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Abstract

Cappelen & Lepore (20@) claim that linguistic communication re-
quiresshared contenaind criticise Relevance Theory on the grounds that it
makes content sharing impossible. | argue that this @itiadiests upon two
important errors. The first is a flawed understanding of Releg Theory,
which causes Cappelen & Lepore to apply the perspective obgttive,
omniscient third party to parts of Relevance Theory thatirt bnly make
reference to (and only depend upon) the subjective judgesmeade by the
addressee of an utterance. The second is a confusion alfienerti defi-
nitions of content The kind of evidence that Cappelen & Lepore produce
in fact involves the communication of what they teBpeech Act contera
kind of content that few if any approaches require to be pé#iféshared’.
Certainly, Cappelen & Lepore’s own (2005) position makesuch require-
ment. Consequently, their arguments have no more forcasigaelevance
Theory than they would if directed at their own ideas. Hawhgwn this, |
compare Relevance Theory with Cappelen & Leposeimantic minimalism
more generally and conclude that most of the apparent diftas between
them lie in terminology and rhetorical style. Instead oftighting these
spurious differences, practitioners of the two approadiea® a good deal
to learn from each other. In particular, | argue that releestheorists should
avoid lapsing into a brand of semantic orthodoxy that Cappél Lep-
ore callmoderate contextualisnsomething that requires them to emulate
Cappelen & Lepore’s uncompromising minimalism with regeréncoded
meaning.



1 Overview

At the beginning of their (2008 article, Cappelen & Lepore (henceforth C&L)
introduce the notion o$hared contenas follows:

Speakers share content when they make the same asseiiom (cl
conjecture, proposal, etc). They also share content whegrptitopose
(entertain, discuss, etc.) the same hypothesis, theodytreught.
And again when they evaluate whether what each says (thalais)s,
suggests, etc.) is true, false, interesting, obsceneinatigr offen-
sive. Content sharing, so understood, is the very foundatia@om-
munication.

Unfortunately, for a notion that is apparently so fundamaknt&L leave a
good deal of confusion surrounding the definitioncohtent This begins with
the mixture of ideas in the above quotation. The first setestates that to suc-
cessfully perform a speech act (an assertion, claim, cangcetc.) is to share
content. This gprocessof sharing. The second sentence refers not to speech acts
but to thoughts and (therefore) not to a process bstiatein which something
could be said to be shared. The third sentence introducadeheof evaluating
what is conveyed by the speech acts of another person; acdskowhof process
and one that does not obviously involve sharing in any se@sasequently, the
above passage fails make clear what C&L really mean when ¢batinue the
above passage with following claim, which is the centraliargnt of their paper:
“Relevance Theory. however, implies that content shasngpossible”.

Do C&L wish to claim that Relevance Theory (henceforth RTpiis that
performing speech acts is impossible? Or do they rather rttedtrRT implies
that people cannot entertain the same thoughts as eacl? @ne¢hat RT implies
the impossibility of evaluating whether what another parsays is “true, false,
interesting, obscene, original or offensive” (etc.)? If &Tany comparable theory
were to imply any of the above, it would be both surprising anghing for that
theory, as these kinds of activities are in effect the printata that such a theory
is intended to explain. Below | argue not only that RT has rtdrisic problem
accounting for such phenomena but also that C&L's own aggtroas set out in
C&L (2005), works just like RT with regard to these phenomena

In any case, it is not clear to me that C&L’s article even mak®@sof the above
claims as such. Picking through their uses of the term ‘@hacontent’, it is
generally difficult to tell exactly what RT is being accusdd ladentify two key
points of confusion in C&L's arguments. The first, dealt wittsection 3.1, is the
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failure to distinguish two kinds of assessment of the candéan utterance: one
from the addressee’s subjective point of view and the otiwan the point of view
of an omniscient third party (such as a philosopher or lisjuiThe former plays
a key role in RT, while crucial parts of C&L's arguments ereonsly discuss the
latter in this context. The second point of confusion consadtifferent kinds of
content. As | discuss in section 4, the phenomena that C&bkiewas evidence
against RT involve a kind of content that is not guarantedzbtehared under any
theoretical approach. Indeed, their own position on thisllof content—insofar
as it is made explicit anywhere—is shown to be equivalertiab of RT in all cru-
cial ways. As such, itis just as well for C&L that their ‘shdreontent’ arguments
against RT fail, as any argument of this kind that succeedechdermining RT
would also undermine their own position.

