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Preface

What makes a language? What do words and sentereaas? How are we able to communicate through
the use of a language made out of words and serg@n@hat do | need to know to be able to

communicate efficiently? As Michael Dummett notes:

The central task of the philosopher of languag&igxplain whatmeaningis, that is, what
makes a languagenguage Consider two speakers engaged in conversationmheediate
inspection, all that is happening is that sounda oértain kind issue from the mouths of each
alternately. But we know that there is a deeperifsigmce: they are expressing thoughts,
putting forward arguments, stating conjecturesjraskuestions, etc. What the philosopher of
language has to explain is what gives this chardotéhe sounds they utter: what makes their

utterances expressions of thought and all thessr diings?

These types of questions are of high importancéhénPhilosophy of Language. Paul Grice spent a
lifetime trying to answer these questions and meadrice for the first time made me think he coléd
on the right track. Although Grice made a huge réfio explaining utterer's-meaning, his answers and
solutions are sometimes far from straightforward a@veral different interpretations exist on adbhis
proposals. Part of this is probably due to hisestyfi philosophical ‘uttering’, on which we can fitide

following anecdote in Grice’s articeaning Revisited

My sometimes mischievous friend Richard Grandy osaiel, in connection with some other
occasion on which | was talking, that to represewt remarks, it would be necessary to
introduce a new form of speech act, or a new operathich was to be called the operator of
quessertionlt is to be read as “It is perhaps possible soateone might assert that 2..”

In Paul Grice; philosopher and linguissiobham Chapman makes the following similar remarkout

the style of Grice’s writings:

Grice's work was often characterised by the spéisglaand open-ended approaches he took to
his chosen topics. At times the result can be fatisgly tentative discussion of crucial issues
that display a knowing disregard for details or definitions of key terms. Ideas and theories
are offered as sketches of how an appropriate ateoight succeed, or how a philosopher - by
implication either Grice or some unnamed successmight eventually formulate an answer.
[...] There is something of an air of ‘work in proge2 about even the published version of
‘Logic and Conversation’ that indicates problemsbo solved rather than simply ideas to be
applied®

Reading Grice was quite a struggle and on multijgeasions | seemed to have lost track of Grice’s
aims. InPaul Grice and the philosophy of languagre can find Stephen Neale, who might fairly be

called a Grice-expert, writing that “[...] a subsiahtamount of detective work is still needed if aaeo

! Dummett (1978) p.96
2 Grice (1976) p.297
% Chapman (2005) p.215



present Grice’'s work on meaning and language inthémy like its best light” and “[...] establishing
what Grice is up to can sometimes be hard workmistinderstandings can easily ariéé\s a Grice-
neophyte | can only agree in full with Professoralés remarks on Grice’s work and | would like to
apologize in advance for any misunderstandingsdoded on my behalf.

The following thesis should not be read as an eftogive a full representation of Grice’s work
and a clear exposition of all the problems thdk eist; this to me seems impossible. What | wolike
to do is present Grice's basic ideas in the bessipte light for the amount of space | have (and
understanding of it | posses) and in addition yoter show where | think some misunderstandingshen t
role of ‘the audience’ in Grice’s accounts on magrand implicatures might easily arise. I'm afrthdt
on occasions my own formulations might also caus®es misunderstandings (with language talking
about language sometimes seems to create thisepmpbbut in the end | expect to have offered some
help in explaining Grice’s basic ideas and the oflthe audience in these ideas.

The title of this thesis is ambiguous; althoughill mainly focus on the role of ‘the audience’ in
Grice’s proposals omeaning implicature and theCooperative Principlel will also try to show some

misunderstandings by ‘the audience’, by which | mdas interpreters.

4 Neale (1992) p. 511
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Introduction

We often want to communicate our thoughts (belieffishtions) to others. In doing so utterers use
sentences containing words to make available tohearer what it is that we want to communicate.
Communication isn’t always successful, but we wouwdnt to say that in normal circumstances
something was meant by an utterer; not meaninchamyin communication seems to be a rather useless
enterprise. Paul Grice is famous for his wokksaningandLogic and Conversatigrin which he offers
possible solutions for multiple difficulties andoptems within the Philosophy of Language. He offere
an account of ‘meaning’, argued for the existenteationality in conversation and heavily influedce
the debate on semantics and pragmatics with higmaif ‘implicatures’. Grice wasn’'t keen on
publishing, always pushing himself to the limitttawhat he expected from his articfeBven though he
only published a relatively small number of papé&sice’s influence on the philosophy of language is
not easily overestimated.

Influenced by (and part of) the ‘Play Group’, a @poof ordinary language philosophers in
Oxford at that time, Grice took seriously the cigm on formal theories of language. In his eydsnah
language is not just ‘badly used’ formal languatés used in this way for other reasons. But, antcast
with several of his colleagues (e.g. Austin), Gribesides being convinced by some of the critique b
ordinary language philosophy, also highly appreciahe advantages of the formal langudg@sice can
be seen as an intermediate who wants to recomeileittues of both, while dismissing their vides.

Grice's first highly important articléeaning, is famous for drawing a distinction between
‘Natural meaning’ and ‘Non-natural meaning’, sepag meaning due to the things themselves
(entailed) and meaning due to human intentions -@rdailed). Natural meaning comes with certain
physical events (‘Smoke means fire’), while nonunak meaning is of a totally different type. After
analyzing multiple sentences in English, Griceilattes Non-natural meaning to the intentions had by
persons, without which the same kind of meaningioaibe found (‘That bell means come home’). With
Grice, utterer’'s-meaning, the intentions somebodyt® to convey by uttering something, is the primar
type of meaning and all other types of meaning likeerance- and sentence-meaning, are eventually
dependent on this primary notion of utterer's-magniThis makes Grice one of the founding fathers of
‘intention-based semantic¥.

His second highly influential article ikogic and Conversatidh In this article Grice puts
forward a way to deal with the comments made by BtfFawson irintroduction to Logical Theofy.
Here, Strawson draws attention to the differenegeiben the formal logical devices (A, V, —,) and

their counterparts in natural language (not, and,ifo..then). In formal logic, for example, two

® | will follow Grice in using the word ‘utterer’ fathe person intending to communicate his thouditemally this will be an
individual whospeaksHowever, since communication isn't always verhaterer’ also stands for individuals intending to
communicate through non-verbal behavior with gestar a combination of both.

® See e.g. Chapman (2005, chapter 1) or Neale (1253%

" See e.g. Neale (1992) p. 512 or Chapman (200%) p.6

8 See e.g. Avramides (1997) p.62

® Grice (1957)

1% Other terms are sometimes used for the differbet@een natural and non-natrual meaning. E.g. Maftiuses the terms “non-
cognitive meaning” and “communicative meaning” exdjvely. See Martinich (1996) p.22-23.

1 Grice (1975a)

12 Strawson (1952)



propositions can be joint by the connective V i tways (one or the other proposition first), withthis
making a difference to the truth value of the t@adposition. In natural language, Strawson claitiis,

is different. Saying ‘Peter took of his shoes arghimo bed’ would describe a very different sitoati
being true from ‘Peter went to bed and took ofdfiees’. In his article, Grice tries to answer Stamws
remarks by asserting that there is no real diffezebetween the formal devices and natural language
connectives at the layer of what is said; what aeehstrictly said is the same in using a naturajlege

of logical operator, but what is meant may vary.thivi natural language we only communicate
something more (pragmatics) in addition to what ¢banective establishes as truth value (semantics).
This can be understood once we apply Grice’s iddasit ‘implicatures’, which | will explain in more
detail further on. In short this idea amounts te fbllowing: implicatures are what a hearer hamfer

the utterer to be intending to communicate. Forc&riutterer’'s-meaning is primary: (in short) the
intentions an utterer wants to convey is what hanheUtterance-meaning is whatever an utterance
means in the context of utterance and is somehoperdkent on utterer's- and sentence-meaning.
Sentence-meaning is timeless and its meaning srime sense, the same at any time any place. Aroug
sketch by Michael Hancher will show the differetetween Grice’s ideas and others with differenagde

on semantics:

The conventional theory of verbal meaning discoesagny inquiry into what a particular
speaker might mean by a word in a particular utiegaTo understand the meaning of the word
as uttered it is supposed to be enough to know tteatvord "means" tout court. But Grice
holds that what-the-word-means derives from whaibua speakers have meant by uttering it;
speaker-meaning is prior to word-meaning. Furtheentwhat a particular speaker or writer

means on a particular occasion . . . may well gigdrom the standard meaning of the sigh.”

Intuitively, Grice’s general picture is not thatrtido understand: If | want to convey an intenttormy

collocutor, | can use different utterances to ds.t8imple intuitive examples would be the follogin

1 A: Is there another pint of beer?
B: I'm going to the supermarket in five minutés.

2: A: Are you going to Paul's party?

B: | have to worlk®

In the first example it is intuitively clear that ghould infer that there is no beer at this mombeut,B

will go get some from the supermarket shortly. tie second example A can easily infer that B isn't
coming to Paul’s party, although strictly B hasséid so. These words and sentences are not normally
associated with intentions like this, but they doble used in this way in some particular scenarios.
Although this might all be intuitively clear, a try which can account for all of this is much hardad

difficult to state.

3 Hancher (1981) p.50
4 Davies (2007) p.2309
15 Adapted from Davis (2010) §1



Although very influential, Grice’s idea’s are férom uncontroversial. One of his earlier
followers, Stephen Schiffer, first wroteleaning (1972) in which he elaborates and refines Grice’s
program. In his later booRemnants of Meanin@987) he became very critical about both Griaeid
his own work on ‘meaning® Articles by e.g. Paul Ziff and Charles Travis afgo critical and expect
nothing impressive from the Gricean program in fhre!” Against these critical attitudes more
positive points of view exist. Groups especiallyhivi linguistics labeled Neo-Griceans (e.g. Hortlaé
and Levinson) and Post-Griceans or Relevance T$teqe.g. Sperber, Wilson and Carston), can be said
to work within the Gricean paradigtf.In philosophy, Grice’s work is extensively mengehin most
introductory works on the Philosophy of Language apveral Intention-Based-Semantic philosophers
still exist®

In this thesis | will focus on the role of the &mte in Grice’s ideas on meaning by either what
was said or implicated. This role is a matter ahsodebate and several different interpretationshen
audience’s influence are forwarded by some of Ginterpreters. Some (e.g. Saul) have forwarded an
interpretation of the role of the audience whichraher active; the audience is actively part of
determining what is meant by either what was sainplicated by an utterer. | think this interpriaa
is wrong. In my opinion the audience only playsaagive part in what was meant; their actual miatest
(their understanding itself) plays no active ralenihat was meant by either what was said or imggita
by an utterer.

By quoting a famous passage in Lewis Carrdlllwough the looking glasehere Alice is in
conversation with Humpty Dumpty on the meaning afad, we can already illustrate the need for the
audience to play role in determining what could be meant. But, thote is only what | will label

‘passive’ which | will later try to clarify by staitg the ‘Conversational Procedure’;

I don't know what you mean by 'glory," Alice saldumpty Dumpty smiled contemptuously.
"Of course you don't-till | tell you. | meant 'tleés a nice knock-down argument for you!™ "But
‘glory' doesn't mean 'a nice knock-down argumentijte objected. "When | use a word,"
Humpty Dumpty said, in rather a scornful tone migans just what | choose it to mean-neither
more nor less." "The question is," said Alice, "Wtes you can make words mean so many
different things.” "The question is," said Humptyrbpty, "which is to be master-that's &f."

| think every reader of this passage will noticensthing strange happening here. Intuitively, wd fee
Humpty Dumpty cannot be the mastertlé meaning of his wordsvhile on the other hand it certainly
seems he is master which wordshe uses to convey a particular intention. Somehawneed Humpty
Dumpty to be constrained by something to use higlsvin effective communication. No wonder Alice is
in the dark about what Humpty Dumpty meant by udtgthese words. Humpty Dumpty is hiding what

his words mean and thereby makes his utterance ssitde to understand, which doesn’t make

16 See e.g. Neale (forthcoming) on where Schifferatid where he did not abandon the intention basedustics enterprise.
7 See Ziff (1967) and Travis (1991). For a shortreiav see Chapman (2005) p.74-84.

18 Divisions and attribution of labels by Shisa (206

% See e.g. Miller (2007) chapter 7, Martinich (1986} Lycan (2000) chapter 7.

2 Hancher (1981) p.49



communication effective; there is nothing availafoleAlice to determine what is meant by hifiThis is
were the audience has an important role to playnpty Dumpty should be constrained by some sort of
convention about normal sentence-meaning (sometiisigudience is able to grasp somehow) in order
to be able to communicate effectively. If ther@d@shope of your audience to understand what yotnmea
there seems to be no reason to try to communicathiag at all.

