by

e Directive force can plausibly be read off content. The ctiods on
TDLs specified by the content of an imperative will charaztern set
of TDLs that meet the conditiongadmissiblesand a set of TDLs that
do not fnadmissiblel (cf. Swanson 2008a The update potential as-
sociated with an imperative formula is definable as a fumat@pping
the admissibles to themselves and the inadmissibles to &hémally
similar admissible. (Se€harlow 2009a §4.13 for a more developed
proposal.)

The upshot is twofold. One, logics of endorsement and logfgsractical rea-
soning, as I've described them, are different ways of conmdjzing the same
underlying notion of imperative content. Two, imperatiemtent is an extremely
flexible notion, capable of characterizing entailment aordé relations, depend-
ing on what sorts of phenomena we're interested in theagialvout.

to formulas that express permissions); the latter is acstafiresentation of the former. The data type
of a requirement might be conceived as an ordered-pair ofce fand a proposition (corresponding

respectively to the semantic values of the imperative dpend its complement). Note that this

notion of force is distinct from the notion of illocutionafgrce developed above. lllocutionary force

is modeled with an update potential; static force is not. URegnents correspond to conditions on
relevant semantic parameters; update potentials comdspooperations on them. (The point of this

subsection is to argue that the latter may be read off thedojm
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4 |SSUESIN METAETHICS AND DEONTIC LOGIC

| wrap up by surveying a collection of concrete logical, satitaand metaethical
issues in the neighborhood—ordering semantics for impetweak and strong
imperative force, conditional imperatives (and condigibabligation), the Ross
Paradox, and problems stemming from various complexifiestural language
imperative constructions. Each of these issues demands amgerstanding of
the LFs of imperatives and, usually, an attendant comjinaif the semantics;
the flexibility of the model theory for deontic logic is, wksee, an essential ingre-
dient in the proposals we sketch. We close with some spéseii@marks about
how our investigation might shed light on the prospects ffarenal expressivist
semantics of normative language.

4.1 Kripke and Ordering Semantics

We start with the simplifying assumption thdf’ is translated as the deontic ne-
cessity operatdr]™” of L p, and proceed to give a semanticsffgrindirectly: by
stating satisfaction conditions for arbitrary formulagtog form™ 7. We move
quickly, focusing on essential points, leaving exposifiamanother occasioft

The Standard Approach. Models forL are defined standardly, except for
the explicit addition of the TDL in place of the ordinary déicraccessibility
relation. (We idealize for the moment by presupposing alsiagthority and a
single subject.)

67) M=W1T,V)
W is the universe
T C 2 is the To-Do List for the agent
V is the valuation

It's standard to assume, as we've done here, that TDLs areséts of require-
ments for the agentHan 1998Isaacs & Potts 2003 otts 2003Portner 2004,
2008.

A handy notion for bringing out the differences between masi semantic
treatments of deontic modal logic is the notion ofl@ontic selection function
D, defined on sets of worlds. Let’'s begin by assuming, as idatahin basic
treatments of the semanticslof,, that the role ofD is to select the set af-ideal
worlds from a given set.

(68) D(P):={veP:veNT}

Satisfaction conditions for deontic formulas intergreét™ as a universal quanti-
fier over ideal worlds.

(69) MwkL, Opiff Yve DIW) - M,vkE ¢

When there is no risk of confusion, we ugg]" = 1 to abbreviate thab satisties
o wrt the model. Then:

(70)  [Be]™ = 1iff DW) C ]

71 | explore the model theory in a more technically rigorous wegharlow(2009a §4).
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Ordering Semantics. The basic treatment is inadequate along multiple dimen-
sions. Most clearly, by presupposing a single authoritg (@mplicitly, the con-
sistency of that authority’s will), it avoids confrontinge phenomenon afon-
flicting imperatives—imperatives enjoining logically incompatible states &f a
fairs.”> When incompatible items occur on a TDD(W) = ), and" Oy is
satisfied vacuously (arid " is in force),for any .

The standard solution to this problem is due largeliKtatzer(1977, 1981)
(for equivalent presentations, deewis 19731981). We avoid the presupposition
of a consistent TDL by reconceiving the domain of quantifmat-the value of
D(W)—as the set obestworlds, rather than the set of ideal worlds. The TDL
T is treated as inducing @on-strict partial order<, on W.”® Best worlds in a
given domainP are defined as th&-minimal elements ilP—worlds such that
no world is strictly better than them.

(71) v=puiff{PeT|ueP}C{PeT|veP}
(72) D(P):={veP|YueP:u=<rv=v=ru}

Some formal presuppositions of the semantics we will wamadge explicit.

(73) VP:3Q C P:D(P)=QAQ # () [Definednesk
(74) If PP C P,we P, andw € D(P), thenw € D(P’) [Stability]

Definedness—intuitively, just the idea that there are agvagrids as close to
the ideal as any other—is just the Limit AssumptioriLefvis (1973.7* Stability
has it that if a possibilityw € P is best, it remains best in any contraction/of
Stability follows from the definitions ok andD above. Itis also independently
plausible: if a possibility has enough (wrt other possitei in a setP) good-
making features, then it does not cease having enough gaddigifeatures wrt
a contraction ofP. ContractingP reduces its competitiof?

Satisfaction conditions for deontic formulas remain theea The solution
to the problem of vacuous satisfaction lies in allowing rideal worlds into the
domain.

72. The case against relational semantics does not requireationgflimperatives. Se&ratzer
(1977, 1982); von Fintel & latridou(2009; andCharlow(2009a §3.4.4) for discussion. I've argued
elsewhere Charlow 2009a §4) that items on a TDL cannot conflict. The standard formafaf
ordering semantics for cases of conflict in the TDL implicipresupposes that items on a TDL are on
equal footing(so, the authorities from which they originate are on eqoatifig). This is unwarranted,
even as an idealization. One way to avoid it is to supposectireticts must be resolved prior to TDL
update. Another is tprioritize or weightitems (or collections of items) in the TDL. The latter route
now strikes me as superior, although there is an array otdifies with implementation; for two
different approaches, seen Fintel & latridou(2008 §8) andCharlow(2009H.

73. On the significance of using a partial order, Segansor(2009 and discussion i§4.2.

74. Note that the Limit Assumption is a weakening of the no-catifig-imperatives assumption.
It amounts to the requirement that there are always warklsch that for som&’ C T v € T’ and
fornoT” DT’ and nou # v: w € NT". The Limit Assumption is unwarranted (s8&anson 2008b
2009for a great discussion of cases where it fails), but only sesavhere the relevant ordering-source
is such that for any world, there is always another worldccgjribetter than it (so Limit Assumption
violations require an infinite universe). We'll bracket $leefor the prospectus.

75. See§4.3for discussionCharlow (20090 is an extended critique of the Stability constraint.
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4.2 Strong vs. Weak

We saw evidence (cb, 6, 8, repeated here) for thinking imperatives—canonical
uses, anyway—pattern with strong, rather than weak, deomtidals. We can
add some more (constructions borrowed freely fram Fintel & latridou 2008.

(75) a. A:Goto mass.
#B: Must I? (#Do | have to?)
b. A:You must go to mass.
#B: Must I? (#Do | have to?)
c. A:You should (oughta) go to mass.
B: Must I? (Do | have to?)

(76) a. #Go to mass ...but you don’t have to
b. #You must go to mass, but don’t have to
c. You should go to mass, but don’t have to

(77) a. #Go to mass ...in fact, you should
b. #You must go to mass, in fact you should
c. You should go to mass, in fact you have to
d. You should go to mass. In fact, I'm telling you: go to mass!

We also saw (cf§2.3) there was reason for distinguishing between the kind of
force associated with canonical uses of imperatives (oktreassociated with
what we might colloquially refer to asommandgand a weaker sort of directive
force (of the sort associated with what we might colloqyiadifer to assugges-
tiong). Inasmuch as suggestions are felicitously expressedwvattk modals like
should it is no surprise that they pattern with weak, rather thaorsf, deontic
modals. A natural explanation for the contrasts, we coojedt, is that update
in accordance with strong (weak) directive force tends teegate strong (weak)
obligations.

