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Introduction

Around the middle of the twentieth century, there were two opposing camps
within the analytic philosophy of language. The first camp — IDEAL LAN-
GUAGE PHILOSOPHY, as it was then called — was that of the pioneers, Frege,
Russell, Carnap, Tarski, and so on. They were, first and foremost, logicians
studying formal languages and, through them, ‘language’ in general. They
were not originally concerned with natural language, which they thought de-
fective in various ways;' yet, in the 1960s, some of their disciples established
the relevance of their methods to the detailed study of natural language.? Their
efforts gave rise to contemporary FORMAL SEMANTICS, a very active disci-
pline whose stunning developments in the last quarter of the twentieth century
changed the face of linguistics.

The other camp was that of so-called ORDINARY LANGUAGE PHILOSO-
PHERS, who thought important features of natural language were not revealed
but hidden by the logical approach initiated by Frege and Russell. They ad-
vocated a more descripiive approach and emphasized the pragmatic nature of
natural language as opposed to, say, the language of Principia Mathematica.
Their own work® gave rise to contemporary pragmatics, a discipline which,
like formal semantics, developed successfully within linguistics in the past
forty years. '

‘Central in the ideal language tradition had been the equation of, or at least
the close connection between, the meaning of a (declarative) sentence and its
truth-conditions. This truth-conditional approach to meaning is perpetuated,
to a large extent, in contemporary formal semantics. A language is viewed as
a system of rules or conventions, in virtue of which certain assemblages of

! There are a few exceptions. The most important one is Hans Reichenbach, whose insightful
*Analysis of conversational language’ was published as a chapter — the longest - in his Elements

, of Symbolic Logic (Macmillan, 1947).

See Richnrd_Montague, Formal Philosophy: Selected Papers (Yale University Press. 1974), and

, Donald Davidson, Inquiries into Truth and Interpretation {Clarendon Press, 1984).

* The most influential authors were Austin, Strawson, Grice and the later Wittgenstein. Grice is
a special case, for he had, as he once said, one foot in each of the two camps (Paul Grice,
'Rit-;';)spective Epilogue’, in his Studies in the Way of Words (Harvard University Press, 1989),
p. 372).



2 Literal Meaning

symbols count as well-formed, meaningful sentences. The me'aning ot a sen-
tence (or of any complex symbol) is determined by the meanings of its parts
and the way they are put together. Meaning itself is patterned after reference.
The meaning of a simple symbol is the conventional assignment of a yvorldly
entity to that symbol: for example, names are assigned objects, monadlc_ pred-
icates are assigned properties or sets of objects, and so on. The meaning of
a declarative sentence, determined by the meanings of its constituents and
the way they are put together, is equated with its truth-c.onditions. Fpr ex-
ample, the subject-predicate construction is associated with a semantic rule
for determining the truth-conditions of a subject-predicate sentence on the ba-
sis of the meaning assigned to the subject and that assigned to the predicate.
On this picture, knowing a language is like knowing a ‘theory’ by means of
which one can deductively establish the truth-conditions of any sentence of that
language.

This truth-conditional approach to meaning is one of the things which ordi-
nary language philosophers found quite unpalatable. According to them, 1:ef-
erence and truth cannot be ascribed to linguistic expressions in abstraction
from their use. In vacuo, words do not refer and sentences do not have truth-
conditions. Words—world relations are established through, and indissociable
from, the use of language. It is therefore misleading to construe the meaning
of a word as some worldly entity that it represents or, more generally, as its
truth-conditional contribution. The meaning of a word, insofar as there is such
a thing, should rather be equated with its use-potential or its use-conditiqns.
In any case, what must be studied primarily is speech: the activity of saying
things. Then we wili be in a position to understand language, the instruinent we
use in speech. Austin’s theory of speech acts and Grice's theory of speaker’s
meaning were both meant to provide the foundation for a theory of language,
or at least for a theory of linguistic meaning,

Despite the early antagonism I have just described, semantics (the formal
study of meaning and truth-conditions) and pragmatics (the study of language
in use) are now conceived of as complementary disciplines, shedding light on
different aspects of language. The heated arguments between ideal language
philosophers and ordinary language philosophers are almost forgotten. There
are two main reasons for the new situation. On the one hand semanticists. in
moving from artificial to natural languages, have given up Carnap’s idea that
the semantic relation between words and the world can be studied in abstrac-
tion from the context of use. That the Carnapian abstraction is illegitimate
given the pervasiveness of context-sensitivity in natural language is fully ac-
knowledged by those working in formal semantics. On the other hand those

4 See my ‘Pragmatics and Semantics’, in Larry Hom and Gregory Ward (eds.), Handbook of
Pragmatics (Blackwell, forthcoming).
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working in pragmatics no longer hold that ‘meaning is use’. Instructed by
Grice, they systematically draw a distinction between what a given expression
means, and what its use means or conveys, in a particular context (or even in
general).

Still, the ongoing debate about the best delimitation of the respective ter-
ritories of semantics and pragmatics betrays the persistence of two recogniz-
able currents or approaches within contemporary theorizing. According to the
dominant position, which I call ‘Literalism’, we may legitimately ascribe truth-
conditional content to natural language sentences, quite independently of what
the speaker who utters this sentence means. Literalism contrasts with another
view, reminiscent of that held by ordinary language philosophers half a cen-
tury ago. That other view, which I call ‘Contextualism’, holds that speech acts
are the primary bearers of content. Only in the context of a speech act does a
sentence express a determinate content.

I'say that Literalism is the dominant position because I believe most philoso-
phers of language and linguists would accept the following description of the
division of labour between semantics and pragmatics:

Semantics deals with the literal meaning of words and sentences as determined by the
rules of the language, while pragmatics deals with what users of the language mean
by their utterances of words or sentences. To determine ‘what the speaker means’ is to
answer questions such as: Was John’s utterance intended as a piece of advice or as a
threat? By saying that it was late, did Mary mean that I should have left earlier? Notions
such as that of illocutionary force (Austin) and conversational implicature (Grice) thus
turn out to be the central pragmatic notions. In contrast, the central semantic notions
turn out to be reference and truth. Tt is in terms of these notions that one can make
explicit what the conventional significance of most words and expressions consists in.

The meaning of an expression may be insufficient to determine its referential content:
that is so whenever the expression is indexical or otherwise context-dependent. In such
cases, the meaning of the expression provides a rule which, given a context, enables the
interpreter to determine the content of the expression in that context. The content thus
determined in context by the conventional meanings of words is their literal content. The
literal content of a complete declarative utterance is ‘what is said’, or the proposition
expressed, by that utterance.