The primary concern here will be the difficultidsat arise out of this problem. The main
question will be: What role does the audience tagietermining what was meant by either what was
said or implicated? In chapter 2, | will expandtba basic ideas Grice put forward\teaning(82.1) and
Logic and Conversatior{§82.2). The first paragraph will deal with Gricebasic ideas on utterer’s-
meaning. | will not attempt to deal with all probie which could still be forwarded at this stage. My
primary concern here will be conveying the baskaidin the second paragraph | will forward Grice’s
ideas on communication and implicatures. In chaf@et will forward (83.1) the ‘Conversational
Procedure’ which should clarify the role played the audience in accounting for meaning and

implicatures. In 83.2 | will try to deal with sonabjections. A conclusion will follow in chapter 4.

2 Hancher argues Humpty Dumpty isn't guilty of besegretive about his language; this appears onyesause of the way
Carroll designed his story. See Hancher (1981) p.50



Chapter 2: Grice’s basic ideas

§2.1 Utterer's-Meaning

In his widely known articlevieaningGrice forwards the basic idea that ‘meaning’ delsgprimary on

what utterers intend. Grice begins analyzing thiefong sentences:

e1- “Those spots mean (meant) [he had] measles.”
e2- “Those spots didn’t mean anything to me, buh®doctor they meant
measles.”

#3- “The recent budget means that we shall havedyear.”

Next, Grice expands on some features of meaningnayyzing these sentencé$Sentences 1 and 3
cannot be followed by (A) a denial (respectivell..], but he hadn’t got measles” and “[...], but we
shan't have.”)In these exampleX mean(s/t) that Rntail P. It is also (B) impossible to argue from 1
and 3 to anything like: “What was meant by thosetspvas that he had measles,” or “What was meant
by the recent budget is that we shall have a haat.y From 1 and 3 it's also inconceivable (C) to
conclude “that somebody or other meant by thoséssgmand-so.” Also, the above sentences cannot be
(D) restated by putting the remaining sentence aftean” in quotation marks. (e.g. from “Those spot
meant measles” to “Those spots meant ‘measle8U}, Grice remarks, all these sentences (E) can be
restated by a phrase beginning with: “The fact that(e.g. “The fact that he had those spots meaat t
he had measles.”)

Grice then asks us to consider the following sesgerabout which different statements appear

to be true:

e4- “Those three rings of the bell (of the bus) m#wat the bus is full.”
e5- “That remark, ‘Smith couldn’t get on without hisuble and strife’,

meant that Smith found his wife indispensabfe”.

Following Grice we can let sentences 4 and 5 Hev@d by (A) a denial (e.g. “[...], but it isn’t ira€t

full, the conductor has made a mistake” and “[..Jt m fact Smith deserted her seven years ago.”)
where X mean(s/t) that Rloes not entaiP, (B) an argued statement of some sort about “Wet
meant” (e.g. “by the rings on the bell.”), (C) agament that somebody meant something (e.g. “by the
rings that the bus is full’), (D) a restatement vehameant’ is followed by a phrase in quotation ksar
(e.g. “Those three rings on the bell mean “the isulull”). But, these two sentences cannot be (E)
restated using a sentence like “The fact that . etause these would differ in meaning (e.g. “The fac

that the bell has rung three times means thatakdsfull”). Grice proposes to call the type ofanang

2 Grice (1957) p.213. Sentence numbers are my omhéoease of exposition.

2 All quotations are form Grice (1957). The addiibf{he had]” cannot be found in original, but dded because Grice
sometimes uses this in his examples. See Avranfl®8¥) §4 for a short defense of the use of aralpsphilosophy.

%4 Grice (1957) p.214. Sentence numbers are my onhéoease of exposition



in the first set of sentencé&atural Meaning When meaning is used as in the second kind désees,
Grice labels theriNon-Natural Meaning®

After differentiating betweeNatural meaningand Non-natural meaningsrice elaborates on
the definition of ‘meaning’ he thinks is intuitigelpt by analyzing natural langua@#atural meaning
is thus, in short, due to the physical things thelies (e.g. ‘Those spots mean measlé¢jn-natural
meaning on the other hand, is quite different and needsmgention by an utterer (e.g. ‘Those three
rings of the bell (of the bus) mean that the busili§. Without this intention the three rings tie bell
wouldn’t mean anything. After separating these tyaes of meaing Grice can try to account Utterer’s-
meaning. In the secondary literature there arerabdefinitions of Utterer’'s-meaning which all dbff
slightly due to certain counterexamples. Since npary concern here is the role of the audiencdll w
not pay to much attention to this; it is Grice's)\geal idea that matters here. We can summarizeeGric

aim inMeaningas put forward by Avramides:

Griceans aim to construct an analysis which pravictnditions which are both necessary and
sufficient for speaker-meaning. The initial idea the analysis comes from Grice, but the
analysis has developed in response to counter-dganfip.]. The basic ideas is to give an

analysis of non-natural speaker-meaning of a whtikrance on a particular occasion in terms

of, roughly, a speaker's intention to produce dateresponse in an audierfée.

But, as Grice analyses Meaning just any intention is not yet sufficient. Congidecase where person
A leaves B’s handkerchief at a crime scene to iaduacthe detective the belief that B actually is th
murderer. We wouldn’t want to say A meant ‘B is tharderer’ by leaving his handkerchief at a crime
site to make the detective belief that B actuadlyhe murderer. Although there is an intentiors ihi
obviously not a clear case of meaning, becauseeisnlt seem to be the right sort of intentiongi¢ms

we need an additional feature in order to cope wibkes like this to establish the intention to be a

communicative oné’ Avramides:

This, however, is too rough; as it stands therihing that reflects the fact that what is being
analysed is an act @bmmunicatiorbetween a speaker and a hearer. We move closardsw

an analysis of an act of communication if we sayf,anly that a speaker must have an intention
to produce a certain response in an audience, Hait the audience must recognize this

intention?®

I think Avramides formulation might be a little trbling; “that the audience must recognize this
intention” should probably better be formulatedtast he must also have the intention for the aucke

to recognize this intention”. Grice’s original foutation at this part of the analysis is the follogi

% Both Avramides (1997) p.70 and Travis (1991) p.2&Rthis ‘factive’ (probably after Grice (1976)291) Since Non-Natural
meaning is my concern here, ‘meaning’ will be uasdon-natural unless mentioned otherwise. Foggestive account by Grice
on the relation between natural and non-naturahingssee Grice (1976) p.290-297

% Avramides (1997) p.71

%" see Grice (1957) p.217

% Avramides (1997) p.71-72. See also Doerge anceB{@B08) on communication in Grice.

10



Clearly we must at least add that, for x to havenfhemon-natural] anything, not merely must
it have been “uttered” with the intention of indugia certain belief, but also the utterer must
have intended an “audience” to recognize the ifaariehind the utterané®.

Avramides formulation might suggest that the auckeactually has an active role to play, but thigtis
the case, which we can see in Grice’'s own formutatby uttering x, the utterer must haméendedan
audience to recognize the intention behind theante. Avramides’ formulation might suggest that th
actual ‘mind state’ of the audience plays a patilevin Grice’s version it doesn’t; the one is faet,

the other ‘passive’. What's important to note farr ainderstanding of Grice’s analysis is that an
utterance, besides being intended by an uttererdiace a certain belief in an audience, must akso b
uttered withthe intention to be recognizéy this audience®

Avramides continues:

Yet even this is not adequate to account for conication, since the audience may indeed
recognize the speaker’s intentions, but not comeatee the intended response because of this
recognition. To capture this it must be added thataudience’s recognition of the speaker’s

intention should function as at least part of t@son for the respondk.

Grice ads this last feature in order to cope witaneples like the following. Consider the following
cases: Herod presents Salome the head of St. BelBafptist or a father leaving china, broken by his
child, laying around the house for the mother te sden she gets home. In both cases there is an
intention of this to be recognized, but both casmst mean anything by themselv&sThe recognition

of the intention by Herod and the father must sameplay a part in inducing a belief in the audience
presenting the head of St. John the Baptist coalérmugh to induce the belief that he is deadfdyut
this to be meant we also want the recognition abd® intentions to be part of the reasons for B&lo

to adopt this belief. At this point Avramides adaldast feature before stating a formal definition t

capture our insights this far:

Furthermore the audience must come to have it®nsgpas the result of its recognition that the

speaker’s utterance has a certain feature®f..].

Grice’s basic definition of what he calls an ‘M(gamtention’, can now be stated as forwarded by

Avramides (in which she largely follows Schiffer):

(1) Speaker S meant something in uttering x if and driyuttered x intending
(@) that x have a certain feature, f
(b) that A recognize that x has f,
(c) that A infer at least in part from the fact thatas f that S uttered x intending:

2 Grice (1957) p.217. My addition.

%0 Once you know this, Avramides’ formulation is monfusing anymore.

%1 Avramides (1997) p.72. Neale and others think third clause might be unnecessary. Neale dissiBsenecessity of this
third clause in Neale (1992) p.548

%2 All examples paraphrased from Grice (1957) p.218

33 Avramides (1997) p.72

11



(d) that S’s utterance of x produce response rin A,
(e) that A’s recognition of S’s intention (d) shouldnfition at least as part of A’s
reason for

But, this analysis is still not sufficient. Couragamples are still possible in which all conditiatated
thus far are satisfied. Only this time the problesasm rather difficult to overcome. At this poiag
Schiffer notes, it is still possible to give coueteamples satisfying Grice’s conditions on M-intey
which makes the original Gricean account inadequateexample by Strawson, modified by Schiffer,
brings out the problem of a possible infinite rexgré\, a friend ofS, is about to buy a housB.thinks
the house is rat-infested, aitloesn’t want to mention this straightforwardlyXoS decides to let loose
some rats in the house, knowing tatvatches him doing this, but also knowing tAadoesn’t know
thatS knows thatA is watching himS knows thatA will not see his action as natural evidence that t
house is infested with rats, b&talso knows (this is what he intend&)will take Ss action as a way of
inducing in him the belief that the house is ainésted®

In this example, all Grice’s conditions on M-intémgl are satisfied, but we don’t have a clear
case of meaning. An additional condition is needbith stresses that the utterer should also inkésd
audience to recognize his intention to get his etk to recognize his intention, to induce a beéfief

his audience. Avramides:

There is a slight deception on S’s part which tssinl a lack of openness between S and A
about what is going on. Strawson then suggeste&#ms a minimum further condition of his
trying to [communicate with A] that [S] should naly intend A to recognize his intention to
get A to think that p, but that he should alstend A to recognize his intention to get A to
recognize his intentioto get A to think that p*

But this will not do, because we can now composeunterexample with one additional “intend A to
recognize his intention to get A to recognize hiemtion [...].”*" This will lead to an infinite regress
and thus shows a possible serious defect in thee@miaccount.

One way of dealing with this, would be the so lalbelmutual knowledge’ condition by
Schiffer, which states that a speaker S, and aieacel A mutually know that, if and only if S knows
thatp, and A knows thap, and S knows that A knows thatand A knows that S knows thatand so
on.*® This also seems to involve an infinite regressctviprobably puts us in no better position than the
one we started out with in the first place. Schiffas argued that this regress is in fact harnifess.

Another way of dealing with this regress is to pbithso called ‘sneaky intentions’, which is

Grice’s own solution to this problem. Sneaky inien$ are what Grice labels intentions which support

3 Avramides (1997) p.72. Additionally we should ntitat a minor change is needed when we are dealthgndicative
sentences. As Neale (1992) p.545 notes: “Wherear I$ndicative" utterance, r i&'s believing somethirigin stead of a
response. In secondary literature quite a few iiffedefinitions exist of Gricean M-intentions. Fbe aim of this paper it is
important to notice that whatever formulation Gaine forward, there iseveranyaudience controbver what is meant.

% paraphrased from Schiffer (1972) p.17-18

%6 Avramides (1997) p.72.

%" Examples can be found in Schiffer (1972) p.18-19

% paraphrased from Avramides (1997) p.73

%9 See Schiffer (1972) p.32

12



the audience to belief something on the basisagrtain feature of an utterance by a speaker, iigle

actual intentions are differefftNeale says the following on this:

At the end of 'Utterer's Meaning and Intentionad again at the end of 'Meaning Revisited',
Grice proposes a way out of blocking an infinitgresss by adding a condition that would
prohibit any "sneaky" intention: instead of addadpurth (fifth,...) clause, the idea is to add a
second part to the entire analysis, the rough itgiowhich is that U does not intend A to be
deceived about U's intentions (1)-(3). As long addés not have a deceptive intention of this

sort, U is deemed to mean thétlp.

Whether any of these solutions is sufficient isattar of much controversy.Grice’s own story on how

to deal with this regress iMeaning Revisiteds very speculative and with the role of the audéeas

our primary concern, this is neither the time rloe place to deal with it any furth& Two other
problems might exists for cases where 1) no audiehpresent when somebody utters something (e.g.
diary entries) and 2) the utterer has (in indi@tiases) the intention to induce a certain respionsis
audience, but it isn’t part of his intention tharipof the audience’s reason for this responshas tie
actually intended to produce this response (eaghiaeg situations). | think these cases can belfixe
without too much difficulty’® We can summarize Grice’s most important ideadMeaningas put

forward by Stephen Neale:

It ought to be possible, he suggests, to expliteemeaning of an expression (or any other
sign) in terms of what its used® with it,i.e., in terms of what its users (could/would/skiul
mean by it on particular occasions of use. Two irtgrt ideas came out of Grice's sensitivity
to use. The first is that the most "basic" notidnm@aning is that of an utterer U meaning
something by doing something on a particular oceas...] The second idea is that the
locution <by uttering x, U meant that p> can belgs®d in terms of complex audience-directed

intentions on the part of 5.