A semantics that obscures the distinction between weak tanigsinterpre-
tations of imperatives is ipso facto incomplete. A naturalyvef avoiding this
fate (consonant with our commitment to deontic reductiompives the follow-
ing tasks:

e Reuvising the basic imperative and deontic languages, dattiky are
capable of representing the distinction between strongwazak direc-
tives and strong and weak descriptions of obligation. (Sithe revi-
sion is trivial—involving just the addition of a new operaf§ with the
same syntactic profile as the old one—we will, for simplicigave it
implicit.)

e Defining 7 on the new bits of the imperative language. (For now we
suppose that the weak imperative operator is translateetrinst of the
weak deontic necessity operator.)

e Finally, stating a semantics for the weak deontic necesgigrator.

76. The semantics stated ron Fintel & latridou (2005 2008 is actually more consonant with
defining a weak necessity operator in term@fated strong necessity operatpeach appealing to
a different ordering source. This doesn’t matter for oupoges.
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Secondary Orderings. On the last task: the received wisdom about the seman-
tic contrast between strong and weak deontic necessityqidgi@ally to Sloman
197Q developed formally irvon Fintel & latridou 20052008 has it that:

e musty asymmetrically entailshouldy

e mustyp is true iff seeing to it thap is theonly way to fulfill some desig-
nated goal (or maximize fulfillment of a designated goa}-set

e shouldy is true iff seeing to it thatp is the best way (relative to sec-
ondary considerations, e.g., expedience) to realize s@sigmiated goal
(or maximize the fulfillment of a designated set of goalsjhpes among
other ways on equal footing vis-a-vis the designated goal

This is implemented in an ordering semantics by distingoggithe primary or-
dering source (corresponding to the set of designated-goas the To-Do List)
from the secondaryordering source (corresponding to the set of relevant sec-
ondary considerations). For notational consistency, e landg, designate the
primary and secondary ordering sources, respectivelyrelativize deontic se-
lection functions to ordering-sources (defining the padider in the same way

as before).

(78) Dy (P):={veP|VueP:u=, v=v=,4 u}

Strong and weak necessity modals are each interpreted eersadi quantifiers,
but the latter quantify over a restricted domain: the besbeding-tog, worlds
of the worldsthat maximize the fulfillment of the set of designated goais,
Formally, letting™ (17 express weak deontic necessity did’ express strong
deontic necessity, we have:

(79)  [Be]™ = 1iff Dgy (W) C [¢]
(80)  [[¢]* =1iff Dy, (Dg, (W)) €[]

As mentioned ing2.3, if the semantics is right, the account of weak directive
force isimmediate: since weak directive force typicallydlves the generation of
weak obligations (toggling the truth-value of formulas lo¢ form™Clp ™), weak
directive force simply involves addition to a salient sedary ordering source.
Intuitively, this hits on a real truth: suggestions typigalo not alter the desig-
nated goals of their addressees; a suggestiongluates not typically suffice to
make it the case that the addressee must see to ipthat

Dilemmas. There are problems. The existencepoéctical dilemmas—cases
where an agent both ought to see to it thatnd ought to see to it thatp
(i.e., cases where a formula of the fofiay A - is true at a point of eval-
uatior/ )—while controversial, is plausible (and | will take it forapted; cf.
van Fraassen 1972973 Lemmon 1962 Marcus 1980 Slote 1993 Williams

77. The literature on moral dilemmas is immense (and my undeisig of it impressionistic).
To be clear: | assumeéceSwanson 2008kthat there are no moral dilemmas in the case of strong
deontic necessity, i.e., nothing of the foffidp A [J—¢ 7 is ever true at a single point of evaluation.
For one, | think it is right thamusts entail that their complements are thely way to satisfactorily
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1969. Assuming it is never the case that an agent ought to maketaactiction
true (assuming, that is, thet—[1 (¢ A —p)), the existence of moral dilemmas
rules out any semantics for weak deontic necessity on wiieHdllowing ag-
glomerationprinciple is valid.

(81) LAy —[(eAw)

But any semantics for weak deontic necessity modals whirprets them as
expressing universal quantification over a domain—whathezd down by one,
two, or, for that matter, arbitrarily many deontic selentionctions—will ipso
facto validate agglomeratiof.| take this as evidence against the von Fintel and
latridou semantics for weak deontic necessity modals.

A natural response is that such dilemmas are merely appamahtdissolve
once we are explicit about the secondary ordering-souncglay. Consider the
following dialogue.

(82) A: Do you think | should get that tattoo?
B: Well, you should, and you shouldn't.

It's natural to interpret B as claiming something likeu shouldn't, in view of the
risk of infection, but you should, in view of that gangstagtma That is to say:
B invokes a prudential ordering-source with the falsbuldand a non-prudential
ordering-source with the second. It's doubtful that thistgtgy will generalize.
There are, for instance, strong argumentsgdarely moralpractical dilemmas
(van Fraassen 197®larcus 1980Williams 1969 as well as, if we admit viola-
tions of the Limit Assumptiorpurely rationalpractical dilemmasSlote 1993.7°

What sort of semantics should we be on the lookout¥biric Swanson,
in recent work, develops a compelling formal approach te tjuestion. Follow-
ing Swanson, pure practical dilemmas should intuitivelynimeled as originat-
ing from some sort oincompatibility in the relevant ordering soureea conflict
in what the relevant ordering source demands. In the simnpkese (or close
enough), suppose th&t:

° PﬂQ=®

e The relevant ordering sourge= {P,Q}

fulfill some designated goal or goals. For two, | thimlusts agglomerate(while oughts do not),
so thatUp A Ly E O(p Avp). | take it that endorsing agglomeration for a certain kindlebntic
necessity commits one to rejecting moral dilemmas; agestsever obligated, independent of type
of deontic necessity, to make contradictions true. (Otlha@s—e.g.van Fraassen 1973take it
that this is nobbvious but so far as | know, no one actuakyndorsests negation.) Other references
that reject agglomeration faughtincludevan Fraasse(1973; Marcus(1980; Williams (1965.

78. We also, of course, need to avoid the validatifigy — — [J—¢ ™, which universal quantifier
treatments of weak necessity modals will also have troulitle (supposing that’ presupposes).

79. Almeida (1990 voices the view (since, | take it, retracted) that examplesiolations of
agglomeration do not involve “interesting” practical cactff. Violations do not, however, have to be
interesting to impinge on our theorizing.

80. It's natural to look to a neighborhood (Montague-Scott) artits when trying to avoid closure
of some quasi-modal operator under logical consequenceCladriow 2009a §3.5.1). But such
approaches invariably leave important explananda uniqulal will ignore them here.

81 Swanson(2009 gives a concrete version of this case, involving incomipiéit of human
suffering, although he presents it as an objectiolr@izer 198% account of strong necessity.
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e The universéV = {w,v,u,s,t}
e veEPueQ,w,stg¢ PUQ

The orderingg on W is as diagrammed below (with D 2’ representing that
x is worse tham’, z < 2’ thatx andz’ are equally good, and a dotted line
representing incomparability wy .

AssumingP and(@ are considerations of equal standing (equally basic, itapor
valuable, etc., which is what | take presence in an orderngce to represent),
we have a simple version of a genuine practical dilemma. dens&n agent
deliberating atv about whatto do: she must realize) ), although neitheP nor
Q is such that shhasto realizeit. SinceP and(@ are equally basic, she should
realize P and she should realiz@ (although she should not realizen @, this
being impossible). If she fails to realize, she violates a basic consideration of
value (similarly for@). No matter what she does, guilt (or, if the ordering source
is non-moral, some kind of regret) is fittifg. In cases like this, we invariably
do what we shouldn’t in doing what we should. So this schesrsaiit of case
plausibly involves a pure practical dilemma.

| conjecture that pure practical dilemmas all instantia gtructure exem-
plified by this simple cas# That's to say, we have two (or more) equally good—
indeed at least as good as any alternative—options thaheoenipatible and in-
comparable.

