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The commitment-based view of human communication has recently 
come into the limelight as an alternative to the Gricean intention-based 
view. Geurts (2019), inter alia, holds that the Gricean account can be 
“embedded” into the commitment-based cousin by redefining both 
beliefs and intentions as special cases of (social) commitments, namely 
private commitments. The redefinition of these psychological notions in 
terms of social concepts is based on their normative character; those who 
believe/intend that p are supposed to act on p. This conception of belief 
and intention, however, rests on the failure to acknowledge that a private 
committment, be it telic or atelic, is no more a commitment than suicide 
is a murder. Moreover, even if one concedes that the private commitment 
is a full-blooded one, the commitment-based analysis of conversational 
implicature fails to account for irony. For irony, as Currie (2006) puts it, 
essentially involves pretence. Thus, if you want to ironically insinuate q 
by saying p, you can neither commit yourself to act on p, nor commit 
yourself to not committing yourself to act on p. 
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