As Grice emphasized, a speaker’s meaning is not a matter of rules but a matter of
intentions: what someone means is what he or she overtly intends (or, as Grice says,
‘M-intends’) to get across through his or her utterance. Communication succeeds when
the M-intentions of the speaker are recognized by the hearer. Part of the evidence used
by the hearer in working out what the speaker means is provided by the literal content of
the uttered sentence, to which the hearer has independent access via his knowledge of the
language. In ideal cases of linguistic communication, the speaker means exactly what she
says, and no more is required to understand the speech act than a correct understanding
of the sentence uttered in performing it. In real life, however, what the speaker means
typically goes beyond, or otherwise diverges from, what the uttered sentence literally
says. In such cases the hearer must rely on background knowledge to determine what
the speaker means — what her communicative intentions are. =
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There is much that is correct in this description, but there also is some-
thing which I think must be rejected, namely the contrast between literal truth-
conditions and speaker’s meaning. That contrast commits us to Literalism, and
in this book I want to argue for Contextualism. According to Contextualism,
the contrast between what the speaker means and what she literally says is il-
Jusory, and the notion of ‘what the sentence says’ incoherent. What is said (the
truth-conditional content of the utterance) is nothing but an aspect of speaker’s
meaning. That is not to deny that there is a legitimate contrast to be drawn
between what the speaker says and what he or she merely implies. Both, how-
ever. belong to the realm of ‘speaker’s meaning’ and are pragmatic through and
through.

I will not only criticize Literalism and argue for Contextualism in the follow-
ing chapters. I will discuss all sorts of intermediate positions corresponding to
views actually held in the current debate about the semantics/pragmatics inter-
face. Whether or not one accepts my arguments, I hope the survey of logical
space which I provide will be useful to those interested in the debate, and will
contribute to shaping it in the years to come.

1 Two approaches to ‘what is said’

1.1 The basic triad

Anyone who has reflected on the sentence meaning/speaker’s meaning distinc-
tion knows that a simple distinction is in fact insufficient. Two equally important
distinctions must be made. First, there is the distinction between the linguistic
meaning of a sentence-type, and what is said (the proposition expressed) by
an utterance of the sentence. For example, the English sentence ‘I am French’
has a certain meaning which, gua meaning of a sentence-type, is not affected
by changes in the context of utterance. This context-independent meaning con-
trasts with the context-dependent propositions which the sentence expresses
with respect to particular contexts. Thus ‘I am French’, said by me, expresses
the proposition that I am French; if you utter the sentence, it expresses a dif-
ferent proposition, even though its linguistic meaning remains the same across
contexts of use. .

Second. there is a no less important distinction between what is actually said
and what is merely ‘conveyed’ by the utterance. My utterance of ‘I am French’
expresses the proposition that I am French, but there are contexts in which it con-
veys much more. Suppose that, having been asked whether I can cook, I reply:
‘T am French.” Clearly my utterance (in this context) provides an affirmative
answer to the question. The meaning of the utterance in such a case includes
more than what is literally said; it also includes what the utterance ‘implicates”.!

‘What is said’ being a term common to both distinctions, we end up with a
triad:

sentence meaning

Vs

what is said

Vs

what is implicated

! See Paul Grice, Studies in the Way of Words (Harvard University Press, 1989), p. 24: ‘I wish

to introduce, as terms of art, the verb implicate and the related nouns implicature (cf. implying)
and implicatum (cf. what is implied). The point of this manoeuvre is to avoid having, on each

occasion. to choose beween this or that member of the family of verbs for which implicate is to
do general duty.’
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The distinguishing characteristic of sentence meaning (the linguistic meaning
of the sentence type) is that it is conventional and context-independent. Mgre-
over. in general at least, it falls short of constituting a co.mpl'ete pl‘OpOSIthl:l,
that is. something truth-evaluable. In contrast, both ‘what is _saxd’ and ‘what is
implicated’ are context-dependent and propositional. The dlifference l?etween
‘what is said” and ‘what is implicated’ is that the former is constrained by
sentence meaning in a way in which the implicatures aren’t. What is said re-
sults from fleshing out the meaning of the sentence (which is like a serr?antlc
‘skeleton’) so as to make it propositional. The propositions one can arrive at
through this process of contextual enrichment or ‘fleshing out’ are constrzzmed
by the skeleton which serves as input to the process. Thus ‘.I am F.rench can
express an indefinite number of propositions, but the propositions in question
all have to be compatible with the semantic potential of the sentence; this is
why the English sentence ‘I am French’ canpot express the p'rf)posmo.n that
kangaroos have tails. There is no such constraint on the propositions vE/hlc}.l an
utterance of the sentence can communicate through the mechanism of 1mp}1ca-
ture. Given enough background, an utterance of ‘I am French’ ‘might imp}xcate
that kangaroos have tails. What's implicated is implicated by virtue of an infer-
ence, and the inference chain can (in principle) be as long and involve as many
background assumptions as one wishes. .

The basic triad can be mapped back onto the simple sentence mean-
ing/speaker’s meaning distinction by grouping together two o.f the three levFls.
There are two ways to do it, corresponding to two. interpretations for the triad.
The ‘minimalist’ interpretation stresses the close connection b:ctwe'en sentc?nce
meaning and what is said; together, sentenice meaning and what is said constitute
the literal meaning of the utterance as opposed to what the speaker means:

sentence meaning

literal meaning { what is said

Vs

speaker’s meaning
The other. ‘non-minimalist’ interpretation of the triad stresses the commonality
between what is said and what is implicated, both of which are taken to be

pragmatically determined:

sentence meaning
vs
what is said

speaker’s meaning | yp.; i implicated

Essential to this interpretation is the claim that *what is said’, though constrained
by the meaning of the sentence, is not as tightly constrained as is traditionally
thought and, in particular, does not obey what I will refer to as the ‘minimalist

constraint.
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1.2 Minimalism

As | said above, what distinguishes ‘what is said’ from the implicatures is the
fact that the former must be ‘closely related to the conventional meaning of the
words (the sentence) [one] has uttered’.? However, this constraint can be con-
strued more or less strictly. What I call ‘Minimalism’ construes the constraint
very strictly; ‘what is said’, in the minimalist framework, departs from the con-
ventional meaning of the sentence (and incorporates contextual elements) only
when this is necessary to ‘complete’ the meaning of the sentence and make it
propositional. In other words, the distance between sentence meaning and what
is said is kept to a minimum (hence the name ‘Minimalism’).

The crucial notion here is that of ‘saturation’. Saturation is the process
whereby the meaning of the sentence is completed and made propositional
through the contextual assignment of semantic values to the constituents of
the sentence whose interpretation is context-dependent (and, possibly, through
the contextual provision of ‘unarticulated’ propositional constituents, if one as-
sumes, as some philosophers do, that such constituents are sometimes needed
to make the sentence fully propositional). This process takes place whenever
the meaning of the sentence includes something like a ‘slot’ requiring comple-
tion or a ‘free variable’ requiring contextual instantiation.3 Thus an indexical
sentence like “He is tall’ does not express a complete proposition unless a ref-
erent has been contextually assigned to the demonstrative pronoun ‘he’, which
acts like a free variable in need of contextual instantiation. Genitives provide
another well-known example: an utterance including the phrase ‘John’s book’
does not express a compleie proposition unless a particular refation has been
identified as holding between the book and John. Nominal compounds work the
same way: ‘burglar nightmare’ means something like ‘a nightmare that bears
a certain relation R to burglars’, which relation must be contextually identi-
fied. Other well-known examples of saturation include parametric predicates
(*small’, ‘on the left’), definite null instantiation (that is, the case where one
of the arguments in the semantic structure of a lexeme, typically a verb, is not
syntactically realized and must be contextually identified, as when someone
says ‘I heard’ or ‘I noticed’), and so on and so forth.

Whenever saturation is in order, appeal to the context is necessary for the
utterance to express a complete proposition: from a semantic point of view,
saturation is a mandatory contextual process. Other contextual processes —
for example, the inference process generating implicatures — are semantically

% Grice, Way of Wonds, p. 25.