More formally, still following Swanson, we will think of aractical option
as a set of worlds such that, by the lights of the relevantrorge (i) all of its
members are comparable wrt each other, (i) none of its mesrdas be strictly
improved upon, and (iii) it ifompletein the sense that it does not ignore deonti-
cally relevant worlds (worlds at least as good as any of itsivers). Formally?*

(83) P is apractical optionwrt g iff
e =, totally ordersP
e PCD,(W)

o (Jw:I:wePAv=S,w)=>vEP

In the above case, the practical options drek:, {u}.

82. The aptness gost hoaguilt or regret, even in cases where one does what one shsualiien
taken to motivate the existence of moral dilemmasNtdrcus 1980 Williams 1965.

83. It will be an interesting project—more than | can tackle hete demonstrate how the best
examples of pure practical dilemmas in the ethics litegafitiinto this paradigm.

84. The formalization here and in the rest of this section oetgs in the work oSwansor(2009.
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A plausible conjecture is that practical dilemmas involaeléast) two prac-
tical optionsP and P’ that argointly incomparablein the following sense.

(84) PxPiff VvweP:Vw € P 1w A, w Aw' Ay w

In all (and only) such cases, we have incomparable optiatstie indistinguish-
able wrt the ordering (and which do not ignore any other aytithat can be
extracted from the set of best worlds).

How is the practical dilemma actually generated in suchsa3de operative
satisfaction conditions on the weak necessity modal sedra thesé®

(85) [He]* = 1iff 3P : P is a practical option wry and P C [¢]

This is not the proper venue for a sustained defense of Swasemantics. But
the reader can verify that this (i) yields the correct reRrlthe simple case, and
(ii) allows agglomeration only in the special case where wendt have jointly
incomparable practical options.

Secondary Orderings, Redux. This all could be admitted without relinquish-
ing the idea that secondary ordering sources play a ceotealr the semantics
of weak deontic necessity. In principle, we could simplyhithe interpretation
of weak deontic necessity modals as universal quantifiefayor of a version of
the practical option semantics.

(86) P is apractical optionwrt (g1, g2) iff
o =, totally ordersP

o PC Dg,(Dg,(W))
o (Jw:I:wePAv=SH5w)=>vEP
(87) [He]* = 1iff 3P : P is a practical option wrtgy, g2) and P C [¢]

The idea is that practical options must first be good enoudltherdesignated
goal setg;. Weak necessity modals still essentially invoke secondangidera-
tions to discriminate among options that are admissiblegwran agent should
see to it thatp just in caser respects her designated goatalis a practical option
wrt her secondary goals. This allows us to hang onto the ggiatfiweak direc-
tive force sketched above: weak directive force is just altlito a secondary
ordering source.

We should be wary of this picture. For this semantics adniligsranas only
when they originate from competing secondary consideratiBut we can have
dilemmas that originate from conflicts within the primargering source. If the
primary ordering source is a TDL, this can be because thet&gearbeen issued
conflicting demands. If the primary ordering source is moralature, this can be
because the agent is under incompatible moral obligatidnd.so on. There is

85. The natural way to state the satisfaction conditions withtbe Limit Assumption is just
the second pass semantics Krfatzer (1981) (which corresponds to the semantics faught of
van Fraassen 1973 In essence, these proposals just involve redefining dipahoption P as a
set of worlds closed under tlzé-least-as-good-agelation (i.e.,~Jw € P:Jv ¢ P:v 2 w).
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no reason to think the standard arguments for practicaiailas cease to apply
when we focus on “primary” considerations (in fact, evergsen to think the
opposite )

The standard semantics for weak necessity modals doestexsatmove, hit
on something important: a suggestion tadoesn’t typically suffice to make it
the case that the addressee must see to itghdf adding [¢] to a TDL typi-
cally suffices to make it the case thaf (as the analysis of paradigmatic—i.e.
strong—imperative force in terms of TDL update supposegjgsstions must be
doing something besides adding what they suggest to a TDL.

| do, to be clear, endorse the following claims:

e It's right to admit a multiplicity of independent orderingwces, and
to suppose that these ordering sources are themsealvksd by higher-
order considerationge.g., prioritizing orders to suggestions).

e In some cases (when, for instance, the favored orderingsa@ira con-
text fails to yield a determinate verdict; dfratzer 1981as quoted in
von Fintel & latridou 2005 fn11), secondary consideratiooanbe in-
voked to systematically discriminate among admissibléoog’

These are, however, independent of whether weak necessitglaarénvariably
relative to a primary and secondary ordering source, witHdkter playing some
sort of filtering role on worlds that are admissible by théntgjof the former. |
will omit the details here, but the essence of the propodaiss

e Unembedded weak and strong necessity mdulatisare generally inter-
preted relative to a single ordering source. The semardidbé latter is
as stated ing5); the semantics for the former is as stated7)( (Note:
once an ordering source is fixed, we have = [p andHp ¥ Cp.)

e Certain constructions (e.g., anankastic conditionalseztding weak ne-
cessity modals in their consequents; se@7fjrmay require invoking
secondary considerations qua filteTis is peculiar to these construc-
tions it has no import for unembedded weak necessity modals. (We

86. The semantics also sanctions odd entailments. Supposargroonsiderations demand you
be a vegetarian, but some secondary considerations densanideya hunter. Assuming the canon-
ical interpretation ofo restriction clauses, this entails that to be a good huntas, gught to be a
vegetarian.von Fintel & latridou(2009 attribute this problem to the fact thet P, ought Qstrongly
implies that@ is an “essential part of a way of achieving”. But their attempt to formalize this
notion fails. A more plausible diagnosis is this: orderimgises track different, often independent,
types of modality. The fact that considerations relevantrie kind of modality are, in some sense,
subordinate or secondary to those relevant to another Kintbdality does not mean that the former
kind of modalitydepend®n the latter.

87. An example (cfvon Fintel & latridou 2008137): both the A and C train go to Harlem, but the
A is generally quicker. So: if you want to go to Harlem, you butp take the A (but you don’t have
to). Here, the relevant primary consideration (getting &oleim) plausibly induces an order on worlds
ranking A and C worlds equally, while the relevant secondaanysideration (minimizing travel time)
refines the admissible worlds so that only A worlds remain.

This is, incidentally, a fairly standard view in formal dsicn theory. Secondary considerations
(e.g., risk aversion) may be invoked to “break ties” wheneeted utility verdicts are indeterminate.
See the classic discussionlievi (1986 of the Ellsberg Paradox.
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can, in fact, simply appropriate the treatment of anankastnditionals
of von Fintel & latridou 2005although | won't show this here.)

e Unembedded strong necessity modals (and utterances vatigsdirec-
tive force) will tend, by default, to invoke (update) highanked order-
ing sources. Unembedded weak necessity modals (and udgsrarith
weak directive force) will tend, by default, to invoke (upelplower-
ranked ordering sources. There are linguistic and pragrdatiices for
modulating both of these defaults.

Pending details, this sort of proposal is an all-arouncebéittwith the data. It ex-

plains everything that the canonical semantics for wealkssity modals is able
to explain, while respecting the frequently dilemmatic rettéer of weak neces-
sity. (Note: the rest of this prospectus will be fairly slgpgbout the distinction

between strong and weak necessity.)

4.3 Conditional Imperatives and Conditional Obligation

We now sketch an extension of our apparatus to conditionpératives (and
their deontic analogues), attempting to motivate a paeiaunderstanding of the
relevant LFs (and their interpretations) and a definite y@iglof the force of
conditional imperatives. The latter is not straightfordyaand turns out to require
a basic revision in the model theory and our conception ofpw@meter that
utterances with varieties of imperative force might upd#te erstwhile TDL).
The analysis we endorse has a surprising upshot: all spetidisective force
are best modeled as special cases of conditional direaiaef We close by
considering another way that conditional imperatives aplijations demand a
fundamental revision in the model theory. In this case, astiva case with weak
deontic necessity, the pressure comes from normativeaerations. Handling it
means rethinking thepistemic conditionander which a consideration of value
can count as a reaséf.