More generally, | argue that C&L’'s whole outlook is in essenery similar
to that of RT. They and many relevance theorists seem coedititat they dif-
fer, but this is mainly on the basis of different rhetorictategies. These in
turn stem from different theoretical backgrounds and diffe: kinds of reaction
to the dominant paradigm in linguistic semantics, which C&DO05) callMod-
erate Contextualisml argue below that a number of C&L'’s criticisms of RT in
fact have force only as arguments against moderate coatesttu On the other
hand, | also show that some avowed relevance theorists le@reduilty of bring-
ing moderate contextualist assumptions and practicesainatyses supposedly
made within RT. As such, relevance theorists can learn fré&h'<rigorous, if
sometimes misdirected, views on contextualism.

While | show that C&L'’s position in most ways parallels RT sy, there re-
mains one notable difference between the two approaches li€h in C&L's
notion of minimal semantic contentvhich | argue to be largely equivalent in
function to RT'sencoded meaninfpr, more technicallyunderspecified logical
form). However, C&L, unlike relevance theorists, maintain thmhimal seman-
tic content is propositional. | call into question (withcattempting a full an-
swer) whether this difference is as substantial as it mayndetat any rate it
does not affect the arguments surrounding C&L's criticisth®RT. C&L state
the minimal semantic content of a given utterance in theuagg of Davidso-
nian truth-conditional semantics, but what they actualfyns thereby amounts
to the following, rather less than contentious, statemém: linguistic form of
each utterance—i.e. each sentence—congeysethinghat is consistent across
all contexts and that all speakers of a given dialect canesbgpiproducing that
utterance. One thing C&L never do is venture to suggest wkedtly thissome-
thingis, beyond saying that it is whatever makes the sentencéftnugnem, to go
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any further is the job of metaphysicians, not semantici&ig)ike many critics of
Cappelen & Lepore (2005), | find the rights and wrongs of inmgkruth condi-
tions in this way to be somewhat beside the point (as | indibatow, C&L may
have a point here, but they also have significant problems)reNmportantly,
this view of minimal semantic content leaves C&L relying oraetly the kind
of processes that RT aims to characterise, without thermselgnturing such a
characterisation. As such, RT is not only just as theorkyicaherent as C&L's
position, but also considerably more useful.

C&L are aware of the accusation that they are ‘disguisedvielee Theorists’
(2005, 181). In section 6, | briefly discuss their most expliefutation of this
accusation and show that it depends on drawing unsupparglcations from
the one clearly identifiable difference between their apphoand RT. | conclude
that C&L and relevance theorists have more to learn from edlolr than they
have to gain from attacking one another.

2 Relevance Theory and shared content

2.1 Inferring and sharing

Sperber & Wilson’s (1986) Relevance Theory is an example ledtwC&L call
Radical Contextualismin that it takes the influence of context on propositional
meanings to be ubiquitous (an aspect of the theory addresskdiefended by
Carston 2002 in particular). That is, the intrinsic contehain linguistic form,
such as a sentence, is taken to be regularly—perhaps alvayspropositional.
Particular propositional meanings are conveyed only inednvia the addressee’s
applying certain principles of reasoning about the spéak&iended meaning.

RT is, to my mind, the most coherent radical contextualisimework (as |
argue at length in Wedgwood 2005, Chapter 2), in part becausenot built
primarily upon pre-existing semantic traditions (it iseafall apragmaticframe-
work). Instead, it is developed from fresh reasoning overesbasic observations
about the context in which linguistic communication takksp: notably, the fact
that such communication takes place between individuats wteract not only
with each other’s utterances but also simultaneously viagir tenvironments—a
salient part of which is the other interlocutor and evenyghihat may be known
or gleaned regarding that interlocutor.

Another basic observation is that linguistic communicati® what Sperber
& Wilson term ostensive communicatiorby its very nature, a linguistic utter-



ance conveys the fact that the speaker intends to commarigateby. This pro-
vides the basis for a view of linguistic interpretation agacgss of inferring the
speaker’'s communicative intentions. The speaker proddesis for doing so by
formulating an utterance with an awareness of the commtimécaontext. For
the speaker this includes information that could reasgniadlgleaned about the
addressee, which gives rise to expectations about how tiresgke will react to
certain kinds of linguistic stimulus and certain bits ofdrhation. RT therefore
recognises communication to be a matter not of simply emgpdnd decoding
messages, but partly of ‘mind-reading’'—and the goal of Ribiprovide an ex-
planation of how this mind-reading is achieved.