3 Even when saturation consists in contextually providing a constituent that is unarticulated in
surface syntax (as the implicit argument in ‘I noticed’). it is something in the sentence (here the
predicate ‘notice’, which arguably denotes a two-place relation) which triggers the search for
the contextual element and makes it obligatory. See §2.1 of my ‘Unarticulated Constituents’, in
Linguistics and Philosophy 25 (2002), 299-345.
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optional in the sense that the aspects of meaning they generate are dispens-
able; the utterance would still express a complete proposition without them.
According to Minimalism, those extra constituents of meaning which are not
necessary for propositionality are external to what is said. The only justifica-
tion for including some pragmatically determined constituent of meaning into
what is said (as opposed to what is merely conveyed) is the indispensability of
such a constituent — the fact that the utterance would not express a complete
proposition if the context did not provide such a constituent.

1.3 Literal truth-conditions vs actual truth-conditions
Consider examples (1)—(6), often discussed in the literature:

(1) I've had breakfast.

(2) You are not going to die.

(3) It’s raining.

(4) The table is covered with books.
(5) Everybody went to Paris.

(6) John has three children.

In all such cases, as we shall see, the minimalist constraint implies that what
the utterance literally says is not what intuitively seems to be said.

From a minimalist point of view, the first sentence, ‘I've had breakfast’,
expresses the proposition that S (the speaker) has had breakfast before t* (the
time of utterance). Strictly speaking this proposition would be true if the speaker
had had breakfast twenty years ago and never since. This is clearly not what
the speaker means (when she answers the question *Do you want something to
eat? and replies ‘I've had breakfast’); she means something much more specific,
namely that she’s had breakfast on that very day (that is, the day which includes
t*). This aspect of speaker’s meaning, however, has to be construed as external to
what is said and as being merely conveyed, in the same way in which the utterer
of ‘I am French’ implies, but does not say, that he is a good cook. That is so
because the ‘minimal’ interpretation, to the effect that the speaker’s life was not
entirely breakfastless, is sufficient to make the utterance propositional. Nothing
in the sentence itself forces us to bring in the implicit reference to a particular
time span. Indeed we can easily imagine contexts in which a speaker would
use the same sentence to assert the minimal proposition and nothing more.*

The same thing holds even more clearly for the second example. Kent Bach,
to whom it is due, imagines a child crying because of a minor cut and her mother
uttering {2) in response. What is meant is: ‘You’re not going to die from that
cut.’ But literally the utterance expresses the proposition that the kid will not
die tout court — as if he or she were immortal. The extra element contextually

4 Dan Sperber and Deirdre Wilson, Relevance: Communication and Cognition (Blackwell, 1986),
pp- 189-90. For an alternative analysis of that example, see my ‘Pragmatics of What is Said’. in
Mind and Language 4 (1989), pp. 305-6, and §6.2 below.
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provided (the implicit reference to the cut) does not correspond to anything
in the sentence itself; nor is it an unarticulated constituent whose contextual
provision is necessary to make the utterance fully propositional. Again, we
can easily imagine a context in which the same sentence would be used to
communicate the minimal proposition and nothing more.>

What about (3)? John Perry and many others after him have argued as fol-
lows.® Even though nothing in the sentence ‘It’s raining’ stands for a place,
nevertheless it does not express a complete proposition unless a place is con-
textually provided. The verb ‘to rain’, Perry says, denotes a dyadic relation - a
relation between times and places. In a given place, it doesn’t just rain or not,
it rains at some times while not raining at others; similarly, at a given time,
it rains in some places while not raining in others. To evaluate a statement of
rain as true or false, Perry says, we need both a time and a place. Since the
statement ‘It is raining’ explicitly gives us only the two-place relation (supplied
by the verb) and the temporal argument (indexically supplied by the present
tense), the relevant locational argument must be contextually supplied for the
utterance to express a complete proposition. If Perry is right, the contextual
provision of the place concerned by the rain is an instance of saturation, like
the assignment of a contextual value to the present tense: both the place and
the time are constituents of what is said, even though, unlike the time, the place
remains unarticulated in surface syntax.

But is Perry right? If really the contextual provision of a place was manda-
tory, hence an instance of saturation, every token of ‘It’s raining’ would be
unevaluable unless a place were contextually specified. Yet I have no difficulty
imagining a counterexample, thatis, a context in which ‘Ttis raining’ is evaluable
even though no particular place is contextually singled out. In ‘Unarticulated
Constituents’ I depicted an imaginary situation in which

rain has become extremely rare and important, and rain detectors have been disposed
all over the territory (whatever the territory — possibly the whole Earth). In the imagined
scenario, each detector triggers an alarm bell in the Monitoring Room when it detects
rain. There is a single bell; the location of the triggering detector is indicated by a light
on a board in the Monitoring Room. After weeks of total drought, the bell eventually
rings in the Monitoring Room. Hearing it, the weatherman on duty in the adjacent room
shouts: ‘It’s raining!” His utterance is true, iff it is raining (at the time of utterance) in
some place or other.”

The fact that one can imagine an utterance of ‘It’s raining’ that is true iff it is
raining (at the time of utterance) in some place or other arguably establishes

3 Kent Bach, ‘Conversational Impliciture’, in Mind and Language 9 (1994). p. 134. For an alter-
native analysis of that example (in terms of domain restriction), see below § 6.2.

& John Perry, “Thought Without Representation’ (1986), reprinted (with a postscript) in his collec-
tion The Problem of the Essential Indexical and Other Essays (Oxford University Press, 1993),
205-25.

7 Recanati, ‘Unarticulated Constituents'. p. 317.
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the pragmatic nature of the felt necessity to single out 2 particular place, in
the contexts in which such a necessity is indeed felt. When a particular place
is contextually provided as relevant to the evaluation of the utterance, it is
for pragmatic reasons, not because it is linguistically required. (Again, if it
were linguistically required, in virtue of semantic properties of the sentence
type, it would be required in every context.) If this is right, then the contextual
provision of a place is not an instance of saturation after all: it’s not something
that's mandatory. It follows (by minimalist standards) that the place is not a
constituent of what is strictly and literally said: when I say ‘It is raining’ (rather
than something more specific like ‘It’s raining in Paris” or ‘It’s raining here’),
what 1 literally say is true iff it's raining somewhere or other.® That is obviously
not what I mean, since what I mean involves a particular place. Appearances
notwithstanding, the situation is similar to the case of ‘T've had breakfast’,
where a restricted time interval is contextually provided for pragmatic reasons,
without being linguistically mandated.

Examples (4) and (5) are amenable to the same sort of treatment. According
to standard Russellian analysis, a definite description conveys an implication of
uniqueness: hence*The table is covered with books’ is true iff there is one and
only one table and it is covered with books. To make sense of this, we need either
to focus on a restricted situation in which there is indeed a single table, or to
expand the predicate ‘table’ and enrich it into, say, ‘table of the living-room’ in
order to satisfy the uniqueness constraint. Either way, it is arguable that the form
of enrichment through which we make sense of the utterance is not linguistically
mandated: it is only pragmatically required. If we don’tenrich, what we get is an
already complete proposition {albeit one that is pretty absurd): the propositicn
that the only existing table is covered with books. Similarly with example (5):
without enrichment the utterance expresses a proposition that is true iff every
existing person went to Paris. Such a proposition is unlikely to be true, but
that does not make it incomplete. On this view the enrichment process through
which, in context, we reach the proposition actually communicated (to the effect
that everybody in such and such group went to Paris) is not linguistically but
pragmatically required; hence it is not an instance of saturation, but an optional
process of ‘free enrichment’. It follows that, in those examples as much as in the
previous ones, the proposition literally expressed is different from, and more
general than, the proposition actually communicated.