Logical Form. Lewis (1975 andKratzer (1981, 1991 present evidence that
“If-clauses are devices for restricting the domains of var[quantificational]
operators. Whenever there is no explicit operator, we hapesit one” Kratzer
1991 656). Lewis focuses his attention on adverbs of quantiioaimostly
always sometimesetc.), arguing that they are to be interpreted as two-place
generalized quantifier®(-)(-), the left argument being filled by a subordinate
restriction clause (functioning to narrow the domain(@f, the right argument
filled by the matrix clause (functioning to specify the cdiati that holds forQ-
many individuals in the restricted domaimratzer(1981, 1991) extends the idea
to conditionals with modalized consequents. Quantificeionodals occurring
in consequent position of a conditional are interpretedrvasilace generalized
guantifiers, with a restriction (filled by the subordindtelause) and scope (filled
by the matrix clause; (if «)(probablyy)™, for instance, expresses that most of

88. This section is a very quick overview. Conditional imperesi and obligations are an abiding
theme of my research, and | discuss them extensiveGhiarlow (2008ha, 2009ab).
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the relevani possibilities are) possibilities. When no restriction is syntactically
explicit, the restriction is vacuous (filled by a tautoloijyye like), and the scope
is filled by the matrix clause.

We profit by treating the operators of alethic deontic modgid in line with
this idea: as two-place, restrictable generalized quargifirepresenting uncon-
ditional statements of deontic necessity as vacuouslyicesi®® We implement
this by banishing monadic deontic operators from the dedatiguage: descrip-
tions of strong conditional obligation of the forntif ¢)(musty)™ are assigned
LFs of the formO(y/4) 7, while descriptions of strong unconditional obligation
of the formmusty are assigned LFs of the foriid(x/T)™. Satisfaction condi-
tions for arbitrary deontic formulas of the forri(¢/4) ™ are as follows. (I omit
the obvious extension to weak obligation.)

@8)  [Dle/P)]" =1iff DWN[¥]) C ¢l

Continuing, for simplicity, to ignore permissive contettie semantics of
conditional imperatives is automatic: informally, a caiw@hal imperative of the
form ™ (if ¢)(see to it thatp) T is in force iff ™ (if +»)(musty)” is satisfied® For-
mally, we’'ll modify the formal imperative language by inthacing dyadic imper-
ative operators (with strong and weak flavors), and stijgahatr(! (¢ /1)) :=
O(/4), while 7(i (/1)) = D(p/4).

Conditional Imperative Force. Utterances of conditional imperatives typically
generate (strong or weakdnditional obligationsThis is all we can presently say
toward characterizing their force. Recalling how the setmmarof weak deontic
necessity helped with a characterization of weak diredivee, we might try
looking to the semantics of conditional obligation for helferhaps surprisingly,
none is forthcoming. Introducing a conditional obligatifthe form™O(p/v)™
is not a simple matter of addition of some proposition to ateang-source. ltis,
rather, a matter of modifying the ordering-source so thaty possibilities are
ranked more highly (ceteris paribus) tham —¢ possibilities. There is no good
candidate proposition to perform this functidh.

The diagnosis? 1§2.4, | claimed a proper treatment of conditional imper-
ative force requires a TDL sensitive, somehow, to availafiermation. Issu-
ing something of the form (if «)(see to it thaty)”, followed by an assertion

89. In particular, we gain a powerful tool for better represegtnormatively laden discourse,
in natural and philosophical language. | won't recapitiléte case for “dyadic” over “monadic”
deontic operators here—sdevist (1986); van Fraasse(1972; Lewis (1974; Loewer & Belzer
(2983 for discussion. As others have noticed (d=mlay forthcoming, the Kratzer/Lewis analysis
of conditional obligation is a useful tool for representifiprmative requirements” (in the sense of
Broome 1999 Kolodny 200§ that avoids the bootstrapping problems notedBogtman(1987), as
well as for avoiding related problems stemming from the agsion that conditional obligations
allow detachment of unconditional obligations, on the agstion that their antecedents are satisfied
(on this last point, se€harlow 2009bKolodny & MacFarlane 2009

90. Most of the adverted advantages of a dyadic analysis of tionel obligation extend to a
dyadic analysis of conditional imperatives. For an illagton, seeCharlow(2009a §3.4). For a sim-
ilar analysis of conditional imperatives, sBehwageir(2006 (but for a skeptical look at her reasons
for adopting it, se€€harlow 2008b7-8).

91 The natural inclination here is to say that an utterance @f /1) " adds[ D ¢] to the TDL.

In other words, a “wide scope” treatment of conditional imgtiee force: the force df!(¢/1)™ and
T1(¢ D ) are identified. Wide scope treatments are defectiveCémelow (2009a §3.4).
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of its antecedent, ought to have the same effect on the admresplanning
as simply ordering her to see to it that—in typical cases, the imposition of
an obligation for the addressee to see to it that The structure of the TDL
parameter—an information-invariant set of propositiamdexed to an individual
(and a context)—is too coarse to accommodate’his.

A natural idea is to index TDLs to worlds, in addition to age(and, im-
plicitly, contexts). For every worldy, we suppose there is a TDL for the agent
atw, T,,. Conditional imperative antecedents functiorugslate restrictorgcf.
Charlow 2008Le, 20094 for related ideas, sedastop 2005Veltman 2008. In-
formally, the force of an utterance 0f(p/«) is to add[¢] to the addressee’s
TDL at (a subset of) theé worlds A minimal revision of the definition of the de-
ontic selection function (and satisfaction conditionsdgadic deontic formulas)
will be required: since the ordering source is indexed to Hdythe domain is as
well (and we allow the index of evaluation to supply the ral@vindex forT’).

89) Dy(P):={veP|YueP:u=p, v=0v=r, u}
(90)  [O(e/y)]" =1iff Do(WN[Y]) < [¢]

This strategy has these things going for it (and more bekides

e It is a natural extension of the Lewis-Kratzer idea that ¢toal an-
tecedents function to restrict the domain of some operdiercan think
of the “domain” of the imperative operator as the set of weudhose as-
sociated TDLs are modified. Supplying explicit restrictaguanents for
the imperative operator narrows the scope of its force. lafakplicit
restrictor arguments corresponds to vacuous restrictorthat uncon-
ditional imperative force may be treated as a special caserafitional
imperative force: modification of the addressee’s TDL attioelds sat-
isfying a tautology.

e Itis plausible! Imperatives of the form (¢/«)" aim to provide guid-
ance iny situations: namely, to realize. Supposew is a situation,
and the agent’s TDL is updated in accordance Witfy/«)". Then
[¢] € T and, typically,[!(¢/T)]* = [O(¢/T)]* = 1. The seman-
tics thus accommodates a prima facie plaustplasi-detachmergrop-
erty. Informally stated: when a conditional imperativessued and its
antecedent is satisfied, an unconditional obligation (tfillfthe conse-
guent) is typically generated.

But there are problems. The envisioned update potentiadnditional impera-
tives fails to reliably introducebject-language conditional obligationinstead,

it introduces an unconditional obligation (to realizgin ¢ situations, and does
nothing whatever fore) sitautions. To illustrate: ifv fails to satisfyy, thenT,,’'s

92. A related point, developed i€harlow (2008a §4.3): since TDLs aréndex-invariant the
deontic selection function is as well, and the truth of sdrimet of the form™J(,/v) " anywhere
implies its truth everywhere. This is problematic: obligas are (i) plausibly contingent (our obli-
gations depend, to some extent, on the world), (ii) the safrteings we can be uncertain about (but
assuming epistemimightis an existential quantifier over possibilities, we prediotorrectly, that
anything of the forni mightJ(/v¢) A might=U(¢/4) Tis unsatisfiable).
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“attitude” towardy is unchanged. This gets conditional imperative force wrong
an utterance df!(¢/+) " reliably introduces an obligation of the forfrd(¢ /)™

(so that][O(¢/v)]* = 1). As it stands, we have only a metalinguistic analogue
of this prediction (the quasi-detachment property): whim /)7 is issued and

w € [+], then typically[d(¢/T)]* = 1. Informally, supposing!(y/)7 is is-
sued: ify is true, the agent ought to realize A metalinguistic prediction is not
good enough.

