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Chapter 2 

PERFORMATIVE..CONSTATIVE : THE DISTINCTION 

The object of this Chapter is to rearticulate 

the main points of the distinction between the utterances 

classed as performatives and those called constatives. 

Commenting on this dist~~ction Walter Cerf
1 

says that it 

is 'Austin's hallmark' comparable to Ryle's 'ghost in the 

machine' and Wittgenstein's 'language games•. He also 

calls it as 'Classical' in philosophical literature 

comparable to Kant's distinction between synthetic and 

analytic judgements. And there is, we think, hardly 

any element of untruth in this description. 

As already mentioned, the idea of the distinction 

was first conceived by Austin in the late thirties. However,! 

its elaboration did not become available to us till he 

delivered his first four William James Lectures. In 

carrying our proposed rearticulatio~ we shall depend 

primarily on the materials contained in these four lectures. 

'This, however, does not mean that the two subsequent 
. 

writings on Performatives by Austin, namely, 1 Performative 

Utterances• and 1 Performative..Constative' will not assume 

any usefulness for us. In fact, whenever required, r::i: . .:~ l. 

~ 
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we shall fall back on the materials contained in them. 

I 

One convenient, though apparently a bit too 

simple, way to define the distinction between performatives 

and consta·tives is to say that it is the distinction 

beb1een the kind of utterances as exemplified by, say, 

1 I promise•, 1 I admit•, 1 I apologise•, 1 I propose• and 

their lik~ on the one hand, and the kind of utterances 

as exemplified by, say, 1 I walk 1 , 1 I svdm •, • I sing 1 , 

•sugar is sweet• and their like, on the other. The 

utterances are all alike at the grammatical level in 

the sense that they are all sentences in the indicative 

mood. And this grammatical similarity had for long 

continued to produce certain unfortunate effects. 

Philosophers who are prone to take the grammatical 

similarity too seriously or with a sense of finality 

were misled to think that the two types of utterances 

were also otherwise homogeneous. As a matter of fact, 

until Austin 1 s discovery, it did not occur to them that 

similarity of the ti.-10 kinds of sentences, in respect of 

their grammatical fo~ might be deceptive in the sense 
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that it concealed some deeper difference between the~ 

that is to say, difference in their logic or functioning 

in language. 

II 

But hovr could Austin come to discover that 

there was a difference between the t\'170 types of ut·terances ? 

The circumstances that led to the discovery are truly 

interesting, so that it would be worthv.rhile to describe 

them in some detail. 

One thing that may be mentioned about the 

discove~J is that there is not much that is accidental 

about it. In a sense, it may well be regarded only as a 

natural consequence of certain characteristic developments 

in the twentieth century philosophy. 

One major function of our linguistic 

communication is to convey info~oation or to describe a 

particular state of affairs. This is universally admitted. 

And there are also sentences spe~ifically earmarked for 

this purpose. These are sentences in the indicative mood. 

So far as their semantic status is concerned the indicative 
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sentences,· vle suppose, cannot make any special claim to 

superiority over sentences in other grammatical moods, 

specially, the imperatives and interrogatives. Such a 

position is very much in conformity with that held by the 

grammarians; while those who have Wittgenstein's language 

games in mind, may, also speak of some kind of philosophical 

justification in its favour. But whatever may be the 

position in theory, in the actual function of logicians 

and philosophers, indicative sentences have come to occupy 

a relatively dominant position. Consider, what a logician's 

business is, one way to answer this which, we suppose, would 

not be incorrect, is to say that his business is to explore 

the interrelations among various types of sentences. Yet, 

ever since Aristotle, in actual practice, what the logician 

has done in doing his job, is to explore mainly the relations 

among indicative sentences. Normally, sentences of other 

grammatical varieties have not enjoyed the privilage of 

getting much more than a logician's marginal attention. 

But what, exactly, may be said to account for the 

peculiar lopsidedness of logic, the logician's excessive 

predilection for the indicatives ? This is, no doubt, an 

.f 

important and interesting problem by itself. But we cannot, Y 



17 

naturally, get entangled in its investig~tion in the 

present context- Yet, if a minor digression is permitte~ 

we shall make a brief explanato~J remark on the point. 