14 A problem for Minimalism

In general, the literal truth-conditions posited as part of the minimalist anal-
ysis turn out to be very different from the intuitive truth-conditions which

% See-Emma Borg. "Saying What You Mean: Unarticulated Constituents and Communication’
(forthcoming) for a defence of that claim.
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untutored conversational participants would ascribe to the utterance. This di-
vergence between the intuitive truth-conditions of an utterance and the literal
truth-conditions postulated by the theorist is particularly striking in connection
with examples like (6). According 1o a fairly standard view,” the proposition
literally expressed by (6) is the proposition that John has at least three children,
that is, no less than three but possibly more. In certain contexts this corresponds
to what the speaker actually means (as when I say, ‘If John has three children
he can benefit from lower rates on public transport”) but in other contexts what
the speaker means is quite different. Suppose for example that I am asked how
many children John has and that 1 reply by uttering (6). Clearly, in this context,
I mean that John has (exactly) three children — no more and no less. This is
standardly accounted for by saying that the proposition literally expressed, to
the effect that John has at least three children, combines with the ‘implicature’
that John has no more than three children (a generalized implicature that is ac-
counted for in terms of the maxim of quantity);'® as a result of this combination,
what is globally communicated ~ and what [ actually mean — is the proposi-
tion that John has exactly three children. Now this is the only proposition I am
conscious of expressing by my utterance; in particular, I am unaware of having
expressed the ‘minimal’ proposition that John has at least three children. To
account for this obvious fact, the minimalist claims that we are aware only of
what is globally conveyed or ‘communicated’ by the utterance. Analysing this
into ‘what is literally said’ and ‘what is implied’ is the linguist’s task, not some-
thing that is incumbent upon the normal language user. Figure 1.1 (p. 12) illus-
trates this widespread conception. !

The problem with this conception is that it lacks generality. Recall the ex-
ample 1 gave earlier ~ the utterance ‘I am French’ used to convey that 1 am
a good cook. In the relevant situation of utterance, both the speaker and the
listener are aware that the speaker says he is French, and thereby implies he is
a good cook. This typical case of implicature is very different from a case like
(6) in which the speaker is not only (like the hearer) unaware of the proposition
literally expressed, but would strongly deny having said what the minimalist
claims was actually said.

It turns out that there are two sorts of case. On the one hand there are prototyp-
ical cases of implied meaning, in which the participants in the speech situation
are aware both of what is said and of what is implied, and also of the inferential

9 See Larry Horn, The Natural History of Negation (Chicago University Press, 1989), pp. 205-16.

1% As Grice puts it in one of his early papers, ‘one should not make a weaker statement rather
than a stronger one unless there is a good reason for so doing” (Paul Grice. ‘The Causal Theory
of Perception’, in Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Volume 35 (1961),
p. 132). Since the statement that John has (at least) three children is weaker than the statement
that John has # children (for n > 3), the maxim is obeyed only if John has no more than three
children. (If John has more than three children, the statement that he has three is too weak and
violates the maxim.) The statement ‘John has three children’ therefore implicates that John has
no more than three children. in virtue of the presumption that the maxim is obeyed.
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Figure 1.1 The standard approach

connection between them. On the other hand, there are the cases illustrated by
(1)(6). Given his willingness to treat certain aspects of the intuitive meaning
of (1){(6) as conversational implicatures external to what is literally said, the
minimalist must explain why those implicatures, unlike the prototypical cases
(for instance the French/cook example), do not have the property of conscious
‘availability’.

The only explanation I have come across in the literature makes use of Grice’s
distinction between ‘generalized’ and “particularized’ conversational implica-
tures, that is, between implicatures which arise ‘by default’, without any partic-
ular context or special scenario being necessary, and those which require such
specific contexts. In contrast with the latter, the former are ‘hard to distinguish
from the semantic content of linguistic expressions, because such implicatures
[are] routinely associated with linguistic expressions in all ordinary contexts’.!"
Generalized implicatures are unconsciously and automatically generated and
interpreted. They belong to the ‘micropragmatic’ rather than to the ‘macroprag-
matic’ fevel, in Robin Campbell’s typology:

A macropragmatic process is one constituted by a sequence of explicit inferences gov-
emned by principles of rational cooperation. A micropragmatic process develops as a
cryptic [= unconscious] and heuristic procedure which partially replaces some macro-
pragmatic process and which defaults to it in the event of breakdown.!2

1) Stephen Levinson, Pragmatics (Cambridge University Press, 1983), p. 127. See also his Pre-
sumptive Meanings: The Theory of Generalized Conversational Implicature (MIT Press, 2000).

12 Robin Campbell, ‘Language Acquisition, Psychological Dualism and the Definition of Pragmat-
ics’, in Herman Parret, Marina Sbisa and Jeff Verschueren (eds.), Possibilities and Limitations
of Pragmatics (Benjamins, 1981), p. 101.

Two approaches to ‘what is said’ 13

But there are problems with this explanation. According to Horn, the gener-
alized nature of an implicature does not entail its conscious unavailability — its
‘cryptic’ character.' In other words, it is possible for an implicature to be both
‘generalized’ and intuitively accessible as an implicature distinct from what is
said. Thus Horn insists that the generalized scalar implicature from ‘some’ to
‘not all’ is consciously available (in contrast to that from ‘three’ to ‘exactly
three’). A speaker saying ‘Some students came to the meeting’ normally im-
plies that not all students came, and when this is so there is no tendency on
the part of the interpreter to conflate the implicature with what is said. This is
actually debatable, for the ‘implicature’ at issue can arise at sub-sentential level
(for example, ‘He believes some students came’), and in such cases there are
reasons to doubt that the availability condition is satisfied. Be that as it may, the
‘generalization’ of an implicature does not seem to be necessary for its uncon-
scious character. Many particularized ‘bridging’ inferences are automatic and
unconscious. To take an example from Robyn Carston, ‘He went to the cliff
and jumped’ is readily interpreted as saying that the person referred to jumped
over the cliff, even though this is only contextually suggested.

1.5 The availability of what is said

In earlier writings I put forward a conception diametrically opposed to that
illustrated by figure 1.1 above.'* ‘What is said’, I held, is consciously available
to the participants in the speech situation (figure 1.2). ‘What is communicated” is
not a distinct level where ‘what is said’ and ‘what is implied’ have been merged
and integrated into a unified whole; it is merely a name for the level at which
we find both what is said and what is implied, which level is characterized
by conscious accessibility. On this picture, there are only two basic levels:
the bottom level at which we find both the meaning of the sentence and the
contextual factors which combine with it to yield what is said; and the top level
at which we find both what is said and what is implied, both being consciously
accessible (and accessible as distinct).