Without wanting to leap naively into non-linguistic aredghilosophy, | think
it is worth placing this idea in a broader context (which wilp also to pro-
vide the basis for my defence of RT in the face of C&L’s criitis). | take the
following to be extremely basic, uncontroversial (at theyMeast, patently sen-
sible) observations about the general limitations on hub®ngs’ processing of
all kinds of information. Without in any way compromisingeatist philosophy,
we have to accept the inherent subjectivity of our individaxaeriences and be-
liefs: access to the rest of the universe is inevitably extirbeing mediated first
by our physical senses and then by our abilities to procedseason over the
data that we receive from them. These senses and mentékative evolved to
reflect the outside universe in particular, skewed ways ath are fallible even
in these terms. It follows that anything that a given indinaticonsiders to be a
piece of knowledge (or a belief, a suspicion, etc.) is somgthke a scientist’'s
theories (and working hypotheses, etc.): best guesseshkatas more or less
reason to believe in and which may to a greater or lesser egtenide a safe
basis for drawing further conclusions. Everyday expeedetis us that what dif-
ferent people take to be true, even unquestionably truegsranormously; on the
other hand, there are certain things that pretty much ewerggrees upon (either
because there is just so much evidence for them or becausewwmately set up
to find certain things to be the case).

The point of this digression is twofold. First, | want to enagise that RT is
merely part of a sensible, even necessary response to therlpgture. RT re-
lies on the notion that interlocutors infer each other'eimions. This sometimes
makes semanticists balk; for some, it makes RT a non-ststatinguistic theory
(or even as a theory that directly impacts on linguistic cetapce; e.g. Asher &
Lascarides 2003, 76). But ultimately a theory dealing wilmeunication and
cognition will have to mesh with the bigger picture—and,\c@mently or other-
wise, this is a picture in which people spend a lot of theiretimaking educated
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guesses about the way things are, based on the best evidanitey see it) be-
fore proceeding to accept a number of these as fact. Comationds closely
tied to the formation and expression of (what an individia&kes to be) knowl-
edge, so if this is the fundamental nature of what we ‘knowg, might as well
build it into our models of communication from the beginn{ti come to RT’s
particular take on ‘what people take to be knowledge’ beldwirthermore, if we
must assume this kind of hypothesis-forming, best-gugdsaaviour to explain
people’s most basic understanding of their world, then wetake certain abili-
ties for granted in our explanations of communication—aedwight as well take
what comes for frele

Second, the bigger picture is directly related to the reasdny RT does not,
as C&L claim, make shared content impossible—at least naninphilosoph-
ically troubling way. As | outline below, the basis of C&L'2¢06) argument
could only be that RT’s ‘radical contextualist’ denial ofelttly communicated
propositions leads to the impossibility of truly sharinghtant, on the grounds
that it leaves one relying on interlocutors’ best guessegat the speaker of an
utterance meant to convey. This means (the argument gagsiRthcan’t make
reference to sharing identical content—and C&L go on to arcpnvincingly that
meresimilarity of content is not a suitable basis for explaining commurocat
What the bigger picture tells us is that people have to relyoest guesses (or
best corroborated hypotheses) in a much wider context thercpmmunication,
and that we have effective strategies for doing so—if famfiafallibly, then well
enough to get by. As in other domains of knowledge-acquoisjtpeople don't
needobjectiveidentity of content in order to communicate successfulho{gh);
they just need reason enough to believe that what they haevered from a
communicative act is identical to what the speaker inten&8dis an attempt to
explain how addressees arrive at whaagording to their subjective calculations
must be a communicator’s intended meaning. It is a chataatem of what
language users do when faced with any of a huge variety oferaaiale circum-
stances, not of some abstract notion of communication iligkd circumstances.
That is, RT is not a semantic theory (though it may impact ugemantic theory
rather directly). As such it simply does not deal in objeetikuth in the way that

Radical contextualists’, when promoting a pragmatic gsial of some linguistic data, often
point out that some form of intention-inferring abilitiesedndependently necessary, on the basis
of such context-dependent linguistic phenomena as casti@nsl implicature, sarcasm, disam-
biguation and reference assignment. | want to emphasisdinarthese linguistic phenomena are
mere manifestations of the relevant inferential abilitiest the primary motivation for positing
them.



semantic theories tend to. To criticise RT on the groundsitltannot guarantee
objective identity of content is therefore to miss the pahRT?.