We might lay blame for this at the feet of the semantics of damthl obli-
gation stated in90) (and, more broadly, the impulse to reduce unconditional
obligation to a special case of conditional obligation) pfaose we think that a
conditional obligation of the formiC(p/4) 7 is in force just in case an uncon-
ditional obligation of the forniy is in force at each) world (or, perhaps, each
good enoughy world).23 Since satisfaction conditions for conditional obligagon
are stated in terms of those for unconditional obligations,are straightaway
prevented from reducing unconditional obligation to a sgdease of conditional
obligation. We must instead go for something like this:

91)  [O(e/v)]* =1iff Wn[y] € [Oy]
92) O] = 1iff Dy(W) C [¢]

This semantics is tailor-made to accommodate the truistrctivaditional imper-
atives reliably introduce (object-language) conditiookligations. It also vali-
dates genuine (rather than merely quasi) detachment piegpéon the assump-
tion thatr (1) = 0):

(93)  Olp/¥), ¢ =D
(94)  We/v),yEle

There is a problem: plausible though they may be, no verdide@mchment
(full or quasi) is a desirable property in a semantics of édokl imperatives /
obligation. A simple case fro{olodny & MacFarlang2009 suffices to make
the point: ten miners are trapped in a shaft—A or B, we dondvkmhich—and
threatened by rising waters. We can block one shaft or neibé not both. The
decision matrix*

| in A in B
block A All live All die
block B All die All live

—(block_ AV block B) | Ninelive Nine live

93. In other words, we treat conditional obligations as faitip-of-the-mill strict conditionals.

94. This little case is of considerable interest for ethicistsl @ecision theorists. We sidestep
many of the ethical issues (for these, $@dodny & MacFarlane 2009although we do touch on
some ground-level issues of practical reasoning and atfieory). Nearly all of the points we make
in this section can be recast in the decision theorist's volkeay. The case is, for instance, a prima
facie counterexample to the Sure Thing PrinciBeage 1954 Stability (discussed below) is simply
Principle o (Sen 1984 (cf. Arrow’s Independence of Irrelevant Alternativesytended to a particu-
lar kind of choice function: a deontic selection functionur@wn proposal about the information-
relativity of orderings bears similarities to the work omddional desire inVeirich (1980 1982. |
hope to more fully explore these connections in future work.
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The sentences i9b) are all arguably true (so, a fortiori, consistent).

(95) . in_Avin_B
(block A/in_A) (If they’re in A, we oughta block A)
(block B/in_B) (If they’re in B, we oughta block B)

. —(Oblock_AvOblock B) (Neither is such that oughta be blocked)

oo

a
b.
c
d

But, supposing the validity of (full) detachment, we haveragh this can't be
right.

1 in_Avin_B hyp

2 O(block A/in_A) hyp

3 O(block B/in_B) hyp

4 in_A hyp

5 _Dblock_A 2, 4: detachment

6 Oblock Av Oblock B 5: disj int

7 in_B hyp

8 _Dblock_B 3, 7: detachment

9 Oblock Av Oblock B 8: disj int
10 Oblock AV Oblock B 1, 4-6, 7-9: disj elim

What might have gone wrong? Not much, as | assume:

e Disjunction introduction and elimination are valid.

e The deontic operators do not take wide-scope over conditimperators.
The LF oflf they're in B, we oughta block Bn’t "[0(in_B D block B)™,
but rather C(block B/in_B)™. So our intuitions about the natural lan-
guageoughts are a reliable guide to what ought to hold for conditional
oughts in our regimented deontic language.

e The sentences i96) are consistent—possibly true at a context and point
of evaluation—on a univocal interpretation'dfl ™.

On these assumptions, any semantics for conditional dldigaalidating full
detachment renders the sentence®5) inconsistent.

Quasi-detachment fares little better: suppose the sezgen@b) are true at
w (and, further, the commaritithey’re in A, you must block A issued and in
force). Either they're in A atv or they're in B atw. Suppose the former. Then,
on the above proposal for analyzing conditional imperdtivee, the proposition
that | block A is on my TDL atw. So (typically) | ought to block A, so at least
one oughta be blocked. Likewise for the other disjunct. Serinat least one
oughta be blocked. Contradiction.

95. As K&M show, rejecting these first two assumptions doesnti@whe trouble. The best
gambit is to reject the last, which they argue convincingjgiast.
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Information-Sensitive Orderings. Supposing this is on track, the intuitively
attractive proposal for analyzing conditional imperafioece is seriously flawed
(and the suggestion for revising the semantics of conditiobligation to track
with that proposal is a non-starter). We might simply sdrater heads and decide
to put conditional imperatives back onto our To-Do List. Butleeper, more
general problem is afoot. Solving it resolves a fundameéssalk in the semantics
for normative language and, as a bonus, points the way tousipla account of
conditional imperative force.

As before, we begin with a set of sentences that are all atgtiaie (so, a
fortiori, consistent):

(96) a. in_Avin_B

O(block A/in_A) (If they're in A, we oughta block A)
O(block B/in_B) (If they're in B, we oughta block B)
—O(block AV block B) (We may leave both shafts open)

aoo

But this isimpossible on the Kratzer-Lewis ordering semantics for conditional
obligation (se&8), on the minimal supposition that it is common knowledgé tha
the miners are in A or B (which we model by assuming fat [in_AVin_B]).

e Proof. Suppose{6) are jointly consistent. Choosec D(W).
SinceW C [in_Avin_B], w € WN[in_A] orw € Wn[in_B].
By (97) (Stability),w € D(W N [in_A]) orw € D(W N[in_B]).
By (88), D(WN[in_A]) C [block A] andD(W n[in_B]) C [block BJ.
SoD(W) C [block A] U [block B.
So[d(block AV block B)]* = 1. Contradiction.

Assuming something like the Kratzer-Lewis ordering serearis right, the
proof makes it fairly clear that the culprit is Stability freated here).

(97) If P" C P,we P',andw € D(P), thenw € D(P’) [Stability]

In §4.1, we suggested that Stability was a reasonable constrasglention func-
tions: it says, simply, that shrinking a world’s competitioannot reduce that
world’s rank, wrt a fixed ordering. We can now see that thisglobscures the
fact that the domains on which selection functions are défereode relevant
information—they supply the possibility space relevant for practiegsoning
and deliberation (implicitly wrt a contextually suppliedodel). (For instance,
the possibility space relevant in the miners context is aweling to which it's
known that they are in either A or B.) There is good reason tdehordering-
sources (hence, selection functions) as information-oepet: whether and how
you are willing to weigh a consideration of value in deliiérg about what to do
depends, in part, whether (and perhaps to what degree)dhst isactionable
wrt the relevant informatio§®

96. K&M reject Stability too, but only in passing, and withoutpgplying a rationale for doing
so. The argument here (and the formalism of my own proposalgveloped much more precisely
in Charlow (2009h). Considerations of the sort used to motivate the Knowledigi®on Principle of
Hawthorne & Stanley2008 turn out to be extremely relevant in motivating this view.
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The formal gist is just this: we let ordering sources be smesto the in-
formation borne by the relevant possibility space. We ithtimeordering-source-
sourcegOSSs, informally, sets of “basic” or “information-invarit’ values), and
define an ordering sourag(Y; P) C Y relative to an OSY and a body of in-
formation P (seeCharlow 2009or details). The worlds selected by a selection
function from a possibility spacP are the worlds that rank best according to the
ordering sourceletermined byP.

(98) D(P)={weP[YveP:v<cyyp) w=w <cyy,p) v}

This suffices to block the proof. Since conditional antec¢sl@re domain re-
strictors, a world that is best in an unrestricted domain toag that status when
evaluating a statement of conditional obligation. Thistigs important to note,
quite intuitive. The Ramsey test for the truth of a condisibrior instance, has
us check whether the consequent holds wrt a relevant bodyfaationfrom
whose standpoint the antecedent is knoWnipposing the antecedent hypothet-
ically affects which considerations of value we take to eratiVhile saving all
ten miners may not count for or against a course of action fata sf uncertainty
about their location, it may count for blocking B on the sugiion that they are
in B.