The availability of what is said follows from Grice's idea that saying itself
is a variety of non-natural meaning. One of the distinguishing characteristics
of non-natural meaning, on Grice's analysis, is its essential overtness. Non-
natural meaning works by openly letting the addressee recognize one’s primary
intention (for example, the intention to impart a certain piece of information,
or the intention to have the addressee behave in a certain way), that is, by

'3 L arry Homn, “The Said and the Unsaid’, in Chris Barker and David Dowty (eds.), SALT 2: Pro-
ceedings of the Second Conference on Semantics and Linguistic Theory (Ohio State University
Working Papers in Linguistics 40, 1992), 163-92,

" See “The Pragmatics of What is Said’, already cited; Direct Reference: From Language to
Thought (Blackwell, 1993), pp. 233-74: and ‘What is Said’, in Synthése 128 (2001), 75-91.
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Figure 1.2 An alternative approach

(openly) expressing that intention so as to make it graspable. This can be done
in all sorts of ways, verbal or non-verbal. Even if we restrict ourselves to verbal
communication, there are many ways in which we can mean things by uttering
words. Saying is one way; implying is another.

The view that ‘saying’ is a variety of non-natural meaning entails that what is
said (like what is meant in general, including what is implied) must be available -
it must be open to public view. That is so because non-natural meaning is essen-
tially a matter of intention-recognition. On this view what is said by uttering a
sentence depends upon, and can hardly be severed from, the speaker’s publicly
recognizable intentions. Hence my ‘Availability Principle’, according to which
‘what is said’ must be analysed in conformity to the intuitions shared by those
who fully understand the utterance!® — typically the speaker and the hearer, in
a normal conversational setting.

I take the conversational participants’ intuitions concerning what is said to be
revealed by their views concerning the utterance’s truth-conditions. I assume
that whoever fully understands a declarative utterance knows which state of
affairs would possibly constitute a truth-maker for that utterance, that is, knows
in what sort of circumstance it would be true. The ability to pair an utterance
with a type of situation in this way is more basic than, and in any case does not
presuppose, the ability to report what is said by using indirect speech; it does
not even presuppose mastery of the notion of ‘saying’. Thus the proper way to
elicit such intuitions is not to ask the subjects *What do you think is said (as
opposed to implied or whatever) by this sentence as uttered in that situation’?'6

: Z Re:canati, Direct Reference, p. 248.

Michael Thau notes that: ‘speakers almost never explicitly think about the distinction between
what they’ve said and what they've implicated. So the question of what a speaker takes himself
to have said by some utterance will have to depend upon the answer he would give if he were
asked. And it's very Iikely that in many circumstances there won't be a single answer, that the
answer will differ depending on how the question is put. It's also very likely that the answer
will vary from circumstance to circumstance’ (Consciousness and Cognition (Oxford University
Pre'ss, 2002), p. 148), Contrary to what Thau thinks, however, this does not speak against the
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1 therefore tend to agree with Bach'’s criticism of the experiments through which
Gibbs and Moise attempted to support the availability based approach:'’

[They] thought they could get their data about what is said, and thereby test the validity
of Recanati’s Availability Principle, by asking people what is said by a given utterance,
or by asking them whether something that is conveyed by a given utterance is implicated
or merely said. Evidently they assume that what people say about what is said is strongly
indicative of what is said. In fact, what it is indicative of is how people apply the phrase
‘what is said” . . . It tells us little about what is said, much less about the cognitive
processes whereby people understand utterances. '3

However, Bach himself uses what he calls the ‘IQ test’ to determine what
is said, that is, he ries what is said to indirect speech reports of what is said."®
I find this procedure most objectionable, and that is not what I mean when
I claim that what is said should be individuated according to the intuitions
of normal interpreters. Thus I strongly disagree with Cappelen and Lepore’s
surprising statement:

We ourselves don’t see how to elicit intuitions about what-is-said by an utterance of a
sentence without appealing to intuitions about the accuracy of indirect reports of the
form ‘He said that . . .” or “What he said is that . . ." or even ‘What was said is that . . *2°

I find this statement surprising, because there obviously is another way of
eliciting truth-conditional intuitions. One has simply to provide subjects with
scenarios describing situations, or, even better, with — possibly animated —
pictures of situations, and to ask them to evaluate the target utterance as true or
false with respect to the situations in question.?' That procedure has been used
by several researchers to test speaker’s intuitions about, for example, the truth-
conditions of donkey sentences. Thus Bart Geurts describes his experimental
set-up (inspired from earlier work by Yoon) as follows:

Twenty native speakers of Dutch were asked to judge whether or not donkey sentences
correctly described pictured situations. Instructions urged subjects to answer either true

availability based approach. The speaker’s intuitions concerning what is said need not involve
the very notion of what is said.

'7 Raymond Gibbs and Jessica Moise, ‘Pragmatics in Understanding What is Said’, in Cognirion
62 (1997), 51-74.

18 Kent Bach, ‘Seemingly Semantic Intvitions’, in Joseph Keim Campbell, Michael O’ Rourke and
David Schier (eds.), Meaning and Truth (Seven Bridges Press, 2002), p. 27.

19 “IQ' means INDIRECT QUOTATION. On the IQ test, see Bach’s papers “Semantic Slack’, in
Savas Tsohatzidis (ed.), Foundations of Speech Act Theory (Routledge, 1994), 267-91, ‘The
Myth of Conventional Implicature’, in Linguistics and Philosophy 22 (1999), 327-66, and ‘You
Don’t Say?’, in Synthése 128 (2001), 15-44.

2 Herman Cappelen and Erie Lepore, *On an Alleged Connection Between Indirect Speech and
the Theory of Meaning’, in Mind and Language 12 (1997), p. 280.

21 For an implicit use of that procedure, see Saul Kripke, Naming and Necessity (Blackwell, 1980),
p.12.
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or false, but they were also given the option of leaving the matter open in case they
couldn’t make up their minds.?*

This procedure presupposes that normal interpreters have intuitions concerning
the truth-conditional content of utterances. On my view, those intuitions corre-
spond to a certain ‘level’ in the comprehension process — a level that a proper
theory of language understanding must capture. That is the level of ‘what is
said’ (as opposed to, for example, what is implied).

1.6 The availability based approach

From a psychological point of view, we can draw a helpful parallel between
understanding what one is told and understanding what one sees. In vision,
the retinal stimuli undergo a complex (multi-stage) train of processing which
ultimately outputs a conscious perception;, with the dual character noted by
Brentano: the subject is aware both of what he sees, and of the fact that he is
seeing it. Although more complex in certain respects, the situation with language
is similar. The auditory signal undergoes a multi-stage train of processing which
ultimately outputs a conceptual experience: the subject understands what is said.
This is very much like (high-level) perception. If I am told that it is four o’clock,
I hear that it is four o’clock, just as, when I look at my watch, I see that it is
four o’clock. Like the visual experience, the locutionary experience possesses
a dual character: we are aware both of what is said, and of the fact that the
speaker is saying it.

In calling understanding an experience. like perception, I want to stress its
conscious character. Understanding what is said involves entertaining a mental
representation of the subject-matter of the utterance that is both determinate
enough (truth-evaluable) and consciously available to the subject. This suggests
a criterion, distinct from the minimalist criterion, for demarcating what is said.
Instead of looking at things from the linguistic side and equating ‘what is said’
with the minimal proposition one arrives at through saturation, we can take a
more psychological stance and equate what is said with (the semantic content
of) the conscious output of the complex train of processing which underlies
comprehension.?

