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1. Introduction

Consider an utterance of
(1)
frankly, the boss is a moron.

It seems that ‘frankly’ as it occurs in (1) fails to make any truth-conditionally significant contribution: (1) is intuitively true as long as the boss is indeed a moron. A parallel truth-conditional idleness is apparently detectable for a variety of other so-called speech-act adverbs, such as ‘confidentially’ in

(2)
confidentially, the boss is a moron

(and for that matter for expression of a different sort, such as the expletive ‘alas’ in ‘alas, the boss is a moron’). Since the sentences (1) and (2) have an unquestionably different meaning, and since such differences are reducible to the contributions provided by ‘frankly’ and ‘confidentially’, it follows that the meaning of these expressions may not be confined to their common trivial truth-conditional role. In the traditional terminology, in which character denotes the truth-conditionally significant aspect of an expression’s meaning, the distinctive aspects of the meaning for ’frankly’ and ’confidentially’, as they occur in (1) and (2), must be encoded at a level distinct from character.

According to widespread consensus, ‘frankly’ in (1) is a speech-act adverb, that is, an adverb that somehow manages to affect certain features of the speaker’s assertion that the boss is a moron. Informally, the idea is that in uttering (1) the speaker conveys the truth-conditionally relevant content that the boss is a moron, but at the same time ‘qualifies’ her assertion as being frank. Part of the aim of this essay is that of providing a semantic apparatus within which these correct but imprecise ideas may be interpreted in a rigorous manner. 

One of the fundamental constraints for a task of this sort is that it pays due attention the systematic relationships apparently holding between uses of ‘frankly’ as a speech-act adverb (hereinafter, ‘franklySA’) and occurrences of ‘frankly’ in straightforward cases such as

(3)
Jane spoke frankly and sincerely

(hereinafter, ‘franklyC’, short for ’customary’ uses of ’frankly’). On the one hand, it seems clear that ‘franklySA’ behaves differently from ’franklyC’: what (1) conveys, for instance, is not the confused information that the boss displays her stupidity in an open and unconstrained manner. On the other hand, however, ‘franklySA’ ought to be interestingly and importantly related to the contribution provided by ’franklyC’, precisely because the ‘speech act qualification’ provided by the former has to do with the manner customarily denoted by the latter: the speaker’s assertion is ‘qualified’ as frank, rather than as confidential or sincere, because of the character associated with uses of ‘frankly’ such as that relevant for (3). An analysis of the systematic relationships between ‘franklyC’ and ‘franklySA’ is developed in section four, after some general background considerations in section two, and an analysis of the meaning of ‘franklySA’ in section three.
2. Background: Validity and A-Warrant

The general background for my analysis of (1) and (2) is that of traditional two-dimensional semantics for indexical languages. However, in the present case, a particular subclass of contexts is fruitfully taken into consideration, namely the class of contexts of assertion CA, defined by means of postulates such as (possibly among others): c ( CA only if

(a)
at ct and cw, ca makes an assertion.

Note that, for instance, ‘I sometimes assert something’, although not Truec with respect to all c, is Truec for all c ( CA. I refer to this type of non-logically guaranteed truth as a-warrant. So, ‘I sometimes assert something’, though not valid, is a-warranted. 

A similar definition may be extended so as to reflect the idea of a context of assertion of S, for some particular sentence S: c ( CA(S) only if

(b)
at ct and cw, ca asserts that Contc(S),

where Contc(S) is the content (proposition) expressed in c by S. So, for instance (and assuming a certain treatment of that-clauses), ‘I sometimes assert that snow is white’ turns out Truec with respect to any c ( CA(‘snow is white’), or, as I also say, ‘snow is white’ a-warrants ‘I sometimes assert that snow is white’.
The notion of a-warrant may arguably be fruitfully employed in the analysis of a variety of phenomena customarily located at the intersection between pragmatics and semantics, such as Moore’s paradox, the use of expletives, or explicit performatives. In what follows, I focus on its role within an analysis of speech act adverbs such as those in (1) and (2). 