The root of the indicative tradition in logic 

lies in Aristotle himsel~ we mean in his comuitment as a 

logician in practice. Aristotle was not unaware of the 

semantic importance of non-indicative sentences. Yet, 

somewhat paradoxically, in his actual logical practice 

he confined his interest almost entirely to the exploration 

of relation among indicative sentences. But hovT come the 

tradition set up by Aristotle so long ago still continues 

to remain substantially unchange~ despite all the 

revolutionary changes that have taken place in logic in 

recent times ? One probable explanation is that hidden 

inside the revolutionary exterior of the recent logic, 

there lies, if we may say so, a dominant streak of 

conservatism. The conservatism consists in a kind of 

strong attachment of the logicians to their familiar 

indicative-oriented theo~J of the logical form refonforced 

by what may perhaps be called lack of boldness on their 

part to approach a new territory of language without that 

2 
familiar theory. 

·.I: 
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Thus, indicative sentences have always 

assume~ in practice, a relatively favoured position 

in the eyes of philosophers and logicians. What,· 

hov.Tever, is notable is that in recent philosophy a new 

dimension has been added to this situation. 

Some sort of self-consciousness is 

characteristic of modern philosophy. This is well-known. 

But for a few decades now, this self-consciousness has 

assumed a pe~uliar form and an unprecedented degree of 

acuteness. As a result, a basic concern of philosophy, 

these days, has been philosophy itself and, as a part 

of that, language, which is the vehicle of philsophical 

thinking. ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ 

~· Language, in other words, the problems about 

it for a ~~entieth century philosopher have become a 

matter of ve~J serious concern. This phenomenon is often 

referred to as 'linguistic turn• in philosophy. One very 

natural consequence of this linguistic turn is the massive 

interest philosophers have taken in the various modes of 

speech, specially the indicative sentences. The indicative 

sentences have come in for a widespread and intensive 

scrutiny. And the discovery of the performatives as 

distinguished from the constatives, one may say, is one 
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consequence of this development. 

But the question arises : how, exactly, has 

the study of indicatives led to the identification of the 

performatives as a distinct sub-class of utterances ? 

Since the process is not too obvious, it may not be out 

of place to provide a brief account of it. 

One way to begin this job is to note the 

peculiarities of the following selected specimens of 

indicative sentences : 

(a) A green apple is sour. 

(b) A green apple is sweet. 

(c) There is no apple in the outermost planet. 

(d) God is present everywhere. 

(e) Philosophical wisdom is rectangular • 

The first thing to be noted about them is that they are 

grammatically correct, and in that sense they are imn1une 

from objection. Besides, as is normally expected of an 

indicative sentence, each of them purports to contain 

a claim to convey information about some supposed facto 

' 
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But what is it, one will ask that may be said 

to confirm whether or not, the information-claim is valid ? 

The matter is important in the sense that on it would 

depend the meaningfulness or otherwise of these sentences. 

So, to find out a means for checking up the validity of 

the information-claim becomes an important problem for the 

philosopher. 

Sentence (e) presents no difficulty. Being 

palpably absurd, its information-claim can be summarily 

dismissed as spurious. But when one comes to sentences 

(a)-(d), things cease to be easy-going. None of these 

sentences is absurd or self-contradictory and, so, it 

cannot be declared as meaningless on that ground. To 

judge them philosophers are required to find some 

alternative criterion. H0\-.7ever, it would be enough, for 

our purpose, to take into account only the one which, as 

we kno't.Y, became specially conspicuous in recent philosophyo 

This criterion is suggested by the logical positivists and 

is knm'l!n as •verifiability Criterion'. In the language 

of one of its best exponent the criterion may be formulated 

thus : 

• • • • we say that a s en·tence is 

factually significant to any 

< 
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given person, i~ and only i~ he 

knmV"s hm'l to verify the proposition 

which it purports to express; 

that is, if he knows what observation 

would lead hi~ under certain 

conditions, to accept the proposition 

as being true or reject as being 

false. 3 

Judging by this criterion the sentences (a)-(c) are all 

meaningful, because, as require~ each can be known to 

be true or false by a certain specific mode of observation. 

The truth of (a) is a matter of common experience and so 

is the falsity of (b). But what about (c), 'There is no 

apple in the outermost planet'? As we have no means at 

our disposal for actual access to the outermost planet, 

we are not in a position to check up with the help of 

actual observation whether it is true or false. 