To be sure, that output itself is subject to further processing through, for
example, inferential exploitation. Consider, once again, vision. Seeing John’s
car, I can infer that he is around. Similarly, hearing that John has had breakfast,
I can infer that he is not hungry and does not need to be fed. Just as what

*2 Bart Geurts. ‘Donkey Business', in Linguistics and Philosophy 25 (2002), p. 135.

23 As lan Rumfitt once put it, “‘what is said in the course of an utterance is nothing other than what
somebody who understands the utterance understands to be said’ (‘Content and Context: the
Paratactic Theory Revisited and Revised', in Mind 102 (1993). p. 439).
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is seen corresponds to the primary conscious output of visual processing, not
to what can be secondarily derived from it, ‘what is said’ corresponds to the
primary truth-evaluable representation made available to the subject (at the
personal level)? as a result of processing the sentence. It is therefore minimal
in a certain sense, though not (as we shall see) in the sense of Minimalism.

Accordingly, I distinguish between two sorts of pragmatic process. The con-
textual processes which, like saturation, are (sub-personally) involved in the
determination of what is said I call primary pragmatic processes. In contrast,
secondary pragmatic processes are ordinary inferential processes taking us from
what is said, or rather from the speaker’s saying of what is said, to something
that (under standard assumptions of rationality and cooperativeness) follows
from the fact that the speaker has said what she has said. To the extent that the
speaker overtly intends the hearer to recognize such consequences as following
from her speech act, they form an integral part of what the speaker means by her
utterance. That is, roughly, Grice’s theory of ‘conversational implicature’. An
essential aspect of that theory is that the hearer must be able to recognize what
is said and to work out the inferential connection between what is said and what
is implied by saying it. Again, it follows that what is said must be consciously
available to the interpreter. It must satisfy what I call the availability constraint.

In this framework we solve the difficulty raised in section 1.5. We no longer
have two sorts of case of implicature — the prototypical cases where the inter-
locutors are aware of what is said, aware of what is implied, and aware of the
inferential connection between them, and the cases in which there is no such
awareness. Conscious awareness is now a built-in feature of both what is said
and the implicatures. That is so because what is said is ihe conscious output of
linguistic-cum-pragmatic processing, and the implicatures correspond to fur-
ther conscious representations inferentiaily derived, at the personal rather than
sub-personal level, from what is said (or, rather, from the speaker’s saying what
is said). The alleged cases in which the speech participants themselves are not
distinctly aware of what is said and of what is implied are reclassified: they
are no longer treated as cases of ‘implicature’, strictly speaking, but as cases in
which a primary pragmatic process operates in the (sub-personal) determination
of what is said.?

24 On the contrast between the personal and sub-personal levels, see Daniel Dennett, Conrent and
Consciousness (Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1969), pp. 93-6, and ‘Toward a Cognitive Theory
of Consciousness’, in his Brainstorms: Philosophical Essays on Mind and Psychology (MIT
Press, 1981), p. 153.

%5 This is consonant with the approach taken by some semanticists who insist that, for example,
scalar ‘implicatures’ ‘are not computed qfter truth-conditions of (root) sentences have been
figured out; they are computed phrase by phrase’ (Gennaro Chierchia, ‘Scalar Implicatures,
Polarity Phenomena, and the Syntax/Pragmatics Interface’, forthcoming). In chapter 2, I will
stress the fact that primary pragmatic processes operate locally, in contrast to secondary prag-
matic processes, which can only operate when the truth-conditions of the sentence have been
worked out.
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1.7 ‘Saying’ as a pragmatic notion

So far | have followed Grice, who construes saying as a variety of meaning. But
this pragmatic approach to ‘saying’ is controversial. Most philosophers use the
notion of "what is said’ (or ‘the proposition expressed’) in such a way that it is
not a "pragmatic’ notion — having to do with what the speaker means or with
what the hearer understands. What is said is supposed to be a property of the
sentence (with respect to the context at hand) —~ a property which it has in virtue
of the rules of the language.

Minimalism is closely associated with such a non-pragmatic way of looking
at what is said. In the minimalist frameéwork, saturation is the only contextual
process allowed to affect ‘what is said’, because it alone is a bottom-up process,
thatis. a process triggered (and made obligatory) by alinguistic expression in the
sentence itself.26 All other contextual processes determine aspects of meaning
external and additional to what is said. Take, for example, ‘free enrichment’ —
the process responsible for making the interpretation of an utterance more spe-
cific than its literal interpretation (as when ‘jumped’ is contextually understood
as ‘jumped over the cliff’). That form of enrichment is ‘free’ in the sense of
not being linguistically controlled. Thus what triggers the contextual provision
of the relevant temporal restriction in example (1) (‘I've had breakfast’) is not
something in the sentence but simply the fact that the utterance is meant as an
answer to a question about the speaker’s present state of hunger (which state
can be causally affected only by a breakfast taken on the same day). While
saturation is a bottom-up, linguistically controlled pragmatic process, free en-
richment is a top-down, pragmatically conirolied pragmatic process. Insofar as
it is pragmatically rather than linguistically controlled, free enrichment is taken
to be irrelevant to ‘what is said’, on the non-pragmatic construal of what is said.

I will discuss the non-pragmatic construal of what is said in chapter 4. For
the time being, I'm interested in the pragmatic construal, based on Grice’s
idea, and the reasons it provides for rejecting the minimalist constraint (§1.8).
Before turning o that issue, however, I want to rebut a couple of objections to
the pragmatic construal.

The first objection is this. If, following Grice, we construe saying as a variety
of meaning. we will be prevented from acknowledging an important class of
cases in which the speaker does not mean what he says. Irony is a good example
of that class of cases. If I say ‘John is a fine friend’ ironically, in a context in
which it is obvious to everybody that I think just the opposite, it is clear that
1 do not mean what I say: I mean the opposite. Still, I say that John is a fine
friend. Grice’s construal of saying as a variety of meaning prevents him from

26 As 1 pointed out in footnote 3, p. 7. that is true even when saturation consists in providing a
so-palled “unarticulated constituent”.
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acknowledging that fact. According to Grice, when I say ‘John is a fine friend’
in the mentioned situation, 1 do not really say that John is a fine friend - |
pretend to be saying it. The pragmatic construal of saying forces Grice to draw
a distinction between ‘saying’ and ‘making as if to say’.

As far as I am concerned, I find Grice’s distinction (between genuine saying
and making as if to say) perfectly legitimate, but I can understand the worries of
those who feel that the notion of ‘saying’ he uses is too much on the pragmatic,
illocutionary side.2” We certainly need a notion of ‘what is said* which captures
the objective content of an utterance irrespective of its pragmatic force as a
serious assertion or as an ironical utterance. Still, I find the objection superfi-
cial, for it is quite easy actually to construct the desired notion within Grice’s
own framework. Grice uses ‘say’ in a strict sense. In that sense whatever is said
must be meant. But we can easily define a broader sense for ‘say’:

S says that p, in the broad sense, iff he cither says that p (in the strict sense) or makes as
if to say that p (again, in the strict sense of ‘say’).

1 will henceforth use ‘say’ in that broad sense, which remains within the confines
of the pragmatic construal.