These are Grice’s basic ideas on ‘meaning’ in stidFhe most important thing to note for our present
purpose is that the definition of M-intending givabove does not permit any direct influence by the
audience on what was meant by an utt&réil these intentions must be had by the utterad, as soon

as he thinks these conditions are satisfied something me&ant by the utterer; whether the audience
actually understands this is not important. Buthalgh the audience has no direct influence, tigere

some influence by the audience in a rather diffeserd passive way on which | will elaborate in the

40 paraphrased from Avramides (1997) p.75. For Gsioan solution see Grice (1976).

“! Neale (1992) p.550

“2See e.g. Avramides (1997) for elaboration on thgested ‘repairs’.

43 See Grice’s Retrospective Epilogue (1989) p.299420 Grice’s speculative solution.

4 See e.g. Suppes (1986) p. 119-121 or Neale (19925-547. Avramides (1997) p.78: “At the end af thay, both kinds of
counter-example to the necessity of the analys{spgaker) meaning can be accommodated eithentyra careful
understanding of the example or a small emendaditime analysis.”

“ Neale (1992) p.514-515

46 See e.g. Avramides (1997) §6 for the sufficientthe Gricean analysis, §7 for the necessity. 388432006) for a discussion
of the difference between Neo- and Post-Griceanaeaming.For a general discussion on this subject sedgogin (2000,
chapter 7), Miller (2007, chapter 7), Grandy andrivéa (1986, §1), Doerge and Siebel (2008; espgaalimeaning and
communication) or Chapman (2005, chapter 4).

47 See e.g. Saul (2002a) p.232
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following chapters. In the next paragraph | withlebrate on Grice’s aims lrogic and Conversatiom
which he, besides forwarding his ideas on implicegustates some important ideas concerning rationa

behavior which raises the need to be clear on vahatthe audience plays.

§2.2 Logic and conversation

At this point we have a basic outline of what Gsceleas on ‘meaning’ are. In this section | will
discuss Grice’'s second famous article, in which esomportant remarks are made in order for us to
answer our question on the role the audience playgic and Conversatiostarts by pointing to a
supposed distinction, “widely accepted by philogagh in meaning between formal devices, defended
by “formalists” and natural-language, defended mfdrmalists”. All formal devices seem to have a
counterpart in natural language, but applying theath to the same sentences sometimes intuitively
changes our ideas on their truth-value. In forragld the sentence ‘Peter took of his shoes, and tgen
bed’ (Peter took of his shoes V Peter went to hedjue whichever sentence comes first; as long as
Peter went to bed and Peter took of his shoesattettue, the conjunctive sentence is true. In nadtu
language something different seems to be the ddse natural language sentences ‘Peter took of his
shoes and went to bed’ and ‘Peter went to bed aok of his shoes’ seem to require two different
scenarios to make these sentences true; eitheehetavbed first or he took his shoes of first. Mthis

in mind, Grice sets out his tasklingic and Conversatioas follows:

I wish rather two maintain that the common assuomptif the contestants that the divergences
do in fact exist is (broadly speaking) a mistake] that the mistake arises from an inadequate
attention to the nature and importance of the dtrdi governing conversatioff.

Grice wishes to explain that what is conveyed/iegblinted at by an utterer might not always be
coinciding with the level of what is said (semasficsometimes what an utterer tries to convey rest
attributed to another level (pragmatics). Gricestfirexplains what he labels ‘Conventional
Implicatures®. When | utter: “He’s a tool”, there are severaldimgs of what | meant by uttering this
sentence. Initially we could try to understand ‘demtence-meaning’ of “He is a tool” with whatewves
can grasp without the particular context: somebadyerson or animal, is at this time, e.g. either
compared with or used as a tool. In accountingtlier ‘utterance-meaning’ (or ‘what is said’), it is
somehow specified who the referent is, when theratice was uttered and what is meant with the
particular words in a phras&Thus, for example, ‘He’s a tool’ could be spedifias: Albert Visser is
using himself as a hammer, putting up a gardergéngd in his backyard. But, when | utter ‘Peter took
of his shoes and went to bed’ or ‘Peter went to &medl took of his shoes’ there might be no diffeeenc

between both at the level of what is said accorttinGrice. But, there is another level at whichré¢his

“8 Grice (1975) p.24
49 Implicature is a sort of blanket term for implyiegggestin/indicating. See Grice (1969a)
%0 | will elaborate on ‘utterance-meaning’ in the helapter.
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a difference; | conventionally implicated that thevas a certain chronological order in which these
events took place by using the word ‘and’ (thisasnehow conventional in our language population).

The following should clarify what Grice is trying £xplain. Some readers will know that there
also is a different understanding of “He is a toethereby what is meant is probably more or less: H
is a typical male. When |, for example, utter: “l4ea tool”, while watching Albert Visser showingshi
muscles by crunching a tin of beer on his head}Wwhaan (with the right sort of intentions in pdds
not at all the same ashat | said This is due to conventions (which | have to expede recognizable
by my audience) about particular sentences. Bedaaitbe conventional way ‘He is a tool’ works inrou
language, Grice calls these ‘Conventional Implioesu In this case, what | said (the utterance-
meaning) differs from what | meant (but both ‘wistsaid’ and what is conventionally implicated is
‘conventional’ in a certain sens¥).

The other effort inLogic and Conversatiois in putting forward an account of what Gricelgal
‘Conversational Implicatures® The following example should make clear what thesglicatures are
basically about: I'm talking to Menno Lievers anddk him, “What about Visser’s published paper on
Kripke in NoO®” and Lievers replies: “Some journals aren’'t whaty used to be”. Though strictly
Lievers has said nothing about Visser's paper, {8 aeem to grasp some additional information
Lievers tries to make known to us: Visser’'s pagena good. We should notice the difference between
conventional and conversational implicatures; cotie@al implicatures are due to conventions | expec
to be in place about particular sentences, whilé wonversational implicatures this is not the caise
all. In short: “He is a tool” can only be undersiomy my audience if they know about this convention
being there; in some sense it has become a (moesgy normal way to convey that somebody is a
typical male. But, in the case of conversationgblioatures this is not the case. “Some journals’'are
what they used to be” has no such conventionalitigepnly used this way on this particular ocoasi
If | utter “He is a tool” in a random place, bystlens might start looking for a typical male, jukel|
expect them to look for danger when | utter “Wataht”. But, | don’t expect anybody to think that
Visser’s paper is not that good, because | uttent& journals aren’t what they used to be” in myaloc

supermarket. Neale:

The principal difference between a conventional armbnversational implicature is that the
existence of a conventional implicature dependsnufiee presence of some particular
conventional device (such as 'but', 'moreoveil),'syet’, or heavy stress) whereas the
existence of a conversational implicature doesthot.

The existence of conversational implicatures $iing intuitive, we need some explanation to make
this plausible. For conversational implicaturesbéomore than intuitive, Grice first elaborates dmatv

he thinks are the general conditions of commuracalie thought “inadequate attention” was given to.

*1 Modified example from Grice (1975) p.25. With B4@005, §10) | agree that Grice’s notion of coni@mdl implicatures
seems rather unnecessary, but, | will follow Ghieee for now.

52With Saul (2002b) | agree 1) that this idea hamétiate appeal, and 2) many misunderstandings &eerist, although | think
Saul is actually forwarding some herself as we sék later on. See also e.g. Neale (forthcomingBmr Davis (1994) on the
existence of several misunderstandings of Gricias in general.

% Neale (1992) p.524. “He is a tool” of course dtssuch a conventional device.
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Conversational implicatures arise, according t@&rfrom certain general features of discodf€@rice

sets out the following as a first approximationttafse general features:

Our talk exchanges do not normally consist of @&ession of disconnected remarks, and would
not be rational if they did. They are characteraty, to some degree at least, cooperative
efforts; and each participant recognizes in themsdme extent, a common purpose or set of
purposes, or at least a mutually accepted directjon] at each stage, some possible

conversational moves would be excluded as convensally unsuitable®

This is a very important part of Grice’s ideas frto note in order to answer our main questiom. Fo
Grice, communication is a rational enterprise, Wwhidghlights the fact that they are cooperative to
some extent. From this observation Grice extragiergeral principle which he labels t@®operative

Principle which he normally expects people to observe

Make your conversational contribution such as guired, at the stage at which it occurs, by

the accepted purpose or direction of the talk-emghan which you are engaget.

This principle should be seen as a principle thateady adhere to in uttering anything; it is twva

tacitly do (and should do) when uttering somethifigom this Cooperative Principle, Grice extracts a
set of maxims, which should normally be adheredliinough not obeying one of them should not be
confused with not being cooperative in Grice's téchl sense. Grice places the maxims in the

following categories:

1) Quantity: e Make your contribution as informative as is reqdiféor the current
purposes of the exchange).
e Do not make your contribution more informativerthia required.
(Clarification: while mending a car and asking fourf screws, don't

give me two or six)

2) Quiality: e The super maxim: Try to make your contribution tme is true.
And more specific:
e Do not say what you believe to be false.
e Do not say that for which you lack adequate evigen
(Clarification: If | need sugar don’t give me salt| need a spoon don't
give me a trick spoon)

3) Relation: e Be relevant.

(Clarification: if | am mixing a cake don’t hand rae oven cloth)

4) Manner: e The super maxinBe perspicuous.
And more specific

e Be brief.

* Grice (1975) p.26.
% Grice (1975) p.26
%6 Grice (1975) p.26.
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e Be orderly.
e Avoid ambiguity.
e Avoid obscurity of expression.

(Clarification: make clear what your contributiojrls

These maxims should not be taken as a strict saile$ people in communication should adhere to.
They should better be interpreted as guidance invesation. Grice expects that the general
Cooperative Principle and maxims are operating wag they do, not just because of the simple
observationthat they seem to be in place, but because thitisnal: those who care about achieving
certain goals in communication will only have anehest in participating in communication that is
profitable, and this seems only possible underag®mimption that communication takes place obeying

certain general principles:

So | would like to be able to show that observatibthe Cooperative Principle and maxims
is reasonable (rational) along the following lintsat anyone who cares about the goals that
are central to conversation/communication (suchging and receiving information,
influencing and being influenced by others) mustelxpected to have an interest, given
suitable circumstances, in participation in talkleanges that will be profitable only on the
assumption that they are conducted in general daoce with the Cooperative Principle and

the maxims®

From this we can conclude that all rational attesvgitcommunicating are done to convey certain M-
intentions (although the exact definition mightlstary), because there is no rational reason yadr
communicate if we are not trying to be cooperatoveome extent. This formulation seems problematic
(and it might be to some extent), but we shouldceadthat a need for cooperation probably came first
historically and as soon as we want to be cooperatte should only try to communicate with
something like the intentions Grice had in mind. 8ve not trying to be cooperative if we don't 1yéa
the intention of inducing a certain belief in ourdgéence (if not: why utter anything?), 2) have the
intention for them to recognize this intentionr{dt: why utter anything?) and 3) have the intenfimn
their response to be partly due to their recogmitdd our intention (if not: why utter anything?).
Chapman notes the following remarks on Grice’s &xation of cooperation being rationalliogic and
Conversation

This is a wordy explanation, and also a troublesorme It seems to create a loop linking the
aim of explaining cooperation to an account of @sation as dependent on cooperation, a
loop from which it does not successfully escapee Tihk between reasonableness and
cooperation is far from explicit. Neverthelesssthassage offers Grice’s account of his own

preferences in seeking an answer to the questientbe status, and hence the motivation,

" Neale (1992) p.524. Presentation slightly adjuftethe sake of clarity. The clarifications aregmhrased from Grice (1975)
p.28-29. Grice also thinks other maxims might bedeel, but doesn’t elaborate on this. In second@nature there are quite a
few errors in stating Grice’s maxims. In Grice'srfaulation, we have four categories in which the imaxare placed. The maxim
‘Be relevant’ falls within theategoryof Relationin Grice’s original phrasing, but in secondargdéture it is often noted under
the category oRelevanceThis is a minor error and the latter formulatgbrould work just as well (although it does seershtow
that a lot of articles written on this subject based on secondary literature). See also Horn 30648 for some confusion on
the interpretations of reasons for Grice in stalirgmaxims.