Notwithstanding that,- (c) is meaningful in the sense 

that one can specify possible experiences by which the 

truth or falsity of the proposition contained in it can 

be checked. up. 

However, in the case of (d), ''God is present 

everywhere', the situation is altogether cifferent. Here, 
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we cannot speak of or imagine any possible experience which 

might be said to prove or disprove the information it 

purports to convey to us. To illustrate the position. 

Suppose someone says, 'Mrs. so-and-so is in her kitchen•. 

Relevant experiences are readily available to ascertain 

\'11hether it is true or false. For example, I may get 

into Mrs. so-and-so•s kitchen and see her there, or I may '-. 

hear her shouting at her maid-servant, and so on. But 

I have no such means for knowing whether or not it is 

true that God is in the Kitchen, or elsewhere, let alone 

everywhere. So, according to the criterion of verifiability, 

(d) and all sentences of its kind are to be treated as 

examples of meaningless sentences. It may be noted that 

to say that they are meaningless, is just to say that 

they are meaningless, that is to say, they can neither 

be called true nor can they be called false. To count as 

true or false, an indicative sentence must already be 

meaningful: that is a basic requirement. 

Verifiability as a criterion of sentential 

meaningfulness, as one knov1s, has been very widely and 

intensively discussed in the course of the last few 

decades. It would be out of place to go into the details 

of the matter. Yet, \-re may well make a passing reference 

1 
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to one point about it. Fo~ one thing,there is nothing 

in the principle itself for which its validity can be 

taken for granted. It has in fact, quite a few serious 

limitations, and these are not only highlighted by its 

opponents, but often acrnitted by its exponents themselves. 

Despite that, the principle has not been, in a sense,· 

without considerable impact. It was, as we know, intended 

by the logical positivists to eliminate or purify the 

legacy of the vJayward metaphysics. And this mission has 

been considerably successful, in the sense that, even 

though philosophy has not been purged of all metaphysics 

just on account of this principle, one will hardly come 

across today any significant metaphysical work done in the 

grand old style, that is, the kind of metaphysics which 

provoked the violent reaction of the logical positivists. 

Ho~;ever, it did not take too long to realise, 

even for philosophers not committed against the principle 

of verifiability, that some degree of caution was necessary 

in the use of the principle. It was widely felt that 

there were dangers in the unrestricted or indiscriminate 

application of it. The source from which this sense.of 

danger arose is the discovery of certain characteristic 

( 

/ 



instances of utterances in language. What is peculiar 

about these utterances is that, even though they are 

grammatiqally in t.he indicative mood and bear some kind of 

reference to facts, they make no claim at all to say 

anything or to convey any information about facts. Such 

sentences, naturally, cannot be described as true or false 

or as provable or disprovable or in similar other terms. 

In short, they are outside the scope of epistemic 

characterisation, in other words, to use any expression 

of epistemic appraisal and, for that matte4 •verifiable' 

or •unverifiable• in regard to them would be totally 

inappropriate. 

e.- 4 
Austin uses the name •masqu~raders• to 

designate such utterances. Some sub-classes of such 

masquftraders, as is mentioned by Austin himself
5

, have 

already been identified in philosophy since Kant. One 

major such sub-class is the class of ethical sentences. 

Ethical sentences have the form of a seatement by which 

they produce the illusion of being themselves statements. 

But it has been commonly held that they are 11 either not 

intended at all, or only intended in part, to record 

6 
or impar'c a straightfonvard information about facts 11 • 

NOH the class of utterances isolated by Austin and named 

( 

,l 
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e. 
1 performatives 1 js just one such sub-class of 'masqu~raders•. 

Language is not in dearth of the examples of performatives. 

There indeed are many. We have already mentioned some. Let 

us add a few more \vhich seem to be specially favoured by 

7 
Austin : 

(E.a.). 'I do' (said ~t tthe·ttime of marriage) 

(E.b.). 'I name this ship Queen Elizabeth'. 

(E.d.). 1 I bet six pence it will rain to-morr~T'• 

III 

~·Jhat is peculiar about sentences of the 

kind (E.a.) - (E.d.) so that Austin is led to assign 

them to a special sub-class under a special name ? 

Wherein do they differ from constatives ? This is 

doubtless the most important thing to explain. 