2.2 The structure of Relevance Theory and semantic minimal-
ism

In this section, | offer a skeletal outline of how RT worksr(faroper introduc-
tions to the framework, see Sperber & Wilson 1986, Blakeni®@®2, Carston
2002, Wilson & Sperber 2004). My aims here are (a) to provigeliasis for
comparison to C&L's approach, below, (b) to show how much fifRbased on
highly intuitive, minimally controversial observationad(c) to show that RT is
not grounded in conventional semantic wisdom but does haweatations for
semantic practice.

RT in effect starts from two basic observations: (i) that tvisaunderstood
to be communicated by practically any utterance is heawlgethdent on con-
text and (ii) that nevertheless people do regularly comweateiwith each other,
meaning that there must be some set of principles that enaleleple to recog-
nise the intended meaning with a considerable degree abikty. | take these
observations to be uncontroversial. Certainly C&L wouldesggwith them: they
argue that “what speakers say (assert, claim, state, &@)iatter oSpeech Act
contenf rather than semantics (2005, 13) and that Speech Act dastbravily
context-dependent (2005, Chapter 13). Meanwhile, theptesis on the ‘sharing
of content’ shows their commitment to (ii).

RT rejects the Gricean picture whereby, in effect, propass are directly
conveyed by sentences utteredodulosomewhat mysterious processes of dis-
ambiguation and reference assignment) and the role ofenéeris confined the
generation of cancellable (i.e. ‘non-truth-conditiopaihplicatures. There are
two important reasons for this. First, RT recognises thegmve influence of
context on what is understood to be conveyed by a given uitera-hence the
radical contextualistag. Second, RT starts out from much a more basic position

20One possible question, which | do not pursue in the presdiotegris whether C&L's posi-
tion is the result of evaluating RT from a straightforwaritigompatible philosophical viewpoint.
Cappelen & Lepore (2005, 208p6do not make make explicit reference to the foundational per
spective on semantics provided by the likes of Fodor (1981)this seems to me to display the
same kind of dependence upon an objective notion of truttkand/ledge that C&L use to judge
RT. | would suggest that RT more naturally fits within the kisfdnentalist approach to the foun-
dations of semantics promoted by Jackendoff (2002, Chapiefthough, as more generally, | do
not claim to speak for all confessed relevance theoristsigréspect).



on what kinds of meaning (or ‘content’) there must be: somamrg is encoded
in linguistic forms and some is inferred. The meaning endade given linguis-
tic expression is sometimes calledlivgical form, though | prefer to stick to the
less loade@ncoded meanind@ather than making priori assumptions about the
nature of encoded meaning, RT works from the opposite petispeasking what
principles of reasoning enable us to recover a speaket’'sntieinded meaning,
given the significant influence of context on what is underdtto be conveyed
and the fact that people cannot literally mind-read. Thestjae boils down to
what people can take to be evidence for communicative iiciesit

One very important kind of evidence is of course the encodednmg of the
linguistic expression used. But there must also be a meaegaddiating this, in
the light of some kind of further evidence, in order to untkend its particular sig-
nificance on a given occasion. Such further evidence is dixigaistic and may
in principle be drawn from any information that is availatwehe individual. But
(in line with the bigger picture, as set out above), ‘avdgahere cannot mean
‘objectively knowable’—what an individual has to work wiik just whatever he
has reason to believe, to some extent or other. In RT termse set ofassump-
tionsis manifestto an individual, where ‘manifest’ means roughly ‘accekesir
deducible on the basis of available evidence’. A crucial faccommunication is
that an individual’s assumptions will include many assuon about other peo-
ple and about the assumptions that are manifest to them. eéagigir of individ-
uals ‘shares’ a given assumption insofar as that assumgtimitually manifest
to them: i.e. it is manifest to each person that it is manifeshe other. The set
of mutually manifest assumptions constitutes those iddizis’ mutual cognitive
environment

All this technical talk adds up to the observation that themethings that we
feel we can more or less reasonably assume about the outsitl about each
other and about each other’s perceptions of things. Thishnsisurely a neces-
sary basis for any theory of communication. The substané€Taherefore lies
not in establishing this view of ‘shared content’, but inpt®posals for how we
home in on just those mutually manifest assumptions thatedegantto a given
act of communication. Clearly, it would be inefficient to theint of paralysing
communication to require interlocutors to examine everyually manifest as-
sumption in the course of producing and interpreting utteea. Equally clearly,
one of the problems with this would be that some assumptigaisare manifest
(i.e. potentially accessible) would require considerabtntal effort to actually
recover and process.