%8 Grice (1975) p. 29-30
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for the Cooperative Principle. His preference, patérly his reference to ‘rational

behaviour, was to prove important in the subseqdemélopment of his work.

| think Chapman is right in her observation, butddn’'t have time to enter this discussion here.
Discussing Grice’s work on rationality and the natof value that plays a big part in it would taleto

far away from our present purpd8d=or now we should notice that for Grice, beingorl is for us to

be cooperative to a certain extent. But, this te@imotion of cooperation should not be confuséith w
the more practical connotation of ‘cooperation'which cooperating would mean being as helpful as

we can be in communication. As Davies notes:

What Grice (1975) does not say is that interact$oitooperative’ in the sense which is found
in the dictionary. In fact [...] it could be argudthat the existence of this pattern of behaviour
enables the speaker to make the task of the hearer difficult; speakers can convey their
intentions by a limitless number of utterances imslup to the hearer to calculate the utterer’s
intention. It would seem from this that the CP @& mbout making the task of the hearer
straightforward; potentially it is quite the reverdt allows the speaker to make their utterance
harder, rather than easier, to interpret: speakensomit information or present non-literal

utterances, anelxpect hearers to do the extra work necessary terstahd thenf

We should pay careful attention to the last semeincthe quote above in answering our primary
guestion. Weexpectour hearers to do the extra work (for reasonooperativeness in Grice’s technical
sense), which entails our expectancy of thmimg able to do sat does not entail our audience’s ability
to actually being able to dthe extra work. With this in mind it is still pabke to M-intend something
without the right uptake by our audience takingcplain miscommunication something is still meant,
but not communicated. In a more general senseCtdwperative Principle just seems to expect from
utterers as rational behavior to try to communidétes utter something) only insofar as we want our
intentions to be able to be understood by our agdieWe should not only intend for our audience to
recognize this intention; it must also be recodolizaThere is nho need to communicate if we donhtwa
and expect our M-intentions to Ipessiblyconveyed (although this should not be confusedi tviting
cooperative in the more practical sense). The Cabpe Principle should be seen as a ‘default
position’ both utterer and audience expect to obteien something is uttered by somebody. In short:
the utterer should only utter anything to M-intepaimething that is recognizable and the audience
should expect him to do so too (unless clear reatmthink otherwise). Very roughly we could sagtth
Grice tries to explain the following: as soon amething is uttered there is something meant byeeith
saying or implicating it. Although no clear evidencan be found in Grice’s work for this interpratat

(in short: in communication there is always somghineant), it is at least in line with the intetptesn

offered by Neale:

In his William James Lectures, Grice proposes tckema distinction within the "total

signification" of a linguistic utterance betweenhat [U] hassaid (in a certain favored, and

¥ Chapman (2005) p.103
€ See e.g. Grandy and Warner (1986) §3 ‘Psychaibgicplanation and meaning’ p.15-27
&1 Davies (2007) p.2310. My italics.
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maybe in some degree artificial, sense of "saiaty what [U] hasmplicated (e.qg., implied,
indicated, suggested)" (p. 118). (1) Although thieneo explicit textual evidence on this matter,
it is at least arguable that a specification oftie¢al signification" of an utterance x made by U

is for Grice the same thing as a specification b&wJ meant by uttering®.

Although Neale’s primary concern here is the taliision of ‘meaning’ in what is said and what is
implicateditself, he also highlights the fact thah utterances to be separated in either one of them;
thus, in uttering something, something was meant.

Not obeying one of the maxims is no immediate evidefor a failure to adhere to the
Cooperative Principle, although it may seem likatiffirst glance: this can be done for other reason
while still being cooperative. Failing to fulfill maxim can be done in several ways. Besides 1}lguie
violating a maxim, whereby: misleading takes placep@jing out whereby: somebody is ending the
conversation and 3) failing to fulfill because aflashof maxims, whereby: obeying one maxim is only
possible by disobeying another, we can alsfiolit a maxim, as in blatantly failing to fulfill it, woh
especially gives rise to conversational implicasur€his must all be seen as being cooperative in

Grice’s technical sense. Davies:

If an utterance does not appear to conform tortieslel [...] then we do not assume that the
utterance is nonsense; rather, we assume that @nopaiate meaning is to be inferred. In
Grice's terms, a maxim has been flouted, and anli¢atpre generated. Without such an
assumption it would not be worth a co-interactanvesting the effort needed to interpret an

indirect speech aét.

In flouting a maxim an utterer seems able to odegfahe maxims, bubbviouslyisn't obeying all of
them. The utterer must expect his audience to éxpecto be cooperative, even though this might not
be so at the level of what is said. Generating rvexsational implicature in this way is what Grice
labelsexploitationof a maxim®* In exploitation an utterer is being cooperativet im a rather unusual
way for other reasons. In addition, | think it mportant to note that e.g. uttering something which
would obviously ‘end’ a conversation the utterestdl being cooperative in the more technical sens

which Grice forwarded. The following example canftwend in Davies:

Ais a faculty member in an English department; B iew member who has been employed

as a poet to teach creative writing. The convaraatikes place at a departmental party.

A: What sort of poetry do you write?

B: Name me six poets. [said aggressively]

This exchange can scarcely be considered ‘coopetdti the non-technical sense: it is

evidently unhelpful, and is certainly leading tardfication and repair (in an interpersonal

2 Neale (1992) p.520. Neale is referring to Gricsdies in the way of words

% Davies (2007) p. 2309-2310

% Grice (1975) p.30. Cruse (2000) p.358 summartze®xkploitation of maxims as follows: “The seconechmanism involves a
deliberate flouting of the maxims, which is intedde be perceived as deliberate by the heareigttthe same time as none the
less intending a sincere communication, that &g without abandonment of the co-operative ppieci
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sense). However, the implication is obvious. Thera flout of the maxim of relevance here,
and B’s reply implicates that A's question is notrtlicanswering because A knows nothing
about poetry. So, B’s utterance is not ‘cooperatibet it fits the model for interpretation

suggested by the CP.

If we are M-intending our dislike to communicateyénrther (at least on a certain question), wd stil
want this to be understandable by our audienceansebeing cooperative in the more technical sense.

Grice now characterizes conversational implicatasefollows:

A man who, by (in, when) saying (or making as isty) that P has implicated that Q, may be
said to have conversationally implicated that Qvjated that (1) he is to be presumed to be
observing the conversational maxims, or at leastGhoperative Principle; (2) the supposition
that he is aware that, or thinks that, Q is reglireorder to make his saying or making as if to
say P (or doing so ithoseterms) consistent with this presumption; and &) $peaker thinks

(and would expect the hearer to think that the leprethinks) that it is within the competence of

the hearer to work out, or grasp intuitively, tie supposition mentioned in (2) is requiféd.

This formulation is a bit tricky. The first part tfie sentence already states something to be imgdic
(“A man who, by (in, when) saying (or making astdf say) that P_hasnplicated that Q"), but the
second part is formulated as if there still habealecided ifanything was implicated (may be said to
haveconversationally implicated that Q). This chardetgion is meant by Grice to be about the Q part
(what it is that is implicated) and not abdlierebeinga conversational implicature (the existence of an
implicature is all on behalf of the utterer as will see further on). This type of confusion canilyas
arise, because Grice is trying to expléinan audiencenvhat implicatures are, but there also is an
audience present in his examples. To disable thas & misunderstanding Grice should probably lette
have talked about himself (e.g. “l, by saying Pehamplicated Q etc, etc.”), because the part isuabo
the reasoning of the utterer hims¥lfAgain: adhering to the Cooperative Principle is thefault
position which we all tacitly assume to be in place

Clause (1) might likewise cause some misunderstgndihis formulation also leaves room for
different interpretations with a subtle nuance. ‘idl¢o be presumed” might be understood to be about
active ‘presuming’ in the audience on the specific oamasbut it might equally be understood to be
about our (the readers of this article) ‘presumiafout the utterer to act in accordance with the
Cooperative Principle (thus: the default positidrthe Cooperative Principle to obtain for both rete
and audience). | think Grice is here saying that(tive audience of the lecture/article) should thike
granted that neither the utterer or the hearehisndccasion has reasons to doubt the defaultipodi
be in place; so it is in place. What is importamtnbte is that everybody is always presumed to be
observing the Cooperative Principlajlessclear reasons to think otherwise; this is the uléfaosition
and no active presuming is to be done by the audianm this stage. “He is to be presumed”, should be

interpreted in this explanation as (more or le3$)e’ utterer igienuinelytrying to convey something” so

% Davies (2007) p.2314.
€ Grice (1975) p.30-31
57 Grice should have probably talked in first persmbe more clear; less misunderstandings wouldgingtoccur.
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thatwe can assume the default position to obtain (itaserike a ‘situation sketch’ in some sense). The
latter reading seems to be more in accordanceowitlearlier findings that in communicatisomething
must be meant by an utterer in uttering sometfondpim to be acting rationaltyeverybody who utters
something is presumed to be observing the Cooperdtiinciple,unlessthey have clear reasons to
expect otherwise. As soon as somebody utters sargetih is rational to passively assume him to be
trying to convey something (again: why utter anythotherwise?). If we take this latter interpretati
what this clause secures is just thamnethingvas actually meant by the utterer on this occasSibere

is no ‘active’ role played by the audience; theensl only ‘passive’.

Grice expands on three general groups of conversdtimplicatures: Group A) where no
maxim seems to be violated; Group B) where a maidnviolated but this is explained by the
supposition of a clash with another maxim and; @rQ) where exploitation takes place; a maxim is
flouted on purpose, apparently violating a maximmgénerate a conversational implicature. In conhtras
with conventional implicatures, conversational iroglures have the feature of being able to be "adrk
out’. In the ‘He’s a tool’ example there is no wafyworking out from what was said that ‘Albert Véss
is a typical male’. We can only understand thigrfionowing the conventional meaning of this sentence
in this typical way. Grice summarizes a general rapph (a general pattern) for working out

conversational implicatures:

“He has said that P; there is no reason to supgizgehe is not observing the maxims, or at
least the Cooperative Principle; he could not bagldhis unless he thought that Q; he knows
(and knows | know that he knows) that | can see tifve supposition that he thinks that Q is
required; he has done nothing to stop me thinkiiag ©; he intends me to think, or is at least
willing to allow me to think, that Q and so he haplicated that Q%

But, although the stating of this ‘general patt&might suggest a fair amount of work to be done by
the audience for an implicature to arise; thisasthe case. The general pattern is what an utteiggnt
reasonably take his audience to undertake; itisbout the active working out of the implicatusethe

audience. Neale:

A necessary condition on conversational implicatutbat is intimately connected to
condition (3) is that they aratended.This follows, if not from condition (3), at leasbfn

the fact that (a) what U implicates is part of wihtmeans, and (b) what U means is
determined by U's communicative intentions. A heanay think that, by saying that p, U
has conversationally implicated that q (A may eterne reasoned explicitly in the manner
of (i)-(vii) above). But if U did not intend the iripation in question it will not count as a
conversational implicature. This point has, | thileen missed, or at least insufficiently

appreciated, in much of the literatufe.

All Grice expects from an utterer to implicate sdiieg isfor himto think his audience iable to work

this out by following something like the think perth forwarded by Grice. The audience doeaattially

8 Grice (1975) p.31.
& Grice (1975) p.31
" Neale (1992) p.528. See also Bach (2005) p.23
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have to do so. It is the utterer that does theioaphg, the audience only has a passive role. Big,
passive role does have a serious effect on whaitttarer can M-intend. An utterer can (and should)
have different expectations about the abilitiedifferent audiences to work this out: a five ye& o
child or a mentally disabled person can normallytr@expected to have the same abilities as am tadul
work out an implicature. The misunderstanding oe thle of the audience can be highlighted by

forwarding an example by Jennifer Saul with whodisagree on an important part:

The presence of clause (3) guarantees that thdrbevcases in which the audience is wrong
about what is conversationally implicated. Imagiioe,example, that | believe my student Fred
to be applying for a job as a typist. | write aemeihce for him, discussing only his typing
abilities and punctuality, as | think these arettlés his potential employers are interested in.
actually think that Fred is a fine philosopher, Bution’t take that to be relevant to his
prospective employers’ concerns. Sadly, I've beasinformed, and Fred is applying for a
philosophy job. The audience will take me to hawewersationally implicated that Fred is a
poor philosopher. But | certainly did not think thiaé audience was capable of working this out
from my utterance — | don't believe that Fred ipaor philosopher, and if I'd thought the
audience would arrive at this conclusion, | woutd have made the utterance that | did. Clause
(3), then, fails to be satisfied. This means thatutterance did not implicate that Fred is a poor

philosopher’?

| can agree with Saul that in this case we don’'t havgeauine example of an implicature. But, |
disagree with Saul on the reasehy. For Saul this isn't a conversational implicatusecause in the end
she didn’'t expect her audience to be able to warktbe supposedmplicature (Fred being a poor
philosopher). Supposed is in italics for a speaiiason: there actually is no implicature and nevees,
because thergrvasn’'t meant to be ond&Vhen Saul wrote (uttered) about Fred’s typinglitsds and
punctuality, she intended here audience to takenoeds (more or less) literally. But, to generate a
implicature, she should have (e.g.) intended hdreguge to recognize that she blatantly failed tfilifa
maxim (exploitation) by uttering anything of whishe thinks her audience will be able to recogni&e a
such. Saul didn'hotimplicate anything, because she didn't expectehatience to be able to work out
that Fred is a poor philosopher, but Saul didn’plicate anything, because there was nothing to be
worked outin the first place She should have intended the implicature foroitbe there. Saul's
retrospective misjudgment of the particular ocaasibanges nothing about here earlier M-intenti¢ms.
short: If an utterer doesn'’t intend to implicatersthing, then there is no implicature. There is som
reason for Saul to think this might not be the case | think this comes from overestimating anleac
formulation by Grice (probably due to the ‘explaigisituation’) on conversational implicatures at a

place where this is not the genuine subject ofttiele:

[...] what is implicated is what it is required thate assume a speaker to think in order to

preserve the assumption that he is following thep@cative Principle (and perhaps some

" Saul (2002b) p.350
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conversational maxims as well), if not at the levelvhat is said, at least at the level of what

is implicated’?
From this (she quoted the above part right befSee)l concludes:

Far from seeming like a part of what the speakeamnsg conversational implicatures,
according to this, are entirely removed from thatoa (or possibly even awareness) of
speakers. What is conversationally implicated i mdat the speaker is trying to
communicate via the assumption that she is follgwtime Cooperative Principle, but what

the audience must assume the speaker to thinklér & maintain this assumptih.