With this picture in place, conditional imperative forceni®re or less auto-
matic. We index TDLs, not to worlds, but to bodies of releviafidbrmation (in
addition to agents and contexts), so tlhatis the TDL for the agent wrt the body
of information P. The antecedent of a conditional imperatiig(y /)™ func-
tions to selecf/},; for update. Once a TDL is selected, update is trivial] is
added tdly,;.%" | leave it to the reader to verify that this account succeeluisrer
others had trouble.

4.4 The Ross Paradox

A satisfactory resolution of the Ross ParadBo$s 1941is generally thought to
require an explanation of the invalidity of the followingénence:

(100) W E!l(pVvi)
(Post the letterldoesn’t entaiPost or burn it)

In §3.1, we argued that the paradox is to be explained in terms ofehmigsive
content of different types of disjunctive imperative. A ghusummary: choice-
offering readings partake in free choice permissionsl@1g, while alternative-
presenting readings, though they involve permissions,adawolve free choice
permissions (cf101b.

(101) a. Youcan postorburnit (I don't care which)
= You can burn it
b. You can post or burn it (I'm unsure which)
= You can burn it

97. It would be natural to require that for alt C [[¢], [¢] is added tdI'>. We need to finesse
this, on account of the possibility of consistent imperBobel sequences (&illies 2007.

(99) a. Ifyou go to the concert, take pictures.
b. If you go to the concert but can't see the stage, don't talepictures.
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We're led to the following desideratum on an adequate réisolwf the paradox:

e Asemantic distinction between choice-offering and aliisre-presenting
disjunctive imperatives (probably to be represented afereinceat LF
between free choice and ordinary types of permissions).n¢elewe
also presumably require a way of explicitly representingrpssion in
our formal imperative language, and an account of free ehparmis-
sions which predicts the relevant distinctions.)

Thin though this requirement might seem, it rules out a hésiemantic treat-
ments of imperative languages which analyze the Ross Pafada close deon-
tic relative) as a species of (non-permission-relatedjusie failure (cfHansson
1990 Kenny 1966 Segerberg 1990 While such treatments do predict the inva-
lidity of the Ross inference, insofar as they ignore periméssontent, they fail to
explainit (Charlow 2009a§3.5.1).

There is the further matter dow to account for the posited ambigui§up-
pose we lef 17 and™ {7 be permission and requirement operators, respectively,
for a more regimented imperative language (allowing embepdf permission
and requirement formulas under conjunction), the formpressing a permission
to realize its complement (so thatt) = -[1-%), the latter expressing pure re-
quirement to (so that() = 0). A disjunctive imperative of the form! (o V)™
would, we're supposing, bambiguousetween the following LFs of this more
regimented language.

oy { T8V¥)A () A1) (Choice offeing
¥ T(p V) At(p V) (Alternative presenting

It would be natural to assume that well-formed imperativegyeneral, are an-
alyzed as “conjunctions” of pure requirements with (eitfree choice or not)
permissions in the more regimented language, so that:

Op A O, if
(1) .
Op A < otherwise

With the *__ "filled in by a statement of conditions on whee tthoice-offering

LF in the disambiguated imperative language is used in tléysis of a disjunc-
tive imperative in the ambiguous language. On this pdiquist (1965; Charlow
(20093g; Aloni (2007 are roughly in agreement. Differences emerge in how to
fill in the *___’. Aquist (1965 offers nothing concreteAloni (2007) gives an
account, but it turns out to be no more explanatory than alstijon that the
free choice LF be used when the choice offering reading isrgalseeCharlow
2009a §3.5.2).

A first stab (details to be worked out in another venue). Notfat selec-
tively focusing natural language makes the free choice effect robust—so robust
that alternative-presenting readings are unavailablel(S). Notice also that fo-
cusedor patterns with free-choicany (cf. 104), while unfocusedar (cf. 105, or

98. As with conditional imperative forcggermissive forcés not straightforward to read off from
the semantics of deontic permission. Reference the editieussion.
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with focus displaced to the disjuncts, 406) seems to pattern with indefinite
(cf. 107).%°

(103) a. Take (EITHER) an apple OR a pear (I don't care which)
b. #Take (EITHER) an apple OR a pear (Just not the pear)

(104) a. Take any piece of fruit (I don’t care which)
b. #Take any piece of fruit (Just not the pear)

(105) a. Take AN APPLE OR A PEAR (I don't care which)
b. ?Take AN APPLE OR A PEAR (Just not the pear)

(106) a. Take an APPLE or a PEAR (I don’t care which)
b. ?Take an APPLE or a PEAR (Just not the pear)

(107) a. Take a piece of fruit (I don't care which)
b. Take a piece of fruit (Just not the pear)

In view of this data, an account which fills in the *___’ alorgtfollowing
lines would seem promising.

e Ties LF (choice-offering / alternative-presenting) todbstructure (for
relevant discussion, sé®x 200§.

e Ties conditions for felicitous use of focusedin disjunctive commands
to conditions felicitous use of the negative polarity itany. [Although
it is a bit unclear how to extend the canonical account of Nfelnsing
for any (Kadmon & Landman 1993to the imperative case (cAloni
2007 90), the prospects for a unified treatment seem good to me.]

Surprisingly, if this is right, there is reason to suspeet the Ross Paradox
is actually ill-formed. We have intuitions about the sen@aithpact of focus-
and polarity-sensitive environments in natural languagesqueradings intu-
itions about the semantics of a formal imperative languageoh lacks such en-
vironments). Faithfully modeling imperative discoursengttural language does
require grappling with a Ross-like Paradox—just not asiti@thlly formulated

99. This is not to claim that alternative-presenting readingh wnfocusecr are easily accessible,
only that focus makes a felt difference in their accessybilrree choice interpretations of disjunctive
imperatives are strongly preferred (so much so that symahaancellation constructions are, as noted
above, nearly always marked), and cases need to be coestrith care in order to access them.

Is the uniform oddness of synchronic cancellation consitms reason to think that free choice
entailments cannot be modulated by focus marking? I'mrmeclito think not. For one, this sort of
oddness does not always track entailment.

(102) a. ?Bond is in Zurich or in London (although he can’tié&aondon)
b. ?Bond is (EITHER) in Zurich OR in London (although he cd®tin London)
c. ?Bond is IN ZURICH or IN LONDON (although he can't be in Lamg

Few (with Zimmermann 200@n important exception) take or @, on any possible assignment of
focal structure, t@ntail mightP. Certain sorts of implicatures are, then, very resistasytahronic
cancellation. While this complicates the case for free @hamplications as entailments (part of
which rests on the oddness of synchronic cancellation nast&ins), it does not, | think, ultimately
undermine it, in view of supporting evidence fratiachroniccancellation constructiong3.1). The
rough picture is this: contextual parameters (some of wbéchbe modulated, others of which cannot)
favor free choice LFs by defaulberhaps for broadly Gricean reasons. There is more to say et

| leave matters here for now.

53



54 | NATE CHARLOW

(since we are not forced to locate the relevant ambiguity fioraal imperative
language). That is to say: it does not require predicting ftha¢ ! (¢ v 1).100
Instead, it requires:

e Supplying appropriate imperative LFs for choice-offeramgl alternative-
presenting readings of disjunctive imperatives in somgrfrant of nat-
ural language (something achieved as earlfegist 1965.

e Stating conditions on when the choice-offering imperatif¥ds used in
the analysis of a disjunctive imperative in that naturaglasge fragment—
something roughly along the lines of the schematic accoketicked
above.

4.5 Agents, Quantifiers, and Times

The imperative and deontic languages we have been workitigrefly on two
salient idealizations.

e Imperative and deontic operators amntential operatorgaking formu-
las of first-order logic as complements.

e Imperative operators are unembeddable under connectigesmatifiers.