3. Meaning and Character 
The vague suggestion that, say, ‘franklySA’ somehow ‘qualifies’ the relevant speech act as being frank may be reflected formally on the basis of the foregoing apparatus, in terms of further constraints on the class of contexts of assertion. So, unlike an assertion of the simple sentence ‘the boss is a moron’, an assertion of (1) determines a class of contexts of assertion CA(1), such that c ( CA(1) only if

(c)
at ct and cw, ca frankly asserts that the boss is a moron.

Since the composition of the appropriate CA determines the class of a-warranted sentences, the shift from CA(‘the boss is a moron’) to CA(1) corresponds to a modification of the relations of a-warrant. In this sense, then, (the characteristic contribution of the meaning for) ‘franklySA’ may be understood as a ‘warrant-shifter’.
So, the meaning of ‘franklySA’ may be rendered by means of a pair <char, shft>, where char is a character (in this case, the truth-conditionally idle character), and shft is a function from a subclass of CA to a subclass of C (in this case, the function from CA(‘the boss is a moron’) to CA(1)). A format of this sort highlights the differences between, say, ‘franklySA’ and the use of ‘confidentiallySA’ in (2), and thus provides a reply to the first question raised at the beginning of this presentation: although indistinguishable at the level of character (that is, at the level of their truth-conditional contribution), ‘franklySA’ and ‘confidentiallySA’ are associated with distinct shifters: CA(2) ≠ CA(1), since c ( CA(2) only if
(d)
at ct and cw, ca confidentially asserts that the boss is a moron.

4. From Characters to Shifters

What remains to be addressed is the second issue raised in section one, having to do with the relationships between ‘franklySA’ and ‘franklyC’, that is, between uses of ‘frankly’ as a speech act adverb, as in (1), and uses of ‘frankly’ as a straightforward adverb, as in (3).
The apparatus put forth in section three already indirectly provides a reply to this question: the behavior of the shifter associated with ‘franklySA’ has been defined by means of the usual contribution of ‘franklyC’, namely by means of the frankness of the assertion in question. This conclusion may be rendered more precise by presenting an equivalent, but pedagogically more perspicuous, notation for the contextual restrictions put forth above, such as (c). Thus, instead of expressing the appropriate contextual restriction in terms of constraints on the properties of c, I rephrase the clause in question in terms of the characters of certain sentences, as in: c ( CA(1) only if

(c*)
Char(‘I now actually frankly assert that the boss is a moron’)(c)(ct, cw) = true.
(It is easily seen that this definition is equivalent to the request that ‘I now actually frankly assert that the boss is a moron’ be Truec, and hence to the definition in (c)). 

Clearly, the occurrence of ‘frankly’ in (c*) is to be interpreted as ‘franklyC’, that is, in terms of the customary character of ‘frankly’ (roughly, the constant function f such that, for any c, f(c) is a function restricting the extension of the relevant predicate). In this sense, the unquestionable duality of meaning for ‘frankly’, which distinguishes its behavior in, for instance, (1) and (3), may be analyzed in a systematic fashion: ‘franklySA’ behaves as a warrant shifter defined in part by means of the customary character for ‘franklyC’. A parallel account may of course be provided for the relationship between ‘confidentiallySA’ and ‘confidentiallyC’
Formally, then, uses of adverbs such as ‘frankly’ or ‘confidentially’ as speech act adverbs may be represented by means of an operation of speech-act recruitment SA, along the following lines. Let a be an adverb in a suitable class, such as ‘franklyc’, whose meaning is representable in terms of a character chara, namely (roughly) a character affecting the extension of the appropriate VP (say, a character determining a function from [[‘speak’]] to [[‘speak frankly’]]). Then, SA(a) is a speech-act adverb, such as ‘franklySA’. Its meaning is representable by means of the pair <charb, shftb>, where
(i) charb is the truth-conditionally idle character, and 
(ii) shftb is a warrant shifter such that c ( CA(‘SA(a)S’) iff c ( shftbCA(S), only if chara + char(‘I assert ContcS’) (c)(ct, cw) = true (where ‘+’ denotes the appropriate result of composition). So, the meaning of ‘franklySA’ is representable by means of the idle character and the shifter shftf such that, for instance, c ( CA(‘franklySA the boss is a moron’) iff c ( shftfCA(‘the boss is a moron’), only if char(‘franklyC’) + char(‘I assert that the boss is a moron’)(c)(ct, cw) = true.
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