This conclusion is wrong. In the opening part as trticle, Grice is explaining what he forwardedhis
audiencethus far in his William James Lectures. He is gioing an exact definition of conversational
implicatures; he's is giving a short reminder ts hudience (which the rest of the text makes clear)
Grice is talking to his audience about another enct, which confuses thindsThe formulation of the
reminder is probably a little off (if it was to leedefinition), but Saul could have known this was an
exact definition. First 1) it seems very likely (as have seen above) that Grice meant implicatiores
be meant by an utterer because of the Cooperatimeifite and second 2) Grice also forwarded a very
important feature which all conversational implicas must posses: cancelabilityGrice’s idea on
cancelability in short: conversational implicatuczs) be canceled by the utterer after generatiegth

We can explain this by elaborating on the earfiarty/work’ example in the introduction (to repeat)

2: A: Are you going to Paul's party?

B: | have to work®

A is supposed to think B will not be able to corndhe party (to be sure: this is what B implicated
matter if A actually understands). But, B might adfter short additional deliberation (B now
remembers the party being postponed by a day or“Bo} | think | will be able to make it”. The
implicature B originally meant to convey is theredgncelled (but it was still meant in the first qga
Since it is clearly impossible to cancel somethafigvhich you have no idea of it being there (ea@uy
cannot cancel a hotel reservation of which you hawgeidea it exists), utterers mubt-intend
conversational implicatures for this feature to ineplace. Conversational implicatures cannot be
“entirely removed from the control of speakers” @aul argues, because this would deny their
cancelability. It might be a little strange to deswy implicature you have just intended to be thbug,
certain situations might put an utterer in justtswc situatiorf” With Neale we can agree on the

following:

2 Grice (1969a) p. 86

% Saul (2002a) p.230

" See e.g. Davis (2007) p.1659

® See e.g. Grice (1978) (p.44)

6 Adapted from Davis (2010) §1

" Besides changing your mind after deliberating @n your schedule, the following might just do: Yoverlooked your mother
in law being in the same room when replying on astjon about her with the following words: ‘I thirshe'd look great on a
cemetery’ (intending to implicate that you donkdihere), then 2) spotting her and then 3) camegtie implication by saying
“She always looks great when wearing black). Sopeeuslation: the cancelability of implicatures migtttually be good reason
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Saul bases these and other claims on rather biidkezadings of selected passages in
Grice’s published work and appears to overlookh@h the readings and the consequent
arguments) the importance of the following to Geaaroject: (i) thecooperative naturef
typical talk exchanges and its rational underpigsir{ii) theepistemic asymmetnf speaker
and hearer, which engenders different theorettmltions when switching perspectives; (iii)
thereciprocalor dovetailed naturef these perspectives, including the fact themaéant to

be a default assumption that, in the absence afeace to the contrary, (a) the audience
presumes the speaker to be operating in accordsititehe Cooperative Principle, and (b)
the speaker presumes the audience to be so-pragu(ivip the severe constraints beliefs
placeon the formation of intentions; and (v) the facttthe communicative intentions Grice
is concerned with (so-called M-intentions) are &adience-directed(b) intended to be
recognised, and so (c) severely constrained bysgieaker's beliefs about thaudience
towards whom the intentions themselves are diredtegarticular his beliefs about the
likelihood of his intentiondeing recognizetly the audience. (What the audience is to think
and infer is an important part of the full storyoabthe speaker’s communicative intentions:
what the speaker can M-intend is largely determimgavhat he can expect his audience to
think and infer.3®

Point i is in my eyes more or less equivalent Ron't talk if you don’t want to convey any intenti®

on the basis of the recognition of this intentiauyvant to induce a response/belief in your audi€as
noted in various phrasings earlier on).’ This ist jilne rational nature behind trying to communidated
Saul certainly expected this to be in place wheitingr about Fred’s typing abilities and punctug)ity
Point ii seems (I'm not sure on my interpretatitmpe about the same as noted above when | digtusse
the particular occasion on which Grice forwarde@ tformulation of conversational implicatures.
Explaining something to an audience as difficulttidis is very hard to keep up without sometimes
accidentally confusing perspectives. At point i wan see Neale also making more or less the same
point as noted earlier about the ‘presuming pamt'tlee Cooperative Principle in clause 1 of Grice's
characterization of conversational implicaturese Tgresuming’ is not really active in the sense tra
audience is tactivelythink about this at the moment; it's what we expeaeneral to be the case (as
Neale notes: it is theefault positiof. People (audience and utterer) are in normalnistances always
presuming this: it is only when there are obvioaasons to think otherwise. The following might
clarify: On a first encounter with somebody withuFette syndrome (of which we do not know yet) we
will still expect an utterance of vulgar words garptom of Tourette syndrome labelled ‘coprolalier)

be uttered to M-intend something. As soon as wanksomebody to have Tourette syndrome, we will
not expect this in the same way for every utteramcgmore. Part iv is about the constraints on the
formation of intentions: e.g. | cannot intend tadme a prime number or intend to digest food thhoug
my lungs. In short: | cannot intend what | beligugossible (because it would be strange to expect

others to work this —the something | think is imgibge- out)’® Part v is about the importance of the

for using implicatures: what you meant is probaelss straightforward and therefore less ‘strongh@ugh you meant it, it is
probably easier to withdraw what you meant by aplizature than by what you meant by what you si@id;ertain situations;
politicians seem to love them for that reason)

8 Neale (2005) p.181-182 footnote 30.

9 Paraphrased from Neale (2005) p.181
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constraints that ensures some intentions to berimpsible because they are not recognizable. Bhis i
more or less a summary of part of what | have kegng to forward only roughly above about the
passive role of the audient®.

Davis notes the following on Saul’'s misunderstagdabout implicatures being meant (which

also strengthens the reading forward above):

Saul [...] also claims that “speaker intentions amavhere mentioned” in the full Theoretical
Definition quoted above. She observes, as | diat, tiothing in clauses (1)—(3) entails that the
speaker has any intentions. But these do not exhhestefiniens. The passage quoted from
“Logic and Conversation” [...] clearly tell us th&t)—(3) are the conditions under which a man
who has implicated p may be said to have conversalty implicated p. Since “implicate” for
Grice means “mean (imply, suggest) without sayinghich entails that the speaker has certain
intentions, this tells us that the intentions neaegfor meaning (implying, suggesting) are also

necessary for conversationally implicatftg.

What we have seen emerging is that the audienges pldpassive’, but also rather crucial role in M-
intending: If | genuinely think my audience is altiteinfer that | want to convey that the Pope is a
Muslim by uttering “I would like five please” in given context, than this is what | have meant. This
might be a rather extreme hypothetical case (atwhit see any reason for it to work on any occasion

but it isn't impossibleger se Neale:

So without some stagesettily cannot mean that Jones is no good at philosophy by
producing the sentence ‘Jones has excellent hatiogvrand is always punctual’, for

example, or by reproducing the mating call of s@xetic bird®

Back to our earlier example of the conversatiomgilicature by Lievers. What must be intended is thi
particular example? Thus, for Lievers to M-intehe implicature about Visser’s paper, he should also
intend us to recognize this implicature and exjpscto be able to do so. He should expect us tdlee a
to reason more or less as follows: | (Lievers)ndtéo communicate the implicature (this is whatdam
and think possible) that Visser’s paper is not tiadd, by saying “Some journals aren’t what thegdus
to be”, because W (my audience) has 1) no reasostsaver to expect I'm opting out of the
conversation and 2) the irrelevance of my utteraiscenly apparent if W supposes me to mean
something like, ‘Visser’s paper is not that gooddd know that W knows that | know that W is alde t
work this out. Now, If Lievers expects this all be possible, hés implicating that Visser’s paper on
Kripke is not that good by saying “Some journalksréirwhat they used to be”. My actual understanding
of the implicaturego be theredoesn’t matter for it tdbe implicated. Again we can see there toar®le

to be played by the audience, but this would agairpassive’ (but crucial at the same time); Lisver

only has toexpectW to be able to work out his implicature. He hasssumesome thingabout W (in

8 See e.g. also Horn (2004) p.1 for the “categoritiatake” to attribute implicatures to hearersemtsnces, or Bach (2001b)
p.29-31

%1 Davis (2007) p.1659-1660. Davis is referring tel§2002a) p.237. Although this part supports titerpretation forwarded
here, Davis also puts forward several points dfotsim on Grice’s ideas in this article.

82 Neale (2005) p.181
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short: W being able to understand what he meang)hé already has to assume théfore uttering
anything.

Thus far, these were all what Grice labels ‘patéiciconversational implicatures’. Grice
contrasts these with ‘generalonversational implicatures’, which should not bguated with
conventional implicatures (although this may be dhasometimes). All examples of general
conversational implicatures by Grice are generatethe use of ‘a’ followed by a possessive noun. In
all of these cases it is possible to take theéay.(‘a house’) as ‘his/her’ (e.g. ‘his/her housbgcause
people normally posses (have a specified relatpthese things. For example, if | say: “Menno laey
went toa house yesterday”, | will not expect my audiencedomally equate this with ‘Menno Lievers
went to his house yesterday’, but probably with ‘Menno Lievavent to somebodlse’s house
yesterday’. The same goes for: “Albert Visser istitgga woman tonight”. Grice puts forward the next

account for these types of conversational implicsgu

When someone, by using the form of expression amplicates that the X does not belong to
or is not otherwise closely connected with sometifiable person, the implicature is present
because the speaker has failed to be specific, thithconsequence that it is likely to be

assumed that he is not in a position to be spé€ific

So, general conversational implicatures differ frotonventional implicatures and particular
conversational implicatures, although the first tiypes may be easily confus&dAgain, the
implicature must be intended for it to be therel #aid “Albert Visser is meeting woman tonight”
without the intention (and thus the expectancy)tfos to be recognized as “Albert Visser is meeting
anotherwoman (than his wife) tonight” this isn't implicad.

The literature on Grice's account of meaning, th@ojierative Principle together with the
maxims and implicatures is enormous and confusihg. debate on Grice’s basic ideas is still ongoing
and several disagreements exist on what Griceasidetually amount to. Since the general problem of
this paper is in elaborating on the role of theiamck, | will not discuss these (other) issues laene
further®® For now it is important to note that what is meineither said or implicated and the role of
the audience is ‘passive’; they only play a roledetermining what M-intentions might possibly be
conveyed. In short: As soon as | utter anything,auglience has no role to play anymore in determinin
what | meant by either saying or implicating it.thre next chapter | will elaborate on the passiag p

played by the audience.

8 Grice (1975) p.38.

8 Grice (1975) p.37

% For a general discussion on implicatures seeGagker (2003, chapter 3), Lycan (2000, chaptent &ruse (2000, chapter
17). See Bach (2005) for some misunderstandingsplicatures.
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Chapter 3: The passive role of the audience

83.1 Choosing words

With Grice’s general ideas on meaning, implicatuard the rationality of cooperative communication
in the background, we can start accounting forpth&sive role the audience does actually play. imgus
words and sentences | have already been relyinguorgrasp of how we normally understand words
and sentences, and utterers in other circumstdraesto do the same.