A quick, but compelling, case against these idealizatitimste is, we've seen, a
distinction between what everyone ought to do (is commaialdd)—a constel-
lation of personal obligations (commands), addressed ¢oyaelevant agent—
and what ought to be the case (is commanded) concerningaeryan imper-
sonal obligation (command), addressed to no agent in péatic The deontic
and imperative languages are, as they stand, unable tcsesyirihis very basic
distinction0t

(108) a. Seeto itthat everyone takes shelterkPPx]
b. Everyone take shelter! [????2?7?7?

(109) a. Itmustbe that: everyone takes sheliér{f Px]
b. Everyone must take shelter [???????

Resolving these issues raises further interesting issteehinical complica-
tions:

100 Even if we ignore focus and polarity, the historical focudtus simple inference is misleading.
Close relatives of the Ross Paradox manifest in conditiamgleratives, imperatives that involve
reference to temporally sequenced (and arbitrarily lomgyges of action, and so on. | discuss such
complicated versions of the Ross Parado<harlow(2009a §4.11).

101 We simplify, but seeGeach(1982; Wedgwood(2003; Williams (1981) for relevant discus-
sion (andBelnap, Jr. 1991b; Belnap, Jr. & Perloff 19881992 Horty 1996 Horty & Belnap, Jr.
1995for relevant further arguments, relating to expressivetéitions, against the standard deontic
and imperative languages). Quantified deontic logic allgwantifying in, so that{09h might be
represented with a formula of the fornvzJPx 7. Two problems: (i) the strategy, even if it worked,
can't explain distinction between what ought to be the caseerning Fred and what Fred ought to
do (since” fJPzis not a wif of QDL, and it is hard to imagine a principled waydgfriving the LF
THx :x = f AOPz™ from the surface grammar of a sentence Fked ought to take out the tragh
(ii) In view of the validity of "Va[JPx = [V P27, this still misses the distinction between what
ought to be the case concerning every individual and whayewdividual is obligated to do.
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e Characterizing the expressive demands of imperative andtidelan-
guages that aim to represent normative and imperative Bpexuecif-
ically, we will want to characterize different kinds of coramds and
obligations (e.g., the so-called “political,” personaidampersonal va-
rieties), while being clear about what is required of an adég formal
representation of them. Is a calculus of actions requiredS@gerberg
1990 199272 Devices for expressing agentives (cf. the vast STIT lit-
erature) or relations between agents and actions or sthtdfaws (cf.
Geach 198p

e Devising formal languages (and model theories for thesguages) that
are up to these expressive demands.

This is a large project. I'll mostly gloss over it here, altigh | will try to sketch,
in broad outline, two interesting pieces of it.

The Agent Argument. The examples above show that the simple propositional
operator treatment we've been presupposgrgpres agencyin a crucial sense:
obligations and commands adéected at agents Imperative and deontic lan-
guages require some way of expressing this sort of ageettdiiness.

The fix is not difficult, but powerful nevertheless. We couostdeontic and
imperative operators as binary operators, one argumec fiilled by a formula
of first-order logic, another filled by aagent-constantlf a is an agent-constant,
then all well-formed deontic and imperative formulas aspeztively of the form
"O(a)(¢)™ and™(a)(v)" (pronounced, respectively,is obligated to see to it
that anda: see to it thatp). The semantics for directed formulas proceeds by
exploiting the insight oPortner(2004a 2008 that ordering-sources for deontic
modals (TDLs) should be indexed to agents. We incorporaseirito our own
analysis by indexing OSSs to agents, so Yats the OSS fou.

(110) Du(P)={we P|Yv e P v <eny,,p)w =W <chy,, p) v}
(111)  [O(a)(e/¥)]* = 1iff Do(W N []) € [¢]

One very nice side effect of specifying agent-directedmeste argument
structure of deontic and imperative operators is the ghititbind variables oc-
curring in the agent argument-placeAdding the obvious quantifier clauses to
our implicit characterization of our languag€€we can fill out the missing LFs
for universally directed commands and obligations as fedto

(112) Everyone take shelter!
Va!(z)(Px)

(113) Everyone must take shelter
VaO(x)(Px)

102 The syntactic issues here are actually quite sensitive.t\tits of embeddings of imperative
formulas should we be willing to sanction? Can existentighrifiers bind variables in the agent
argument-place of an imperative formula? Can imperativenfdas be embedded under negation? Is
there any explanation for these syntactic restrictionsdwhre, from the perspective of the logician
used to unrestricted recursive characterizations of fotamguages, quite unusual)? We saw direct
pragmatic analogues of each of these questio2.ih
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The semantics for deontic formulas of the foriviz[Jy ™ is just what you would
expect, and we will not fuss with it here.

Temporality. Here are some more things we would like to be able to represent
but, as things stand, cann@€ For sake of concreteness, focus on the example of
someone attempting to follow a recipe for a soufflé.

e The distinction between obligations and commands thatiackrig now
(e.g.,whip the egg whitgsand those binding at some later point in time
(e.g.,put the soufflé into the ovin

e Obligations (commands) to perform a series of actions iness@quence
(e.g.,fold the egg whites into the custard, after whipping them

e Obligations (commands) to perform an action or series abastondi-
tional on the performancef an action or sequence of actions. A bit less
formally: how particular courses of action will impact aneagjs later
obligations (e.g .fold the egg whites into the custard, if you've whipped
them to stiff peaksnake a pudding, if you've failgd

e The distinction between obligations and commands thatlapsn ful-
fillment, and those that do notdischargeableand non-dischargeable
obligations and commands, respectively (ewhip the egg whiteser-
susnever set fire to your kitchgn

Some of these things (e.g., the first) can be achieved radlsdy avith the addition
of tense operators to our language. Others (e.g., the fimd¥ibly depend on the
ability to form claims about thperformanceof an action by an ageif? Others
still (e.g., the second, third, and fourth items) plausi&pend on the ability to
reference actions-both simple (e.g., whipping the egg whites) and complex (e.
folding the egg whites into the custard after whipping th&vhjch is crucially
distinct, as anyone who made a soufflé knows, from whippirdfaiding the
egg whites into the custard§®

| think (although | won’t argue here) that a comprehensivaysis of these
issues requires a hybrid of STIT and PDL languages (and thedtel theories).
The terrain here gets very technical, very fast—a rigordesussion requires
reference to branching-time models and the logic and irééafion of programs
(and, moreover, some sort of integration of these tools thighpossible-worlds
ordering semantics we've been developing), discussiorhidlmwwe will save for

103 Relevant work on the connection between time (and tenseyleortic notions can be found
in: Belnap, Jr.(1991ab); Belnap, Jr. & Perloff(1988 1992; Horty (1996; Horty & Belnap, Jr.
(1995; Thomasor(1981ha).

104. For one approach to this, see the cited STIT literature. Fdifferent approach, rooted in
the logic of programs (PDL), seBegerberg1992. The STIT approaches seem to have it right
that any semantics for a performance predicate or relatibmely on branching-time models. This
is something which PDL treatments, as usually presented, tteneglect; see, e.dSegerberg 1992
375. (Indeed, | know of no way to sensibly formalize the cléat an agent has performed a particular
action atw—crucially different from the claim that an agent is able &fprm a particular action at
w—without branching-time models.)

105 This is comfortable terrain for PDL approaches—see, 8egerberd199Q 1992 1994.
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another venue (although s&harlow 2009a §4.12; Charlow 2009b §4.3 for
some discussion). But it is terrain that is well-worth expig.

4.6 Expressivism

And now for something different. | close this prospectushkstshing, in brief, an
application of update semantics (and the reduction tecieniqr the imperative
language developed K8.1) to an area of abiding philosophical interest: clarify-
ing metaethical expressivism, as a proposal about the semamd pragmatics
of normative discourse.