Another objection to the pragmatic construal focuses on the loss of objectivity
that allegedly goes with it. What is said is objective in the sense that it is possible
both for the speaker to make a mistake and say something other than what
he means, and for the hearer to misunderstand what the speaker is'saying.
Those mistakes are possible, the objector will argue, because what is said is an
objective property of the sentence (in context). But'on the pragmatic construal, it
is not clear that this objectivity can be captured. Imagine the following situation:
the speaker wants to say that Paul is tall, and, mistaking Tim for Paul, says ‘Heis
tall’ while pointing to Tim. The speaker thus inadvertently says that Tim is tall.
Now imagine that the hearer also mistakes Tim for Paul. Thanks to this lucky
mistake, he grasps what the speaker means, thinking that this is what he has
sdid. The speaker and the hearer therefore converge on a certain interpretation,
which is not objectively what was said, but which they both (mistakenly) think
is what was said. How, in the framework I have sketched, will it be possible to
dissociate what is actually said from the protagonists’ mistaken apprehension
of what is said? Have we not equated what is said with their understanding of
what is said?

We have not. We have equated what is said with what a normal interpreter
would understand as being said, in the context at hand. A normal interpreter
knows which sentence was uttered, knows the meaning of that sentence, knows

27 “The verb “say”. as Grice uses it, does not mark a (locutionary) level distinct from that marked
by such illocutionary verbs as “state” and “tell”, but rather functions as a generic illocutionary
verb’ (Bach, ‘You Don’t Say?”’, p. 41).
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the relevant contextual facts (who is being pointed to, and so on).?® Ordinary
users of the language are normal interpreters, in most situations. They know
the relevant facts and have the relevant abilities. But there are situations (as in
the above example) where the actual users make mistakes and are not normal
interpreters. In such situations their interpretations do not fix what is said.
To determine what is said, we need to look at the interpretation that a normal
interpreter would give. This is objective enough, yet remains within the confines
of the pragmatic construal.

1.8 Availability vs Minimalism
In the framework I have sketched, there is a basic constraint on what is said:

Availability .
What is said must be intuitively accessible to the conversational participants (unless
something goes wrong and they do not count as ‘normal interpreters’).

This constraint leads us to give up Minimalism. That is the price to pay if we
want Availability to be satisfied.

The reason why Availability is incompatible with Minimalism is simple
enough. The aspects of the meaning of (1)-(6) which the minimalist construes
as conversational implicatures are, one may admit, contextual ingredients in
the overall meaning of the utterance. They do not belong to the conventional
meaning of the sentence. The minimalist claims that they do not belong to
‘what is said’ either, because they are optional: those contextual aspects of the
meaning of the utterance are not necessary for the latter to express a complete
proposition. But the availability constraint pulls in the other direction. The
very fact that the minimal propositions allegedly expressed are not consciously
available shows that it would be a mistake to equate them to what is said; rather,
the availability constraint dictates that the aspects of meaning which Minimal-
ism construes as external to what is said (for example, the implicit reference
to a place in (3), or to the cut in (2), or to a time interval in (1)) are actually
constitutive of what is said, because when we subtract them from the intuitive
meaning of the utterance the proposition which results is no longer something
accessible to the participants in the speech situation. Thus we have two quite
distinct phenomena: examples like ‘I am French’/'I am a good cook’ involve
something which is said and whose saying implies something else; examples
like (1)~(6), in contrast, do not involve the distinction between what is said
and what is implied but a different distinction between the literal meaning of
the sentence and contextual ingredients entering into the determination of what

8 This is all tacit knowledge, not the sort of ‘conscious awareness’ I talk about in connection with
secondary pragmatic processes.
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sentence meaning
I
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Figure 1.3 Comparing the approaches

is said. If we maintain that those ingredients are indeed ‘optional’ rather than
necessary for propositionality, this implies that we must give up the minimalist
criterion according to which the context contributes to what is said only when
this is necessary for some proposition to be expressed.

According to the view we arrive at, truth-conditional interpretation is prag-
matic to a large extent. Various pragmatic processes come into play in the very
determination of what is said; not merely saturation - the contextual assignment
of values to indexicals and free variables in the logical form of the utterance —but
also free enrichment and other processes which are not linguistically triggered
but are pragmatic through and through. Figure 1.3 summarizes the contrast be-
tween the two conceptions (Minimalism, and the availability based approach).

According to the availability based approach, the crucial distinction is not
between mandatory and optional contextual processes, but between those that
are ‘primary’ and those that are ‘secondary’. Primary pragmatic processes in-
clude not only saturation, but also ‘optional’ processes such as free enrichment.
Independent evidence for their inclusion in this category is provided by the
fact that, in general, the notion of ‘what is said’ we need to capture the input
to secondary, inferential processes already incorporates contextual elements of
the optional variety. Consider examples (1)—(6) once again. In each case we
may suppose that the speaker implies various things by saying what she does.
Thus, by saying that she’s had breakfast, the speaker implies that she is not
hungry and does not want to be fed. By saying that the child is not going to
die, the mother implies that the cut is not serious; and so forth. Now those
implicatures can be worked out only if the speaker is recognized as expressing
the (non-minimal) proposition that she’s had breakfast that morning, or that the
child won’t die from that cut. Clearly, if the speaker had had breakfast twenty
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years ago (rather than that very morning), nothing would follow concerning
the speaker’s present state of hunger and her willingness or unwillingness to
eat something. The implicature could not be derived, if what the speaker says
was not given the richer, temporally restricted interpretation. If therefore we
accept the Gricean picture. according to which ‘what is said’ serves as input to
the secondary process of implicature-generation, we must, pace Grice himself,
acknowledge the non-minimal character of what is said. This provides some
support to the availability based approach, as against Minimalism.

2 Primary pragmatic processes

21 Enrichment, loosening and transfer

Secondary pragmatic processes are ‘post-propositional’. They cannot take place
unless some proposition p is considered as having been expressed, for they pro-
ceed by inferentially deriving some further proposition g (the implicature) from
the fact that p has been expressed. In contrast, primary pragmatic processes are
‘pre-propositional’: they do not presuppose the prior identification of some
proposition serving as input to the process.! Another difference is the fact that
secondary pragmatic processes are conscious in the sense that normal inter-
preters are aware both of what is said and of what is implied and are capable of
working out the inferential connection between them. Primary pragmatic pro-
cesses are not conscious in that sense. Normal interpreters need not be aware of
the context-independent meanings of the expressions used, nor of the processes
through which those meanings are enriched or otherwise adjusted to fit the sit-
uation of use. Unless they are linguists or would-be linguists. they are aware
only of the output of the primary processes involved in contextual adjustment.

Saturation is a primary pragmatic process. If the uttered sentence is ‘She is
smaller than John’s sister’, then in order to work out what is said I must (at
least) determine to whom the speaker refers by the pronoun ‘she’ and what the
relevant relation is between John and the mentioned sister. Were saturation a
secondary pragmatic process, I would have to proceed in reverse order, that is,
to identify what is said in order to determine those things.