For an audience to be able to understand utteneg@ning in effective communication we
need to understand why we should use particuladsvand sentences. Trying to convey M-intentions
would be a rather useless enterprise if an utteses random sounds, thereby establishing something
which we would call words, by which he tries to radis intentions known to an audience. As we have
seen in the previous chapter, the idea Grice faisvaim communication is that there is a way of
speaking which we all take as standard behavior.tde communication to be guided by several
maxims, but even if an utterance doesn't appedretso guided at first glance, we still assume the
utterance to be conveying a genuine M-intentionabee of the ‘Cooperative Principle’. As Davies
notes:

When we produce or hear an utterance we assumé thiditgenerally be true, have the right
amount of information, be relevant, and will be coed in understandable terms. If an
utterance does not appear to conform to this maeldeh we do not assume that the utterance is

nonsense; rather, we assume that an appropriatg@ngda to be inferred®

But, if I M-intend to communicate that ravens atachk, | won't get anyone to understand this by
uttering “Grieu plof eh” (assuming there is nobadymy audience for whom this utterance has any
clear meaning). In this case | have no reason whaés to think anybodis ableto understand what |
try to convey (strictly | have of course not ‘meaantything in the Gricean sense, since | don'tkhtris
recognizable and therefore do not utter anythitigd:words were made up by me so it would be rather
ignorant to think anybody could grasp what | trtedcommunicate (and a major coincidence if there
was somebody who could grasp this intention). Birice utterer's-meaning is primary in Grice's
account, our utterances must somehow also be tdhatifor the ‘standard meaning’ of the words |
chose to convey this. If words don’t have a ‘staddaeaning’, establishing what somebody meant by
either saying or implicating it seems impossilBut, this standard meaning has to ‘exist’ in sdnel

of way. Some theorists have forwarded the followingblem with Grice’s ideas about the primacy of

utterer’s-meaning in explaining sentence-meaning:

The idea of using utterer's meaning to explicatetesee meaning is thought by some
philosophers and linguists to conflict with the adthat the meaning of a sentence is a

function of the meanings of its parts (i.e., woralsd phrases) and their syntactical

8 Davies (2007) p.2309

8 This seems in some sense circular, but | dormiktitiis. | can start calling something an ‘Ipod’tty to communicate a M-
intention and people can start using this word ¥dwere after | can use it because | assume otlogigese it in the same way;
notbecause | initially used it this way. My reasoasdsing it have changed. I'll elaborate on thigHer on.
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organization. The worry here seems to be that Grigmject gets something "backwards":
surely any attempt to model how we work out whaheone means on a given occasion will
progress from word meaning plus syntax to sentemeaning, and from sentence meaning
plus context to what is said, and from what is gdits context to what is meant. And doesn't
this clash with Grice's view that sentence meansg@nalysable in terms of utterer's

meaning®

In the quote above we again see the need for som@fs‘normal meaning’; we need the words and
sentences to have a normal meaning before we tablisb what was meant by an utterer. But, where
does this normal meaning come from? It surely didmagically fall from the sky, because of our need
to communicate more effectively. Meaning Revisitedsrice elaborates on a specific way language
(use) came about in our human histStywill not try to explain all this right here (would take far to
long), but one important feature is extremely ral@vin arguing against people who are not willing t
accept the primacy of utterer's-meaning: what isni&ndedmusthave come into ‘existence’ before
anything we would label the ‘literal’ meaning of wis and sentences (eventually out of a certain need

to communicate). Suppes:

[Grice] has, in general terms, sketched the sengéhich his approach to meaning provides
a kind of prototheory of how language came abadt@me to be used. It seems to me that
an argument that this is not the correct order efetbpment can scarcely be taking
seriously. An account of the genesis of language Bupposed that first came literal
meaning and then, as a derivative from that, uteereeaning, seems hard to conceptualize
even in the barest and thinnest sort of outlinerelgulanguage must have begun from
attempts at communication between a few individuafg first these efforts at
communication did not have very much stability itérl meaning. Only slowly and after
much time did a stable community of users leadhéoabstract concept of literal meaning. in
fact, ‘abstract’ is exactly the right term, takenitis primitive sense. There is no hard and fast
platonic literal meaning that utterer’s attach teehmes to and play upon in their need for
dependence and shelter. The story surely is exdetlpther way around. Utterer's develop

similar meanings, but not identical meanifiys.

| think we have to agree with Grice and Suppeshismaccount of the genesis of language; what other
account could there be? Besides the primacy ofeuttemeaning, there are two other features that th
story suggests that are important to note in trg;ngommunicate M-intentions effectively: 1) theed

for choosing certain words or gestures to convey Mtintentions (we know our audience cannot
understand random words, sentences or gesturas}han?) the reasons why we should be choosing
particular words, sentences or gestured (the audience musthew be acquainted with th& It
seems only natural to assume that certain signsdso(that later evolved into words and sentences)
came into ‘existence’ because of the need to conwatemat a higher level then possible without them.

And this naturally invites the thought that usihgm and being successful (saying “look” would nawv b

8 Neale (1992) p.551

% Grice (1982) p.291-297.

 Suppes (1986) p.113. See also Grandy and War8i@6)h.15-27 on Grice’s story about the geneslarajuage.
L From now on | will only elaborate on words andtsenes.
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considered successful if somebody responds by ngokomewhere) contributed to their future use in
similar occasions. If somebody were to move frone gnoup to another group in both of which a
separate language evolved, it seems natural toresthese two features will emerge to him when gyin
to communicate.

| think we are now able to clarify the passive rile audience plays. We will start by looking
at the way translation works, because | think thi# clarify and strengthen the idea of utterer’s-
meaning as primary. Every time we use words anteseas in translation we personally choose certain
words and sentences to convey our M-intentionstharkby to induce a certain response in a specific
audience. If | want to convey the M-intention ofertain chair being black and | utter the wordsa(at
particular audience at a particular time) ‘This icha black’ or ‘Deze stoel is zwart’, | chose tkes
particular words with the M-intention to achieves tsame response, but in a different audience. When
using a sentence to convey what | M-intend in comication it is highly effective to use those spiecif
terms which | think my audience also regards eiffecto choose if they would want to M-intend
something similar; this is a matter of our knowledgbout certain conventions. More importantly: in
communication there always is an audience so iressgnse we are always translating our intentions to
communicate effectively: every word and sentence uiter is always chosen (although this may
sometimes be in a very weak sense) for a spec@oom a specific occasion if we want our M-intemio
to be conveyed and we have good reasons for chppositain words and sentences.

What | would like to M-intend is a subjective natibefore uttering; | only chooggrticular

words and sentences fosmmunicatingny M-intentions. Neale:

PersonA intends to communicate something to some otheropdds He selects a form of
wordsX that he thinks will, in the circumstances, get asrbis point (and, perhaps, also get

it across in some particular way or othegk)knows what he meansy uttering, ‘That’s his

bank,’” for example. He knowwhich thinghe meant by ‘that'who and what relationhe

meant by ‘his’ andvhathe meant by ‘bank?

But, actually conveying what | mean is ‘a best gffipproach’ and my choice for these words can be
ineffective: |1 canchooseparticular words, which | think would also be udggd my interlocutors for
conveying similar M-intentions in these situatiam®ngly, because they actually aren’t in my audiences
‘communicational repertoire’ (they are not avaiialbd them). But, | am still master wfhich words |
choose, because | am the authority on what | Mamhteith certain words and sentences; the words |
choose to communicate this with are only chosen donveying my M-intention effectively in
communication. My use could be ineffective, but tvhM-intend, (thus what | meant by either saying
or implicating it), would still be the same (as d¢oas | of course think my audience can somehow
recognize thisj® Since the Cooperative Principle is a rational gigite, we have reasons for choosing

certain words: we want communication to be effextiand choosing words that apossibly

2 Neale (2005) p.180. My underline.

9| can M-intend somebody to follow me by utteririgptiow me”, “Volg mij” (on which what | M-intend shuld be taken to be at
the level of what is said) or “Miles Davis is ateetrumpeter than Dizzy Gillespie” (on which what-intend should be taken to
be at the level of what was implicated); whichtedge will be effective will depend on my backgroimfdrmation, my specific
audience and context.
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understandabldy our audience creates our chance at successfuinanication. With Grice, we can
agree that trying to convey M-intentions is onlefus (and thereby allowed) if you think your audien

has at least a chance to grasp what you meant.afeMetes:

What U meant by uttering X is determined solely g communicative intentions; but of
course theformation of genuine communicative intentions by U is corisgd by U's
expectations: U cannot be said to utter X M-intagdh to ¢ if U thinks that there is very little

or no hope that U's production of X will resultAne-ing.>*

And, because human communication is only neededngey intentions, this condition must be met as
soon as we utter certain words to a certain audienith the Cooperative Principle in plate.
Communication wouldn’t be useful if we didn’t atakt want what we meant to be conveyed. This
doesn’t mean we always succeed, but it does mestn ds soon as we utter something for the right
reasons, we alsmantan audience to grasp what we meant (again; unimussattering of words by e.g.
people with Tourette syndrome does not count asgbeoperative).

This would all be rather problematic, if there wesreasonable way for ensuring the words we
chose tdoe effective in communicating our M-intentions. Buie have such reasons: a general meaning
of words and sentences is already more or leskaaepefore we where even born. How? The following
seems perfectly tenable: By choosing certain wéodsonvey an M-intention with certain superficial
features we strengthen, by having actually uttehege words in what we would afterwards consider
successful communication (which we must assume=tadhieved somehow for words to ‘stay around’
both generally and particularly) the ‘link’ in a paation (however small this might be) to use thme
words in tying to convey their M-intentions withmslar superficial feature¥. Nothing just is a ‘car’.
We choose the word ‘car’ in conveying (part of) diintention, because using this word seemed to be
successful on earlier occasions (our memory someposhes this up’) and we think other people
would also use this word in communicating M-intens with similar superficial features. Again: we
might be wrong. But, it doesn’t seem implausiblethnk that our memory somehow establishes a
stronger relation between M-intentions and certaords and sentences the more often they occur
together in successful communication (we might egee this as a supportive argument for the
conditioning of certain sentences to be in placarenon this later).

Since we are born in a community which already usetain words (‘a language’) it becomes
highly effective to use already ‘existing’ words @ommunicating similar M-intentions (instead of
creating sounds/words for conveying particular Memions which needed to be done when language
‘came about’). Why create your own words if certaiords already seem to be ‘in place’ and these were
actually effective (why would they else still beoand?) in conveying certain intentions in particula
situations? This all fits nicely with Grice’s ideabout the dependence of the meaning of words and

sentences on utterer’'s-meaning. Grice’s idea isals@ntence has its ‘timeless-meaning’ becausgieeo

% Neale (1992) p.552

% This also seems to be in accordance with the stooyt the genesis of language: although commumgctitem might be almost
impossible, it seems only rational to utter anyghira think it will be possible for my M-intentiarto be conveyed.

% When this link gets a certain status among sommabges of a population and this is acknowledgechbege members it can be
labelled ‘sentence-meaning’ (but it will still nbe ‘platonic’).
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have in their repertoire these sentences (not toonéused with what is meably uttering them) for

meaning something in specific situations:

For population group G, complete utterance-type &ans "p" iff (a) at least some (many)
members of G have in their behavioral repertoinesprocedure of uttering a token of X if they
mean that p, and (b) the retention of this prooedsifor them conditional on the assumption

that at least some (other) members of G have,\@ had, this procedure in their repertoites.

In short: sentences have a particular sentencerygaming x in a particular population, because a
significant part of the population have in theipeetoire a procedure for using a particular serggaad
words), to convey M-intention p and the particulse of the sentence (and words) p is kept in place,
under the assumption that other members of thelatipo also have this procedure in their repermire
For example: the words “Ravens are black” havesémence-type-meaning they have, because other
people use(d) this sentence for conveying the Mritibn of ravens being black (this is not meartheéo
circular). In general this must be something cotieaal which has grown over time and still is i@,

but can change. Grice:

It seems to me, then, at least reasonable and possiatymandatory, to treat the meaning of
words, or of other communication vehicles, as aratile in terms of features of word users or
other communicators; nonrelativized uses of “Meggifi are posterior to and explicable

through relativized uses involving references tordvausers or communicators. More

specifically, what sentences mean is what (stamglanders of such sentences mean by them;
that is to say, what psychological attitudes towaddat propositional objects such users
standardly intend (more precisely, m-intend) todpiee in hearers by sentence utterers or to

attitudes taken up by hearers towards the actvitfesentence utterets.

The availability of these words and sentences maigid itself in the degree of successfulness in
communication of conveying M-intentions by indivals earlier on, which establishes a certain
convention (and of course this is far more econatican trying to make up your own words every
time you want to convey a certain intention). Thare no good reasons for choosing “Grieu plof @h” t
convey ravens being black, because | should pigkisvthat seem understandable by my audience and |
have no reason to suspect this to be the casesti@tof” wasn't made available to me in the rigbtts

of way (there arao reasons whatsoevés think conveying my M-intentions will succeed bitering
this); nobody has ever done so that | know of.dbjably should have picked (certainly in cases where
context is lacking) “Ravens are black”, becausexgeet (‘know’ might be to strong, but something
stronger than ‘think’ will probably be the caseg¢s$b words will be effective. But, “Grieu plof endudd

in principle become a sentence in a particular faifmn to convey the M-intention of ravens being
black if there are reasons to expect this sentéacke more effective than any other words and
sentences. Since we have good reasons for choesimy and sentences that have already established a

certain convention in a population, this would Ewunlikely. The following example should clarify

 Neale (1992) p.353
% Grice (1987) p.350. See also e.g. Avramides (189%r Neale (1992) §6
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how a certain convention arises and thereby makaitahle reasons for choosing these particular word
and sentences:

The word ‘Gavagai’ (Quine) may come into existefigepointing to (what we would now
label) a rabbit, its parts or some other more d$jpefeiatures and uttering the word ‘Gavagai’. Weroat
know for sure what was meant by it on this occasiut for it to be used effectively it must somehow
be successful in communication to establish a icestaailability in a language community. If it neve
worked in the past, why would it work now (and #hés no reason for it to still exiSr? But,not being
able to specifyprecisely what this word itself exactly means dsreal trouble for communication to be
successful; no other criterion than being effecieems needed (What would it be?). If the useisf th
word in communication turned out to be flawed soovelon a particular occasion, we would also learn
something: it was used wrongbn this occasior{and if ‘Gavagai’ never is successful it will bece
‘extinct’). In short: for words to ‘survive’ in agpulation, (them being available for conveying agrt
M-intentions on certain occasions), we must asstivam to have a certain successful normal meaning,
no matter how vague it is (Why would a certain gapan keep on using it otherwise?).