Let ¢ be anormative sentencne containing normative auxiliaries, pred-
icates, etc.). Metaethical expressivism (exemplary egfees includ@&lackburn
1998 Hare 1952 Gibbard 19902003 is generally associated with some or all
of the following.

e Nonfactualism. ¢ is not truth-apt (not evaluable for truth, does not have
a proposition as its semantic value, etc.).

e Noncognitivism. The state of mind involved in a normative judgment—
ajudgmentthap is true or correct—is not a cognitive state (e.g., belief),
but a non-cognitive state (something like intention, desapproval, dis-
approval, being for, or being against).

e Normative speech-actsA sincere utterance @f does not constitute an
assertion—it is neither a proposal for addition to the Comr@oound,
nor for revision of addressees’ beliefs (see &Spach 1965Searle
1962. Hare (1952, e.g., argues that normative speech-acts are rele-
vantly similar to commands. Modern expressivists, ingplg the no-
tion that assertions express beliefs, suggest somethamg ahe lines
of expressions of (dis)approv#® (So understood, there is a tight link
between noncognitivism and the recognition of a type of spext pe-
culiar to normative discourse.)

e Meaning as use.The state of mind implicated in a judgment thats
true (or the type of speech-act a sincere utteranceisftypically used
to perform) is of semantic import. According to Gibbard, vwexplain
the meaning of a term” by explaining “what states of mind et is
used to express'Qibbard 20036-7).

“Expressivism,” as | use the term, is characterized by ethese these¥)’
Some traditional problems for expressivism, so understood

e Expression.What is it for an utterance to express or voice an attitude?
(For discussion of this problem, s&ehroeder 2009b

106. For discussion and clarification, s8ehroedef20081).

107. Although expressivists typically go in for all of these viewhe logical interrelationships are
subtle. It is, for instance, unclear whether the semanfie tyf a semantic value of a sentenge
should determine the sort of mental state typically impéidain a sincere endorsement pfor the
type of speech-act that is typically performed with a sieagiterance of.
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e Semantic commitments. How is expressivism to be cashed out as a
formal proposal about the semantics of natural languagthirwthe
paradigm of generative linguistics? Note that truth-ctindal approaches
to normative language can simply treat normative predsaatehe model
of descriptive predicates (functions from individuals t@positions),
normative auxiliaries on the model of modal auxiliariesn@tions from
propositions to propositions), and so on. Expressivisnmoai?®

According toSchroede(2008ab,c), expressivists haven't given satisfactory an-
swers to these problems. He elects, for reasons I'll ignere,ito answer them
thus.

e Expression as performance conditions.A speakerS performing an
utterancel/ expresses attitudd iff having A is a necessary condition
for S's proper performance df (Schroeder 20081108-11).

e Semantic mentalism. The semantic value of (thing expressed by) a
normative sentence is a relational attitude of the forrAoRr(R, «),
whereFOR is a generic pro-attitude? is some sort of response to act-
types (blaming, feeling guilt, feeling shame, etc.), ani$ an act-type
(Schroeder 2008¢@).

Mentalism involves a radical revision of semantics in the@egative tradition.
Expressivists might have hoped to get by with something roonservative.

If there were some way of developing the semantic programufessivism
without having to rebuild our semantic theories from theugrd up, there would
be prima facie reason to prefer it. Here is a sketch of a viewding on our
work on the semantics of imperatives, that is both recodpyzexpressivist and
theoretically conservative. Details and developmentaved for another venue.

e Thestatic semanticémodel theory) for normative sentences is done on
the model of the static semantics for imperatives &). We define

108 Closely related worries, which are often placed under thbretta of the “Frege-Geach Prob-
lem” (cf. Searle 1962Geach 1965
— Compositionality. How do normative predicates, auxiliaries, and sentencegibate to the
meanings of constructions in which they are embedded®idfnormative, what are the mean-
ings of "Tmp T and™p D v, and how do they arise compositionally from the meaning of
together with the meanings efand>?

— Validity and entailment. What explains the validity of inferences like the followthg

(114) If lying is wrong, then lying for money is wrong.
Lying is wrong.
So, lying for money is wrong.
(115) Lying is never wrong.
So, lying for money is never wrong.
What does validity of normative arguments amount to, if motht-preservation? How is it
characterized?
The problems here are extraordinarily difficult @shroeder 2008ba,c argues at considerable length),
and it is not clear what an expressivist should say in regpamthem. The source of the difficulty is

expressivism’s commitment to the idea that the meaning @xg@nession is a function of the state of
mind it is used to express in unembedded environments.
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a normative fragmertt and a suitable non-normative fragméhend a
translation map- : 91 — @ that is homomorphic witty.19° The funda-
mental semantic relation f@, F5, is understood as satisfaction, while
Fo is understood in terms of some less truth-y notion, perbajpsy in
force

e Thepragmaticsor normative sentences has it that the update potentials
for normative sentences involve a sort of (non-propos#iphglobal
comment” on a cognitive state containing both informaticaeking and
action-guiding parameters (ofon Fintel & Gillies 200%. Update po-
tentials are traditionally understood as performing rets¢e operations
on cognitive states: restricting a state’s doxastic ortpralkalternatives
(assertoric and directive force, respectively). But otbeerations are
possible. A state might, for instancepass a tesspecified by a sen-
tence, in which case the update potential for that sentecddweturn
s as a value (otherwise doing something efd8).Test programs can
be thought of as characterizing sets of states (those thett te test),
or, equally, properties of states (that of satisfying thedition that is
tested for). They yield information about the states theyexecuted in,
without having that information as their propositional ¢ent11

Some general comments about the proposal.

e Itis nonfactualist: normative sentences do not expressqsitions, ac-
cording to either the static or dynamic parts of the proposal

e Itis noncognitivist: normative judgments are the psychalal analogue
of sincere normative utterances (as beliefs are the psggloall ana-
logue of sincere assertions). Since the latter expressepiop of the
cognitive state (or context) from which they are made, thenfr do
too.

e It invokes a special class of normative speech-acts. We tiggfully
taxonomize speech-act types (kinds of illocutionary fpaxeording to
their update potentials, as follows (column headings spoading to
the parameterof states on which the update potential for the relevant
kind of discourse operates, rows to tlype of operatiomperformed).

| Doxastic Practical
Restriction | Descriptive Directive
Comment | Epistemic (?) Normative

Descriptive discourse corresponds to restriction of doxadternatives
(assertion), directive discourse to restriction of piadtialternatives.

109 If p € M, 7(¢) might just be a description of the performance conditionstlie speaker’s
proper utterance ap. Another natural candidate would be a formula from the augetedeontic
language.

110 On the use of tests in update semanticsva@eFintel & Gillies (2007); Veltman(1996.

111 So they avoid the pitfalls of Speaker Subjectivism, dethiteSchroede(2008h 89-92).
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Epistemic discourse (discourse in the language of subsggticertainty)
corresponds to expression of properties of an informalistade (pos-
sibility or necessity) (cfvon Fintel & Gillies 2007, while normative
discourse corresponds to expression of properties of dipahaction-
guiding state.

e It is compatible with the notion that elucidating the use ofmative
language elucidates its meaning (so long as we take the icahaolis-
course function of normative utterances to be a fact abeirt theaning,
as those working in the dynamic tradition are happy to do).

e \We see that a static expressivist semantics for normatipiEge needn’t
have any remarkable formal properties. Indeed, we canhimost
part, simply do static, model-theoretic semantics as we hiways done
it. In the context of static, model-theoretic semanticqregsivism can
be construed as a proposal ablooiv best to conceive tife fundamental
semantic relation for a normative fragment of natural laaggu (Note
also that compositionality and logic come basically foef)e

e Natural language contains both normative and non-noreaiig (and
hybrids that are constructed out of their members). Somgtheeds
to be said about the ability of normative bits of syntax totagtically
coordinate with non-normative bits of syntax (in conjuons, condi-
tionals, etc.). Supposing that the classes of models fardh@ative and
non-normative fragments are identified (the only diffeeebeing in how
we conceive of their respective semantic relations), tisen® semantic
barrier to coordination: normative and non-normative (enplerative!)
sentences alike might characterize sets of points in a médekonjec-
ture that normative and imperative sentences have diffembedding
profiles (imperatives cannot embed as conditional antetedéor in-
stance) for purely syntactic reasoi$.
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