The explanation may well begin \vith the 

examina·tion of a typical constative, say, for example, 

•~at ice-cream•. What, possibly, may be my intention 

in· uttering it ? Well, the intention may be more than 

one, depending on the context of the utterance. However, ( 
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one thing 't'lhich is very plain is that, irrespective of the 

nature of the context, the basic purpose of my uttering 

it is to let the hearer know that I perform the particular 

action, that is, that I eat ice-cream. The statement I 

make may be true; it may also be false. Nevertheless, it 

has to be either true or false, in so far as it is meaningful. 

What, ho"tvever, is most important to note is that in making { 

the utterance I do not perform the particular action of which 

it is the report, that is, to eat the ice-cream. Eating 

the ice-cream is a non-linguistic act in the sense that it 

is independent of any utterance. One can very well eat an 

ice-cream while saying that he is doing so, as also silently, 

without saying anything whatsoever. Uttering or non-uttering 

the sentence 'I eat ice-cream' makes no difference to my act 

of eating an ice-cream. 

Contrast this analysis of a constative with 

that of any of the performatives listed above. Each of these 

performatives involves, no doubt, a number of constatives, 

)' 

that is, particularly those which constitute its presuppositions. 

Take, (E.a.) ... 'I do'. Its presuppositions include such 

constatives, as, fer example, ''l'he person who makes the 

utterance is the appointed bride-groom', 'There is an appointed A 
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bride', 'There is an appropriate ceremony•, and the like. 

In the same say, (E.b.), 'I name the ship Queen Elizabeth' 

contains among its presuppositions such constatives, as, 

for example, 'The person who makes the utterance is authorised 

to do the naming•, 'There is a ship to be so named', and 

so on. Despite all this, it is to be noted neither (E.a.) 

nor (E.b.) is itself a constativ~ that is to say, a report 

on or a description of any incident or any state of affair 

or of any action; and this implies that neither can 

meaningfully be called true or false, provable or pnprcmab.J.e,' 

and the like. As a matter of fact, the two utterances, (E.a.) 

and (E.b.) are ways of doing two actions, the actions 

respectively are, marrying and betting. That is to say, 

in saying •r do', the bridegroom does not describe his 

marriage, nor does he tell others that he is marrying; 

what he does instead is the act ·of marrying itself. 

Simila.rly, in uttering (E.b.), ·the person who makes the 

utterance does not convey the information to others that 

he is naming the ship; what he does is to perform the act 

of naming itself. To sum up the matter in Austin's own 

language : 1 
••• they L-performatives_/ do not 11 describe" 

or 11 report11 or 11 cons tate anything at all, are not "true" 

or 11 false" ; and the uttering of the sentence is, or is a . ...( 

part of, the doing of an actio~ which again would not 

· normally be described as, or as 11 just•• saying something•. 8 
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IV 

But the non-descriptive or performatory 

analysis of (E.a.) and (E.b.) and such other utterances, 

that is, their analysis as species of actions, is likely 

to be viewed with suspicion. Austin is fully aware of 

this possibility. Referring to (E.a.) he says, "••• one 

might protest, perhaps even with some ala~ that I seem ·< 

to be suggesting that marrying is simply saying a few 

words, that just saying a few words is marrying''. 
9 

Hence,' 

to remove the suspicion, he naturally rushes to provide 

clarification. What are the causes that arouse suspicion ? 

According to Austin, the first thing that 

arouses suspicion is the fact that, 'In many cases, it 

is possible to perform an act of exactly the same kind ~ 

by uttering words, whether written or spoken, but in some 

other way• • 10 Take, for example, marriage which may be 

performed non-verbally, just by, say, exchanging garlands 

or rings or in similar other ways. It is not necessary that 

the bride-groom should say 1 I do 1 • 

Austin does not deny that this may be the case. 

True, in some cases, marriage may be performed in a way 

which does not involve the utterance 'I do' or anything 

{ 

I 
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of the kind. But that does not go against the performatory 

character of the utterance 1 I do •. For, it is also true 

that, normally, marriage is performed by saying 1 I do' or 

by some other utterance of the kind and there is nothing 

to disprove that in such cases the utterance functions as 

an action itself and not as a description of the action. 

A second minor thing which arouses suspicion 

is this. It may be the case that the person who marries 

utters the perforrnative 'I do 1 • But that normally is not 

the only thing he does. Marriage may involve more 

sentences uttered by the person who marries and also by 

others. Besides the verbal acts of making utterances 

there also are non-verbal acts, e.g., entertaining guests, 

holding feasts, performing religious rituals and such like. 