For communicating with language to be effectiver oemory has to bring back certain
connections between M-intentions with certain sfipiat features and the use of certain words in
consciousness. This doesn’t entail that we neeca dand of criterion tdknowwe have applied theame
term as we did in M-intending something on eartiecasions. We don't need to have a private criterio
which establishes the connection between our wandsM-intentions again and again (Wittgenstein has
argued this to be impossible). We use these wardsantences from memory, because this is just what
our memory ‘pushes up’. We dorkhowif a certain utterance will be successful in conng our M-
intentions;we just think it will Only successful communication, after the momdnbw use of the
sentences, can be the judge of a right appliantBeo€hosen words, which is a public criterionahc
fail in several respects, but failing on some omas doesn’'t make this procedure ineffective (ignti
be the best we have).

It seems plausible to say that choosing certairds/for conveying certain M-intentions can be
conditioned over time and only require this conssiact of ‘choosing words’ in a very weak sensé (bu
the utteringitself must be done consciously for utterers to be abledhere to the Cooperative
Principle). Only when we choose words to commueicather specific M-intentions (thus: to produce a
certain response in our audience due to the rettogrof our intentions) in situations that don’trce
about that often, we choose these words and sessén@ stronger sen&8.For example, most of the
individuals who speak English seem to choose thelsviT his chair is black’ for communicating the M-
intention of a certain chair being black. In tryitmgconvey the M-intention of me wanting somethiog
model my hair with’ we could think (our memory ‘fes this up’) the words ‘Hand me a comb’ are
right for communicating it to our audience, althbugur audience would use the words ‘Pass me a
brush’ for conveying an M-intention with similarserficial features. If it turns out that there is real
big difference between the effective use of the, tewr act of conveying this M-intention with eithefr

the words will still be well enough to adhere te ttational goals of communication; their features

% As we all know, certain words have become exiim&nglish (and probably in other languages as)well
190 For example in e.g. learning other ‘languagesk merds and sentences due to new scientific researt8' century German
philosophy.
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probably have a certain overlap, which is suffitiem conveying my intentions on this particular
occasiort™ It doesn’t seem untenable that the use of wordkssemtences for the communication of
certain M-intentions becomes more specific when knowledge about certain areas advances, by
which our M-intentions can become more specificgbteast differ more form person to person). But
this doesn’t mean everybody has to use them invihgitto communicate successfutfy.

This entire idea seems reasonable alongside Gride'as about communication being a
rational activity. Speakers of a language might betexplicitly aware of using this procedure for
choosing words, but it seems plausible for themgcome aware of this implicit knowledge in theie us
of language (asking somebody what he meant, migtgt good candidate; in such a case he might use
other words which to him seem to be similarly ustemndable by his audience). Again; the relation
between certain words and sentences with certaintdtions might be conditioned in most cases, but
it does seem reasonable to expect language uskes) keflecting on their use of language, to posit
something like this procedure.

We can try to formalize this procedure (which | sioler to be a subpart of the Cooperative
Principle) by positing the following sub-procedyragich enables utterer’s to convey their intergion

effectively and thereby we can clarify the passole played by the audience:

Separation Procedure(SP):

We (can) separate what we want to M-intend (becafisertain superficial features) in consciousness.

What ‘superficial features’ amounts to will depead the goal of communication. In e.g. studying
physics the need to separate certain parts (erm-leael) will be different from non-meteorologists
talking about the weather (e.g. rain drops): whatséparated and why can vary over different
communicational goals. For example: a chair is made of several pieces, but when conveying
different M-intentions it may be needed to eitheparate its parts, or separate the chair as a whote
some parts of a chair can also be separated ifier gtarts. This can be done until we get to the
fundamental building blocks of the universe, aliiothis is rather unnecessary and inefficient fosm

of our M-intentions to be conveyed satisfactotfijin a sense this is meant to be the same ideaals Ne
noted above (to repeat)A’knows what he means by uttering, ‘That’s his bafd¢,'example. He knows

which thinghe meant by ‘that'whoandwhat relationhe meant by ‘his’ an@hathe meant by ‘bank’.

Baptizing Procedure (BP):

101 Byt, context is important here: to somebody iraidressing store the similar features of ‘comtd &rush’ might not be
similar enough.

102 1t physics professor Richard Feynman would visiteoht, he would need a different vocabulary tajkto me than when
talking to Gerard ‘t Hooft. See also Grice (1982289 on the ‘optimal’ state of language use.

103 E g. when viewing in front of myself | can separatcomputer, a table , a bottle, etc. While thigkabout e.g. my last vacation
| can also separate a tent, a river and the coagugpment from each other. But, | can also sepduather parts of a computer, a
shoelace or a tent if this is needed to convey amtiqular M-intention (This would be needed e.gdiscussing certain functions
of the parts of the whole). This procedure is méaie non-committed to any type of vehicle footlight’; the separation can be
done in language or some other type of mental septation; all we need is the separation proceiuoe accomplishable in
thought. See e.g. Grandy and Warner (1986) p.28&irice (1986) p.73-81 for discussion on propossi
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When trying to convey an M-intention (applying SB)produce a certain response in an audience we

are able to choose out of several words and sezgéHic

If | want a certain audience to e.g. watch a certalevision program (e.g. “You should watch
Panorama”), | know certain words and sentencesheilinore effective in different audiences. BP is
only meant to be a procedure for knowing that (béstain wordseingefficient) is the case and being
able to apply this for communicational us#&hich words we should use is specified by the next
procedure. Baptizing M-intentions with particularonds is only done for use in (effective)

communication.

Term Choosing Procedure(TCP):

| choose certain words (applying SP and BP), bexhtlsink my specific audience is able to undermdtan

what M-intentions | try to convey by using théff.

TCP is a rational procedure which can result inosliteg differently, depending on assumptions about a
specific audience. For example: When talking tohdogopher, it will be more effective (thus: to
achieve a certain response) and thereby rationassame the availability of other specific ternhgnt
when talking to a non-philosopher. For instancexpect ‘Sinn’ (unless reasons to believe othenivise
specific circumstances) to be in a ‘philosophengertire’, but | could of course be wrong on a
particular occasiof® The same goes for the following: If | know my aentie to speak French (this is
for them to have what | think we would call a Friemepertoire/language) communication would be far
more effective if | would (of course depending be tvailability of these words and sentences by me)
choose French words and sentences. If | know mieaad is from a certain French speaking country,
but with some language differences | happen to kabaut, it would be rational to use these different
words when they seem needed for conveying my Matita effectively. In a sense this is meant to be
the same as what Neale noted above: “He selectwna 6f wordsX that he thinks will, in the

circumstances, get across his point (and, perladgs get it across in some particular way or other)

But, expecting a certain repertoire to be in plaoald still turn out to be inferred wrongly and our
communicational effort will probably fail (althoughwill still have M-intended the same). As Hancher

notes:

No speaker will actually intend a meaning for atenaince without taking into account what
he supposes to be relevant linguistic conventimugmposed conventions that he thinks

adequate to enable him to get his point acrosshdbextent a sense of convention is integral

1% Translation will be a good example of this proaedThe word ‘Tabletanbe translated into e.g. ‘Tafel’, ‘Tisch’, or ‘Taled
etc. Why certain words should be chosen is spekcifi¢he next procedure.

15 Thus, if | want somebody to follow me | will chathe words “Follow me”, “Walk with me”, “Volg mij"whichever words |
think will communicate my M-intention effectivelyieuld be chosen.

19 Although | think we can have some sort of “divisiof specialist labor”. People can, more or lessghauthority on what
would be the minimal superficial features for baipiij something a ‘car’; they can try to convincenesshould adhere to their
reasons for baptizing certain things a ‘car’ thgrebhancing or minimizing our concept of what wangdbaptize a car (in a
sense this is just applying TCP with a certainaatthority on the appliance of SP and BP by gespecialists). In some sense
this is of course what we learn children in scHaa@ are not trying to teach them essential feafwvesare trying to teach them
superficial features).
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or essential to any verbal intentioBut a sense of convention is not the same thing as
convention itself; and the particular conventiohsitta speaker supposes to obtain may not
obtain in fact'®’

The three named procedures will, in conscious matiand thus cooperative communication, be applied
together for reasons of effectiveness. While apgysP is a purely subjective conscious action which
could be done without the need for communication tfiinking), TCP is a rational intersubjective
reasonfor choosing specific terms when applying BP iirtg to communicate. | will name this total
procedure plus the assumption that my audience uses the samedwn@s (SP, BP and TCP), the

‘ConversationaProcedure’

Conversational Procedure

We apply SP, BP and TCP together for effectiveorsti communication, because we assume our

audience to use this same procedure.

An audience has to appbpmething likehis procedure, in reverse order, when confromigd specific

words they try to understand, but thisiist the same procedut® Neale:

B [the audience]'s situation is quite differels trying to work out whafA meant and he
must use anything he can get his hands on to ggbkhdone since he has no direct access to
A's communicative intentions. The words uses constitute partial evidence for what
meant. Other evidence may come from the physicair@mment, fromB’s take on the
conversation up to that point (if any), frddis beliefs aboufA, and a whole lot more besides.
The epistemic asymmetry of speaker and hearer sooles (i) the need to separate the
metaphysicalquestion concerning whadetermines(or fixes) what A means and the
epistemologicahuestion concerning what is used by otherglémtify what A means, and
(ii) the need to scrutinize simplistic appealsctmtexts, maxims of conversation, salience,
and pragmatic factors which are frequently (and mistakenly) introdudedether with
intentions in contemporary discussions as if these things giomsto bridge certain
interpretive gaps. Scanning the context of uttezaioc salient objects and bringing to bear
pragmatic principles (e.g. Grice’s conversationakims) is not going to provid& with any
information that will help him identify what he mea®

By now we can see why it isn’t fair to attributeGeice a ‘Humpty Dumpty’ attitude to meaning. Grice
only allows the possibility of M-intending what weant with words we think are possibly
understandable by our audiencBut, our reasons for thinking this to be possiblaces heavy

constraints on what is a rational and effective wayget our intentions across to somebody else.

7 Hancher (1981) p. 55-56.My italics.

198 See also Neale (forthcoming, p.5), that statingtvite labels the Master Question suggests an inateediistinction between
what an utterer means and what a hearer identifi@ghat was meant. Neale (forthcoming, p.6-8 and@%uggests we should
separate a) ‘constitutive’ questions he thinksimvelved with theories of meaning and b) ‘evidehtimestions which are
involved with theories of interpretation.

199 Neale (2005) p.180. My addition.
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Humpty Dumpty is not adhering to this at all (aredkmows he is not)'° But, in actual situations w@o
have rational reasons for choosing certain wordd sentences for conveying our M-intentions.
Although this may not always work, it at least ffeetive in a lot of cases (the story about thegggs of
language supports this). What troubles Grice’samotif ‘meaning’ is that being able to recognize the
intention of the utterer may be an important partM-intending, but there areo universal rules
attachedto whenan intentioncould possiblybe recognized; an utterer cassumehese conditions to
obtain, but he canné&nowif this is in fact the case. The choosing of derteords and sentences could
be a serious misjudgment on the utterer’'s behalg. the utterer thought his audience was Dutchinbu

fact they were from Spain), but in this case we stilhspeak of utterer's-meaning:

FromA's perspective, context and pragmatic principlegehaready fulfilled their rolesA’s
perception of the context—whatever a context tuoms to be—his perception dB's
perception of the context, the assumption Bas$ operating in accordance with the same
pragmatic principles a8, andA'’s estimation oB'’s ability to work things out (and probably

a whole lot more besides) have already impingechuploatever processes |édto use the

particular form of words he usedth the particular intentions with which he usadm?*

In the end, it is very important to keep in mine tfollowing: because communication is a rational
cooperative activity (the Conversational Procedsir@ sub-part of this rationality of being coop#),
consciously uttering something, implies that iticme for conveying a certain M-intention. If somépo
is irrational there is no possibility of understargdwhat he meant: if you don’t want to be undevgio
like the fictional irrational character Humpty Dutyp(that is, if you don't want to convey any M-
intention), there is no rational reason for uttgrianything. And, in addition, there is no way of
establishing what somebody like him meant, becaasiing is actually meant? My words “He is at
that restaurant” at a particular occasion (let\s @ a response to the question “Where is Framczd

to talk to him right now”), must be chosen with fhéention of the intended effect to be achievéuit
probably: to let him know where Frank is). If Iiki my interlocutor has no idea what ‘that restatiran
means, it would be better for me to convey my Mumion differently. But, if | don't have the
availability (from memory) to use other words orsjudge the availability of certain sentences in my
audience, my communicational efforts will probatigil.'*®* But, communicating my intentions
effectivelyisn't always the same as being most straightfadwsometimes | use implicatures for other
reasons.