This gives us a handle on how language users might calculaitshwassump-
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tions to bring to bear on the interpretation of a given utteea Other things being
equal, only the most easily accessible assumptions shaidvolved. What
might make other things unequal? From the speaker’s poiwutesd, this might
be the desire to communicate something in particular wmdlerently requires
reference to something less easily accessible. From thesskk’s perspective,
however, extra processing effort would only be justified Iy promise of some
communicative ‘reward’ commensurate to that effort. Gah&ng over these
two perspectives, we can say that a more obscure, more ¢osilycess part of
the mutual cognitive environment should only be invoked i truly relevant.

RT is based upon the idea that addressees can in this way eisdfoht re-
quired to process an utterance to guide them to the intemdexgretation of it. If
a potential interpretation does not seem to constitute ahwibile piece of com-
munication (e.g. it mostly tells the addressee what shadyr&nows or tells her
things that don’'t seem to relate to what she knows), thenish&n indication
that it should be worth working a little harder to find anothterpretation, using
less obvious manifest assumptions and/or making some @éathactive steps. On
the other hand, if a worthwhile interpretation does come miph@ basis of eas-
ily accessible mutually manifest assumptions, then theesdge may reasonably
assume that this was the intended interpretation of theamite.

More technically, RT characterises this process in terms ‘pfesumption of
optimal relevance’, where relevance is conceived of asia chttommunicative
rewards to processing effort. These ‘rewards’ are of a vesgract kind: they are
what RT callscognitive effectsstrengthening or weakening/eliminating existing
assumptions or providing new assumptions that interatt @xtsting assumptions
to allow for the deduction of further assumptiéns

The technical details of RT are less important to the argusnehthis article
than the general picture that RT presents, as follows. Lagguisers have at their
disposal the words and structures of a given language, witéarly carry some
very specific kinds of meaning but also may regularly be tdkeronvey a variety
of different things depending on the assumptions that avadt to bear on the
process of interpretation. That is, linguistically encdaeeaning constrains but
does not determine what is conveyed on a given occasion.NVéssumptions are
brought to bear on interpretation depends on the relativessibility of different
assumptions and more generally on the processing effarshvied in reaching a

3The apparently rather complicated formulation of the lasdkof cognitive effect merely
reflects the intuitive fact that new assumptions with no @mtion to existing ones are not relevant
to an individual.



given interpretation, with addressees only consideringeraostly lines of enquiry
if this is necessary to reach a worthwhile interpretatioom@unicators, mean-
while, have to put in some effort to anticipate the outcomsuwth a strategy of
interpretation and to tailor their utterances accordinglyis is not altruistic: the
communicator buys his own form of reward thereby: gettirgrhessage across.

What does this tell us about shared, or shareable, ‘coriteRT? As the above
discussion makes clear, there are ultimately just two kesiseat which one could
identify ‘content’ in RT: encoded meaning and inferred megn Those famil-
iar with the framework will no doubt have heard of other agpdily significant
distinctions from the RT literature, such as implicaturesus explicature. As |
discuss below, in section 5.1, such distinctions may bdeddeas key theoreti-
cal notions by some authors, but are not ultimately more éxqository devices
according to the underlying logic of RT. Fundamentally, RTai single set of
principles for calculating intended meaning given the euick of (i) the encoded
meaning of linguistic expressions used and (ii) the ‘broandtext’ (i.e. the mu-
tual cognitive environment of the interlocutdtsYherefore, the only truly distinct
notions of ‘content’ that RT makes available are the inpudnd outputs of this
process: encoded and inferred meanings.