Beside saturation, which is linguistically mandated (bottom-up), there are,
I claim, other primary pragmatic processes that are optional and context-driven
(top-down). The paradigm case is free enrichment, illustrated by example (1):

(1) Mary took out her key and opened the door.
In virtue of a ‘bridging inference’, we naturally understand the second conjunct

as meaning that Mary opened the door with the key mentioned in the first

! On the distinction between ‘pre-semantic’ and ‘post-semantic’ pragmatics. see Levinson, Pre-
sumptive Meanings, p. 187, and Ken Taylor, *Sex, Breakfast, and Descriptus Interruptus’, in
Synthése 128 (2001), pp. 48-9.

23
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conjunct; yet this is not explicitly articulated in the sentence. Insofar as the
bridging inference affects the intuitive truth-conditions of the utterance, it does
50 as a result of free enrichment.?

In typical cases free enrichment consists in making the interpretation of
some expression in the sentence contextually more specific. This process has
sometimes been described in the literature as “specifization’. For example the
mass term ‘rabbit’ will be preferentially interpreted as meaning rabbit fur in
the context of ‘He wears rabbit’ and as meaning rabbit meat in the context of
‘He eats rabbit.”> This not a matter of selecting a particular value in a finite set;
with a little imagination, one can think of dozens of possible interpretations
for ‘rabbit’ by manipulating the stipulated context of utterance; and there is
no limit to the number of interpretations one can imagine in such a way. Nor
can the process of specifization be construed as linguistically mandated, that
is, as involving a hidden variable. Were it linguistically mandated (bottom up),
it would be mandatory, but it is not: in some contexts the mass term ‘rabbit’
means nothing more than RABBIT STUFF (‘after the accident, there was rabbit

all over the highway’).

Can free enrichment be equated with specifization, or are there instances of
free enrichment that are not cases of specifization? The provision of (optional)
unarticulated constituents is supposed to be a case of free enrichment in which it

2 The term *bridging inference’ was originally introduced by Herb Clark, a pioneer of pragmatic
studies, in the seventies (see e.g. ‘Bridging’, in Peter Johnson-Laird and John Wason (eds.),
Thinking: Readings in Cognitive Science (Cambridge University Press, 1977),411-20). Example
(1} is discussed by Robyn Carston in ‘Implicature. Explicature. and Truth-Theoretic Semantics’.
in Ruth Kempson (ed.), Mental Representations: The Interface between Language and Reality
(Cambridge University Press, 1988), 155-81.

3 This example is discussed in Geoff Nunberg and Annie Zaenen, ‘Systematic Polysemy in Lex-
icology and Lexicography’. in Hannu Tommola, Krista Varantola, Tarja Tolonen and Jirgen
Schopp (eds.), Proceedings of Eurglex 2 (University of Tampere, 1992), 387-98. A number
of similar examples are discussed in the cognitive science literature on ‘concept combination’,
which parallels the semantics and pragmatics literature. Concept combination is said to require
not only specifization, that is. the addition of features, but also feature cancellation or loosening
(as in ‘stone lion’ or ‘fake gun'). See Bradley Franks, ‘Sense Generation: A “Quasi-Classical”
Approach to Concepts and Concept Combination’, in Cognitive Science 19 (1995), 441-505.
See also Richard Gerrig and Gregory Murphy, ‘Contextual Infiuences on the Comprehension of
Complex Concepts’, in Langurage and Cognitive Processes, 7 (1992), 205-30; Thomas Goschke
and Dirk Koppelberg, *‘Connectionist Representations, Semantic Compositionality, and the In-
stability of Concept Structure’, in Psychological Research 52 (1990). 253-70; Gregory Murphy,
*‘Noun Phrase Interpretation and Conceptual Combination’, in Journal of Memory and Language
29 (1990), 259-88, and ‘The Comprehension of Complex Concepts’, in Cognitive Science 12
(1988), 529-62; Douglas Medin and Edward Shoben, ‘Context and Structure in Conceptual Com-
bination’, in Cognitive Psychology 20 (1988), 158-90; Jim Hampton, ‘Inheritance of Attributes
in Natural Concept Conjunctions’, in Memory and Cognition 15 (1987), 55-71. Further refer-
ences can be found in those papers. For relevant discussions, see also Paula Schwanenflugel (ed.),
The Psychology of Word Meanings (Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1991), and Raymond Gibbs,
The Poetics of Mind: Figurative Thought, Language, and Understanding (Cambridge University
Press, 1994).
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is not the interpretation of some expression in the sentence that is enriched, but
more globally the interpretation of the sentence. In most cases, however, what
can be done in terms of unarticulated constituents can also be done in terms of
specifization. We can construe the implicit instrument in the second conjunct of
(1) either as an unarticulated constituent (corresponding to the implicit prepo-
sitional phrase ‘with the key’), or as an aspect of the interpretation of the predi-
cate ‘open’ resulting from specifization (the concept contextually expressed by
‘open’ being the specific, ad hoc concept OPEN_WITH_KEY, rather than the
generic concept OPEN ).* The same options are presumably available for deal-
ing with the ‘rabbit fur/meat’ example. In such cases, I will assume that there is a
single form of free enrichment, which can be handled in different frameworks —
either in terms of specifization (ad hoc concepts) or in terms of unarticulated
constituents. Which framework we choose to handle such cases depends upon
extraneous considerations. (For example, if we want to preserve the principle
of compositionality, we'd better opt for the specifization view which spares us
the postulation of syntactically unarticulated constituents.) Still, there is a type
of case for which I think we need the notion of unarticulated constituent and
cannot make do with specifization and ad hoc concepts: whenever the alleged
unarticulated constituent is the intended ‘circumstance of evaluation’, we can’t

* deal with it in terms of specifization or ad hoc concept. That type of case will

be discussed in chapter 8.

Another issue regarding enrichment is whether or not it can be described
as ‘strengthening’ or logical enrichment, as I suggested in Direct Reference
(p. 261). A predicate has conditions of application, and strengthening consists
in resiricting the application of a predicate by contextually providing further
conditions that are not linguistically encoded. Thus ‘table’ has such and such
conditions of application packed into the concept TABLE, and through contex-
tual strengthening the further condition IN.THE_LIVING_ROOM is provided,
which results in a restricted application. Thus construed enrichment can account
for the (so-called) contextual restriction of quantifiers and for the interpreta-
tion of (so-called) ‘incomplete’ definite descriptions. (‘All the books are on the
table’, where a particular set of books and a particular table are in question.)’

4 The notion of “ad hoc concept’, introduced by Larry Barsalou (see for example ‘Ad hoc Cate-
gories’, in Memory and Cognition 11 (1983), 211-27), now belongs to the toolkit of relevance
theory. See Dan Sperber and Deirdre Wilson, *The Mapping Between the Mental and the Public
Lexicon', in Peter Carruthers and Jill Boucher (eds.), Language and Thought: Interdisciplinary
Themes (Cambridge University Press, 1998). 184-200; Robyn Carston, ‘Enrichment and Loosen-
ing: Complementary Processes in Deriving the Proposition Expressed?, in Linguistische Berichte
8 (1997), 103-27, and Thoughts and Utterances: The Pragmatics of Explicit Communication
(Blackwell, 2002), chapter 5; Deirdre Wilson, and Dan Sperber, ‘Truthfulness and Relevance’,
in Mind 111 ( 2002), 583-632.

3 Stephen Neale (This, That and the Other (typescript), chapter 1) objects to my notion of strength-
ening: ‘It is sometimes said that enrichment in Sperber and Wilson's sense involves strengthening