A minor problem still exists in cases where | caxpect the availability of specific words and
sentences, because | do not now who my audiengar isjust met them), but | do know | have an
audience (e.g. writing a book, a television speach first meeting). In these cases | should beaext
careful about the abilities of my audience to woektain things out. Consider books. When readieg th

sentence “l am in the grip of a vice” in a book, mestassume the writer meant only one thing; to

10 5ee e.g. Davvis (2007) p.1661-1663 for an examipdefailure to communicate via an implicature heseaof a similar mistake
as Humpty Dumpty’s by another utterer (Davis’ exéeng another case of irrational behavior).

11 Neale (2005) p.180. My italics

12 Byt, we cannot no for sure if Humpty Dumpty adalasn't trying to M-intend something he thoughasapossible for Alice
to realize; therefore we should know his reasopirggess. (Although this would probably be labekteaky intentions’)

113 still, want | meant will be the same; | want tdhace to the Cooperative Principle, but | just can't
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think something to be possibly conveyed seems tailgrou knowing what you meant. Although what
he meant can be ambiguous on purpose (let's sagriain poems), this will still count as one thing
meant (In the poets case this would be for it tagkssped by his audience as ambiguous), which he
tried to convey in the following way. Suppose | #rma writer of this book. My reasoning will be more
or less like this: | want to convey (part of) MéntionX, which is a part of my consciousness | can
separate because of certain superficial featupgsdyiag SP), which | would equate with ‘nasty tralih
trying to convey what | meant most effectively lokm | must choose specific terms to baptize
(applying BP). | chose the specific term ‘vice’chease | think my specific audience, which is nogsle
specific then in personal communication (generapag of this additional problem in the first place
thus to be more precisthe most significant part of my audienceould choose ‘vice’ for baptizing
(part of) an M-intention with similar superficiadtures (applying TCP) with, while assuming thespal
use the Conversational Procedure. Maybe | wouldnadly rather use ‘nasty trait’ in most everyday
situations, but supposing a certain generalnessyiudience urges me to pick ‘vice’, because Ikhin
this will convey my intentions best and generateswanted response in most individuals. There is a
mutual dependence here: by choosing this wordrénstthen’ the availability in a population, but its
‘strength’ also made me choose this word. Becafiski® mutual dependence a language (most of it)
seems to stay in place.

The next paragraph will deal with a famous objattio the primacy of utterer's-meaning

which | will try to clarify (or better: undo) usindpe Conversational Procedure.

83.2 Objections to the primacy of utterer’'s-meaning

| think we are now able to deal with a famous otigecby John Searle. He asks us to consider the

following case:

Suppose that | am an American soldier in the Seddodd War and that | am captured by
Italian troops. And suppose also that | wish tothese troops to believe that | am a German
officer in order to get them to release me. Whaould like to do is to tell them in German or
Italian that | am a German officer. But let us suggbdon’t know enough German or Italian to
do that. So |, as it were, attempt to put on a shbtelling them that | am a German officer by
reciting those few bits of German that | know, ting that they don’t know enough German to
see through my plan. Let us suppose | know onlylimeeof German, which | remember from a
poem | had to memorize in a highschool German eourkerefore |, a captured American,
address my Italian captors with the following secte ‘Kennst du das Land, wo die Zitronen
blihen?’ Now, let us describe the situation in &ait terms. | intend to produce a certain effect
in them, namely, the effect of believing that | arGerman officer; and | intend to produce this
effect by means of their recognition of my intentid intend that they should think that what |
am trying to tell them is that | am a German offidut does it follow from this account that
when | say ‘Kennst du das Land ...’ etc., what lamés, ‘| am a German officer'? Not only
does it not follow, but in this case it seems giafialse that when | utter the German sentence

what | mean is ‘I am a German officer’, or everh‘lgin ein deutscher Offizier’, because what
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the words mean is, ‘Knowest thou the land wherdeh®ntrees bloom?’ Of course, | want my
captors to be deceived into thinking that what lamés ‘Il am a German officer’, but part of
what is involved in the deception is getting thearthink that that is what the words which |

utter mean in Germari*

Let’s bite the bullet: suppose | am the Americaldigo. So, | want to convey the M-intention thatrh a
German officer (eventually in order for the Itakato release me).think that, uttering words which
have the feature tsoundlike words which I, in this situation, expect thialian capturers to understand
as ‘I am a German officer’ (the context will playary important part on my assumption of this to be
possible; it seems to be almost impossibleghik to do the trickin this particular contextTo be clear:
it doesn’t matter if | succeed. It does follow a®$ as | consciously and rationally utter the secde
and genuinely expect the Italians to take me satyiagl am a German officer.

| think it is perfectly plausible to suggest thatdhoosing the words “Kennst du das Land, wo
die Zitronen blihen” in trying to convey the M-inteon of me being a German officer | mean that | am
a German officer. Since what | mean dependmgintentions, this seems perfectly tenable as Ianp a
do this for the right reasons (I must genuinelykhihe Italians are able to take these words tonnlea
am a German Officer’, and since | am willing to thys | must think it possible in the actual exae)pl
So, although | wouldn’t choose (BP) to convey tiiisntention (SP) with the same words when talking
to an audience with an English repertoire (TEP)my M-intention hasn’t changed; | still want to be
released (the entailement of my M-intention of netnj a German officer) by uttering ‘Kennst du...’,
which | think is possibly recognizable by my cagingrto mean ‘1 am a German Officer’. This might not
be what the sentence normally means to some o#tsom, but since | dexpectthere to beno normal
meaning (at least before my utteranfm)the Italian capturerdor this sentence | cannot be accused of
misjudging there repertoire; | take them to recegrthat | anmsayingthis. The ‘normal’ meaning in
German just doesn’'t matter. To be sure: this isanotise of ‘sneaky intentions’, because | genuinely
expect the Italian capturers to recognize my bagention (I don’t have another intention on which

actually want them to act). It might be helpfulkctnsider Grice’s own similar solutidh®

| think Searle wanted us to suppose that the Araerltoped that the Italians would reach a
belief that he was a German officer via a belieft tthe words which he uttered were the
German for “| am a German officer” (though it istreasy to see how to build up the context
of utterance so as to give him any basis for tbjzef). Now it becomes doubtful whether, after
all, it is right to say that the American did noeam "I am a German officer." Consider the
following example. The proprietor of a shop fulllafickknacks for tourists is standing in his
doorway in Port Said, sees a British visitor, anduitet tones and with an alluring smile says
to him the Arabic for "You pig of an Englishman.should be quite inclined to say that he had
meant that the visitor was to come in, or sometloiftipe sort. | would not of course be in the
least inclined to say that he had meant by the svardich he uttered that the visitor was to

come in; and to point out that the German line reemat "I am a German officer" but

114 Searle (1969) p.44-45. For Schiffer's discussibthis example see Schiffer (1972) p.28-48.

115 et us not be troubled here by that the situatidhof course be a different one.

8 Grice himself considers three ways to deal withrés objection in Grice (1969a) p.100-105. Mywign is more or less
equivalent to his second solution (p.101-102) wihschuoted here.
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"Knowest thou the land" is not relevant. If the Aiman could be said to have meant that he
was a German officer, he would have meant thataying the line, or by saying the line in a

particular way; just as the Port Said shop-merchantild mean that the visitor was to come in

by saying what he said, or by speaking to theoiisit the way he did:*’

This would still be in accordance with Grice’s idean meaning, since what | meant is what | hope and
think possible for my Italian capturers to grasgdle the right type of intentions), although myrdg
would mean something different for people with whatould assume to be a ‘German repertoire’.
Grice’s famous ‘handkerchief’ example might seenb¢osimilar to this, but it is different in a crati
sense. Although the M-intention: ‘Smith being theirrderer’, might be extracted from finding his
handkerchief, this imot recognizabléyy the detectives as an intention by somebody; thi# either
think or don’t think somebody planted it there the first case the intention conveyed (namely, noore
less: ‘somebody planted this make us thinmith is the murderer’) will have to be differéram what
A wanted to convey and thereby this isn't a genwiaee of meaning. In the latter case there is no
recognizable intention whatsoever (to be clearabse there is no intenti@n all to be recognized). The
recognizabilityis different in the ‘handkerchief’ and ‘Germanioéi’ examples; in the latter case they
can possibly recognizay intention.

With this in mind | think we are also able to death another objection by Saul in which she
does acknowledge (for the sake of argument) thaahimg’ is exhaustively divided in what is said and

what is implicated. | will explain after quotingetlexample:

But the reading [of exhaustive division of meaningwhat is said and what is implicated] is
also problematic. If anything which is meant but said is implicated, then what speakers
mean as they accidentally utter the wrong wordmpdicated. Those who commit the Spanish
mistake mentioned earlier implicate that they ameba&rassed by uttering words [“Estoy
embarazado”] which mean that they are pregnaris 3&ems quite odd to M&

Saul is of course right to note that somebody migeEstoy ambarazado’ does not implicate thatshe i
pregnant: somebody saying ‘estoy embrazado’ wheaning that he is embarrassed is certainly not
implicating that he is pregnant whhe thinkshe is actuallysaying(he expects his audience to take him
literally) that he is embarrassed. But, to himskdf,is actuallysayinghe is embarrassed and thinks his
audience will recognize him asyingthat he is embarrass&d.The utterer only misjudged (TCP) the
availability in his audience to understand the wgardthe same way as he thought they would; he tmigh
have chosen the wrong words, but he did so by anti@nd since he thought he was right, himselfdein
embarrassed is what he meant (although the unsfatresss of his utterance in trying to convey this
will probably appear to him soon because he wilh@bly not succeed in inducing the right response i

his audience).

17 Grice (1969a) p.101-102. In addition we can hizre $ome support (last sentence of the quotehfoidea that when
something is uttered, something is meant

18 Saul (2002a) p.239. My addition. The mistake riaylthe utterer is to confuse two words which loekyvmuch alike
(phonetically and additionally the first look mdilee English): 1) estoy embarazado (normally usgedpanish people when they
are pregnant) and 2) estoy azorado (normally ugegplanish people when they are embarrassed)

M9t | visit Spain with no knowledge about the Spdmianguage and somebody is playing a trick on yrtedching me the words
‘tres calabazas’ for ordering two beers at a batéad of ‘dos cervezas’, | think it is plausitdesty that | genuinely meant to
order two beers by uttering ‘tres calabaza’.
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What we have seen emerge here again is that whatowsider to be the normal meaning of
words and sentences can be different from whateaninby them on a particular occasion; almost
anything might be meant by any words by either reyor implicating it, as long as the utterer can
reasonably expect his audience to be able to graaspp he meant. But, since no general rules can be
forwarded (I mightassumalifferently than somebody else) for when this nhigé adhered to, a decisive
account seems impossible; there are just too n@sgcure factors which an utterer must decide upon.
By now we should have a fair idea about the rolthefaudience and in the next chapter | will fordvar
conclusion.
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Conclusion

In this thesis | have tried to clarify the roletbkE audience in Grice’s ideas areaning implicatures
and theCooperative PrincipleAlthough many problems and many different intetations exist, there
are a few things that | think must be observed first of all important to note that Grice’s inpeeters
have to be very careful on the reasons why Gricenditates certain ideas in particular ways in his
articles: sometimes he is explaining somethingeratbosely to his audience (lectures/articles) and
other times he is trying to forward definitions. éfkecond thing we should observe is that Grice’s
definition of ‘meaning’ does not allow amgctive constraints on what was meant by an utterer; tmneut
actively grasping what was meant is not a featdifgl-intending. The same goes for implicatures; if |
don't intend an implicature to be there, it isiiete. No matter what the audience might think. Tl
secured by the Cooperative Principle which onlgw#i somebody (in that it is only rational) to utter
anything if he wants his M-intentions to be conwgyeven if the conditions Grice stated are to be
revisited, it will probably still be only rationdab utter anything with the revisited definition di
intentions to be in place). This is the defaultifpos which we all tacitly adhere to. Only in caselsere

we have good reasons to assume the Cooperativeigheinio be violated (e.g. people with Tourette
syndrome) an utterance can be done without the sgh of intentions. But, the audience does play a
passive role in what can be meant by either sagingiplicating it; | can only mean anything if litik

this to be recognizable by my audience. If | gealyirexpect my audience to have no reason whatsoever
(e.g. making up words) to understand what | trycemvey, there is no reason to utter anything and
nothing will be meant. But if | do think my audiento understand what | mean by either saying or
implicating it; 1 will have meant something. The ri¥ersational Procedure is forwarded as a way of
establishing how to act if one wants his M-intenido be conveyed (the Cooperative Principle is thu
already in place); 1) we have a certain intentienwant to convey, 2) we know certain words might be
effective while others might not, and 3) we shoaltbose words we think are recognizable by our
audience. Since some words and sentences alreadytsehave a (to a certain extent vague) ‘normal’
meaning, because of their existence (they get andiged) in a particular population, we should use
these words and sentences since their ‘existenagtees their success to a certain extent. leribe

we can ‘mean’ a lot, but if this is also actualgnumunicated is a whole different story.
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