This makes RT strikingly similar to C&L'’s professed positjavhich they call
semantic minimalisnacombined withspeech act pluralismThey too recognise
just two cognitively, psychologically and communicatiyelignificant levels of
meaning: what they call minimal semantic content and spaethontent. And,
crucially, they too reject the Gricean (and, more generailyderate contextualist)
association of linguistically encoded semantics with itntaly perceived truth-
conditional meanings—i.e. with “what speakers say (asskyitn, state, etc.)” by
using given linguistic forms in given contexts. The rejentof this is so funda-
mental to C&L that they term ithe Mistaken AssumptionThey define this as
follows:

[The Mistaken Assumption:] A theory of semantic contentds a
equate just in case it accounts for all or most of the intogiepeak-
ers have about speech act content, i.e., intuitions aboat sygeakers
say, assert, claim and state by uttering sentences. (Gapfédlepore
2005, 53)

What C&L apparently fail to recognise is that RT quite explycrejects this
too (see further section 5.1). It may be that relevance tbisotend to express

4In fact, even more fundamentally, RT is a general theory afmainication and cognition, but
my concerns are restricted to the linguistic applicaticdi®T
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the idea in rather different terms—for example, ‘linguiatly encoded semantics
falls short of truth-conditionality’—but since truth coitidns are conventionally

identified with what the speaker is taken to be committed.& {0 have asserted.
claimed or stated) by uttering some sentence, this is injésttanother way of

expressing the very same point.

As mentioned above, C&L's minimal semantic content is clinto be propo-
sitional and this is a clear difference to RT's claims abodagled meaning. On
the other hand, the basis of C&L's claim here is a conceptidnuth conditions
which is so general and so far divorced from usual notionsuthtconditionality
that it is unclear just how much substance it should be additith. Note that |
am not claiming here that C&L’s particular notion of progasiality is necessar-
ily illegitimate; for me the jury is still out on this. What Inaclaiming is that the
nature of C&L's propositionality makes this one notabldetiénce between their
position and RT much less significant than it might appear.

Given how closely aligned these two theoretical positiogens underlyingly
to be, it is just as well for C&L that their own arguments agaiRT fail—as |
show in the next section.

3 C&L's criticisms of RT

3.1 ‘Non-shared content’ in reality and in theory

C&L claim that RT, like other radical contextualist apprbas, contains what they
call anon-shared content principl@r NSQO:

(NSC): When a speaker utters a senteGehereby intending to
communicate the proposition thatthe audience will not gragp In-
stead, she will interpret the speaker to have intended toraamcate
some proposition (or set of propositions) R-related.t@Cappelen &
Lepore 2008, 3***)

They derive this on the basis of quotations from relevaneeriits like the fol-
lowing.

... communication can be successful without resulting iexatt
duplication of thoughts in communicator and audience. Véecen-
munication as a matter of enlarging mutual cognitive emnents,
not of duplicating thoughts. (Sperber & Wilson 1986, 193)
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C&L claim that the ‘R-relation’ referred to in NSC must benilarity. In this they
appear, on the face of it, to be justified by remarks such aftlosving:

An utterance, like any ostensive stimulus, usually licenset a
single interpretation, but any one of a number of intergireta with
very similar import; provided the addressee recovers ontnese,
comprehension is successful, that is, it is good enough.rs{@a
2004, 7***)

There are at least two problems with C&L's formulation of NS a char-
acterisation of RT. First, it represents a particularlypsty statement that is not
clearly entailed by RT as a whole, or indeed by the above ¢oo& What RT
recognises is that the addressesynot grasp an intended propositional meaning
p; not thatp will not be recovered. Individual relevance theorists might vaaly
over just how reliable they believe linguistic communioatto be, but RT is at
heart an attempt to explain just how commonly addresseesetu 0 recover in-
tended propositional meanings (see the quotation from@abglow). It is rather
important to the plausibility of RT that people should hagason to believe that
they can recover each other's communicative intention$eratise it might not
be worth trying—and if it were not the case that they actuadlyso (or come neg-
ligibly close to it) regularly they would probably soon finelasonsiot to believe
any such thing. However, the precise degree of reliabilifiytauted to linguistic
communication is not crucial to the present argument. Asivshelow, C&L's
position rests on the idea that anything short of a guarasitesbared content is
disastrous for communication, so the validity of their argunts is ultimately af-
fected by the truth or otherwise of this idea, not by whetheythave overstated
NSC as a characterisation of RT.

