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Anita:

Jaték a lehetséges vilagainkkal

ReALIS:

formalizalt, sét szdmmatrixokon
Lo, , , ) gk % %
kalkulald pragmaszemantikai elmélet, ugyanakkor ,,eogm#wz?y vaakk

Searle-riportjaban Andor (2011: 1, 8-9) a searle-i pragmatikai hagyomany nézGpontjabol egy ’cognitively viable
linguistic representation’ létjogosultsagat veti fel, Osszhangban Searle aldbbi allasfoglaldsaval :,,[Blasically, the
development of formal semantics has given us a sophisticated intellectual apparatus that gives us the illusion that we
are achieving understanding. But it seems to me, we are not. | mean, ... the Tarskian set theoretical analysis of truth, a
tremendous formal achievement, seems to me to add nothing to the understanding of truth, what it is for a proposition
to be true. [The contemporary mainstream development] in the philosophy of language ... is more and more
formalistic, more and more a matter of developing formal model theories, formal semantics for different types of
expressions. As far as I know, without exception, they have not, actually, increased our insight. We are not much
better off understanding how does language actually work in human communication. Now, if you concentrate on
certain types of utterances, then communication doesn’t seem to be very important. Two plus two equals four? Who
cares how it is communicated? But I think we won’t understand the aspects of language that interest me [Searle]: how
it relates to human life, how it relates to society, how it relates to human interaction, unless you see its role in the
actual performance of speech acts by actual speakers.”

Hiba! A hivatkozasi forras nem talalhato., for instance, who works in the standard, Kratzerian Hiba! A
hivatkozasi forras nem talalhato. Hiba! A hivatkozasi forras nem talalhaté. framework of modality (based on the
Kripke/Montague-inspired possible-worlds semantics), “admits” that “describing the semantics of uncertainty is
problematic — particularly for semantic theories that are reliant on truth-conditional definitions of meaning;” and she
designates the pertinent relationship between formal semantics and pragmatics as follows: “

, (not least because extricating the core/logical meaning of a linguistic expression from
the contributions of context is highly problematic). Indeed, modality is an area of semantics where understanding the
systematic interactions of context and underlying form is particularly pertinent.”
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3. tablazat: Kétféle visszaélés a kijelentd alapprofillal

(1) A hallgato opcionalis reakcidi a cimzetti profil dekddolasa alapjan

a. Esztikém, ugye otthon vagy?
b. iBuB=5 — iBuB=5 — uBe5 (konkrétan uB=-35) eimzetti megfelelés
b’.iBuBiBe’+4 — #BuBiBe’+4 — uBiBe’+4
b”.iBuDiB+=? — uDiB+=-5e5
c. ilul+iB+=p’e5 — Hul+iB+=p’ — ul+ iB+=p’ — ul+ iB+=p’ (=5)

eentralis szandék kielégitése
d. iBe’+4 — uB+iB(H)e+4 profilelemek tudatositdsa
e. iBe+4 — uB+il+uB+iB(+H)e’+4 (kdzben uB+iB+=5) gyanakvas
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