Here, again, there is nothing that goes against 

the performatory character of the utterance 'I do'. It may 

be the case that marriage is not a matter of saying 'I do 1 

alone and that many other verbal and non-verbal elements 

are involved in it. But how does this tend to disprove 

that in saying 'I do' one is not reporting on the act of 

marriage but is performing the act itself ? 

( 
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Let us now come to what, in Austin's opinio~ 

the major cause that tends to withhold us from accepting 

the position that in saying 1 I do' one is not describing 

anything but is performing the act of marriage itself. 

It is true that when one says 'I do' at the 

time of marriage, one must say so seriously; that is to 

say, one must not make the utterance by way of 'joking• 

or by way of 'writing a poem'. But we appear to be led 

by our habits of thought-to take the seriousness that 

goes with the utterance 1 I do' far too seriously. One 

thing to be notedo We are used to attaching a considerable 

degree of moral significance to such acts as marriage; while 

at the same time we generally look down upon verbal 

utterances with a sense of triviality. So, presumably, 

to do some justice to the moral significance of acts like 

marrying, we interpret the seriousness accompanying the 

utterance.of 1 I do' in the sense of having a mental state 

or performing an 'inward spiritual act'; and then suppose 

that utterances like 1 I do' are to function as the reports 

or descriptions of such acts. As an example of this 

presumed duality of an utterance like 'I do' and the mental 

state which it is supposed to be a description of, Austin 

.I 
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quotes Hypolytus who says, 'My tongue swore to, but my 

heart did not 1 
• 
11 

Whether or not the unwitnessable 'inward 

spiritual act• is a fact or a myth is de9atable. But it 

would be out of place to go into that. What we are 

required is just to note that the assumption of the 'inward 

spiritual act• is inspired by moral consideration, though, 

ironically enough, it is morality itself which, on occasions, 

is endangered on account of it. Thus, as has been pointed 

out by Austin, it provides 1 
••• Hyppolytus with a. let-out, 

the bigamist with an excuse for his "I do" and an Welsher 

with a defence for his "I bet" • 12 
As a matter of fact, 

• • • • excess of profundit}; or rather solemnity, • •• paves 

the way for immorality•.
13 

Morality is safer on the 

assumption of the 'spiritual act• being kept out. 'Accuracy A 

and morality alike' says Austin, 1 are on the side of the 

1 i b d • 14 
p a n saying that our ward is our on • 

v 

I A constative, we know, is either true or false : 

truth-value is its basic semantic value. But performatives, 

as we have already remarked, is different from constatives 
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in this very important respect. That is to say, truth-value 

is foreign to them. In other words, no performative can 

admit of characterisation in terms of truth and falsity. 

To say of a performativ~ e.g., 'I do' or 'I bet•, that 

it is true or that it is false is perhaps not far less 

outrageous than to say that love is rectangular or round. 

But then in denying that performatives can assume any 

truth-value, Austin makes himself naturally answerable 

on one important point. The point is : How, then, to 

characterise a performative ? Alternately, what are to 

constitute its logical values ? In answer, he uses two 

expressions, namely, 'happy' and 1 unhappy'.~hat is to say, 

according to Austin, a performative is to be called either 

happy or unhappy. 

But this gives rise to the question : ~~1en 

is it that a performative is to be called happy and when 

unhappy ? According to Austin, that would depend upon 

whether or not the performative satisfies certain specific 

conditions. The conditions as formulated by Austin are 

as follows : 

(A.l) There must exist an accepted conventional 

procedure having a certain conventional 

effect, that procedure to include the 

uttering of certain words by certain 
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persons in certain circumstances, 

and further, 

the particular persons and circumstances in 

a given case must be appropriate for the 

invocation of the particular procedure 

invoked, 

The precedure must be execu~ed by 

all participants both correctly and 

completely. 

Wher~ as often, the procedure is designed 

for use by persons having certain thoughts 

or feelings, or for the inauguration of 

certain consequential conduct on the part 

of any participant, then a person 

participating in and so invoking the 

procedure must in fact have those thoughts 

or feelings, and the participants must 

intend to conduct themselves, and further 

must actually so conduct themselves 

15 
subsequently. 

r 
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The types of unhappiness, also called 

infelicities, that correspond to the violation of 

conditions (A.1)-(B.2) are called by the general name 

'misfire'; while those arising from the violation of 
. . 

(~.1)-(~.2) are called 'abuses•~ 

Between these two sub-classes of unhappiness 

or infelicities, there is a vital difference. An unhappy 

performative, if it happens to be an instance of misfire, 

becomes 'null and void' or without effect; that is to sa~ 

one who utters the particular perfonmative will not be 

under any obligation on account of it. The situation is 

otherNise in case of abuses. If the performative happens 

to be an instance of abuse, it becomes exposed to criticism 

on account of 'insincerity' or 'breach of commitment'. The 

particular performative does not become void or ineffectual; / 

the person \vho utters i·t remains bound to it. 

Abuses may arise from the violation of (~1) 

and also from ('f.2). 3\ccordingly, they admit of two types. 

'rhe former is named 11 insincerity'• by Austin and latter 

15 
"breach of commitment11

• 

Misfires may be due to the violation of 
f 
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conditions (A~l) and (A.2) on the one hand, and (B.l) 

and (B.2) on the other. Accordingly, we have t'irlO types 

of misfires : the first is called 'misinvocation• and the 

second 'rnisexecution•. 

Austin has no specific name for the particular 

kind of misinvocation which corresponds to the violation of 

(A.l); it may be exemplified by the performativ~ say, 

'I congratulate you•, being uttered to a light-post. The 

misinvocation that arises from the violation of (A.2), 

however, has a specific name. It is called'misapplication: 

its example being the performative, 'I inaugurate the seminar' 

being uttered by someone who is not supposed to inaugurate. 

In the same way, misexecutions may assume two 

forms according as they arise from the violation of (B.l) 

or (B.2). In the first case, Austin uses the name 'flaw' 

to designate the particular misexecution. It may be 

exemplified by the utterance of 'I do', sa~ by a friend 

of the bridegroom instead of by the bridegroom himself. 

In the second case, we have the name 'hitch' for the 

particular kind of misexecution. It arises from the 

utterance of the performative 'I do' in the context of a 

marriage proceedings which exclude, say, the priest, the 

required religious rituals, and so on. 

r 
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Let us novT instantiate the tt'lO types of abuses 

distinguished by Austin, namely, 'insincerity' and 'breach 

of commitment•. Insincerity arises in that particular case 

where t'lhile saying 1 I promise to buy you a pearl necklace' 

the speaker in his mind has no intention to do so. vlhereas 

there is breach of commitment in that particular case in 

which, even though the speaker says 'I promise to buy you 

a pearl necklace' with the full intention of buying the 

necklace,~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~, 

he fails to keep his promise because of certain unforeseen 

difficulties. 

VI 

Three points should be considered about 

Austin's doctrine of infelicities. 

(1) The infelicities or the ways of being 

unhappy, according to Austin, are not mutually exclusive, 

that is to say, a particular performative t'lhich may be 

guilty of one particular infelicity may also be guilty 

of another particular infelicity at the same time. 

Likewise, the same performative can be viewed alternately 

as an instance of one infelicity and also as an instance of 

c· 
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anothe~ the choice being arbitrary. All this may be 

illustrated by reference to the examples of misapplication 

and flaw cited above. The particular misapplication we 

have mentioned may well be treated as a case of flaw; 

while the particular case of flaw may well count also as 

a case of hitch. 

(2) A performative has two dimensions. On 

the one hand, it is an utterance, while, on the othe~ it 

is an action. tVhich means it is exposed to criticism in 

terms of those epithets by which we criticise an utteranc~ 

as for example, obscure, exaggerated, ungrammatical, 

irrelevant, and so on. At the same time, one may also call 

it motivated, unnecessary, ineffective, accidental and so 

on, that is, expressions by which we criticise an action. 

From this bi-dimensional character of a 

performative and from the fact that it is, on that account, 

open to criticism from two sides, one thing follows, which 

is that the infelicities listed by Austin are not 

exhaustive. 

(3) Even though, the infelicities go with the 

/ 
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performatives, the infelicities are not confined to the 

performatives. The scope of their application may well 

extend beyond the range of performatives, e.g. to 

religions, ceremonial and other rituals. 

• • • • • • 
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