The second, more important problem with C&L's NSC is thatiplies that the
‘R-relation’ of similarity is an active component of RT. & hot. C&L's NSC de-
scribes what may well be the case in a given act of commubpit&tbm the point
of view of an omniscient third party. In this objective senstended meaning and
recovered meaning may indeed be only similar. RT, howesarpncerned with
the addressee’s perceptions of what must be the intendegimgeaf an utterance
(and how these perceptions come to be formed). It is thisstilbg assessment of
intended meaning that drives RT as an explanatory framewawodkthis, | argue,
is also all that is required to understand the kinds of comuoation that C&L
discuss in their arguments against RT.

It seems clear to me that Carston, in the quotation aboversréd similarity
only from the point of view of an omniscient third party, watlit suggesting that
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this is part of the explanation of how communication is aghte This comes
through once the quotation is placed in the context of thisened from earlier in
same paragraph:

The [presumption of an optimal rewards:effort ratio] pars a
solution to the apparent problem [...] that the intendedaf{the
grasping of the communicator's meaning) cannot be indegmeihd
observed to occur and then be recognized as desirable awhpaibly
intentional. It provides a reliable, though by no means gowdf,
means of inferring a speaker’s meaninipid.)

The actual work to which RT is put in communication, againktol its suc-
cess as a framework must be evaluated, has nothing to do mitisoient third
parties. Put more bluntly, | do not read Carston here as aigithat the addressee
says to himself “I reckon that interpretation q is reasopabhilar to the intended
interpretation p and therefore communication has beenesstd”. Rather, he
says to himself “Having employed the best means necess$afinciple of Rel-
evance], | calculate that the speaker must have intendedrnoncinicate q'—
even if an omniscient third party might be able to identifgitthe speaker really
intended to communicate the similar proposition p. It isydny failing to distin-
guish between these two ways of understanding the role wilaiity’ that one
can imagine C&L's arguments to have any force against RT.

Some of C&L’'s misunderstanding seems to come from diffemetibns ofsuc-
cessful communicatiom notion appealed to in the first quotation from Carston.
Here | have some sympathy with them: there is a sense in winelwould like
to reserve this description for cases in which (at some atlevel) the intended
meaning has been conveyed precisely. If we were to makedmsirtological
decision, then we might be forced to conclude that, on the iBW,\}communica-
tion is rarely perfectly successful. However, even stattiag communication may
often be less than wholly successful in this sense is notytdhsst RT rules out
its everbeing wholly successful. Furthermore, it seems to me thais#tipn that
recognises the regular imperfection of communication ctfleur everyday ex-
perience much more accurately than one that relies on whottgessful content
sharing to characterise human communication.

Just as importantly, as the above quotation from Sperberl&iNistates clearly,
successful communicati@mply isn’t defined in this way within RT. In RT, the
goal of communication is to enlarge the interlocutors’ nalitognitive environ-
ment; that is (very roughly), communication is successftihrough it two people
can tell, on the basis of the evidence available to them thiegthave some more
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assumptions in common than they had before. This does noireetipe exact
reproduction of thoughts (or of intended propositional megs)—and, again,
my intuition is that this is just as well: the exact reprodoictof thoughts seems
fantastically unlikely and even if it does happen, we havevag of knowing it.
Nevertheless, the process that might get people to thisyhsiymtion does de-
pend on the addressee’s assumption that she can get at whatrttmunicator
must have meant to convey (so that it is worth trying so to do).

| do not mean to suggest that addressees are never awaredinatnderstand-
ing may be imperfect. We all know the feeling that we may or may have
fully grasped what the communicator meant (not least whading the work of
our fellow academics). This is in effect a failure of comnuation (or perhaps a
problematically limited success, in Sperber & Wilson’ssenf success) and it is
only in such cases of partial failure that addressees counslyi fall back on per-
ceptions or hopes of mere similarity to the intended meantwyvever common
this may be, it is part of theutcomeof relevance-theoretic reasoning in certain
circumstances; it is not a part of that reasoning processuggest, then, as C&L
do, that similarity constitutes a crucial part of the reles@theoretic explanation
of communication is to confuse RT, an explanation of whagriotutors do, with
the possibleffects of applyindRT, as viewed by an omniscient third party.

Drawing the distinction between similarity as an objedinéentifiable fact
and similarity as a (specious) component of RT is thus an rtapbpart of my re-
ply to C&L. However, the above discussion does not in itsétfress the substance
of C&L's arguments, which are principally built on how thetative principle
NSC interacts with certain linguistic facts (notably théenpretation of reported
speech). The next step in my argument is therefore to redentiese interac-
tions, bearing in mind that NSC is an objective exterior deson of (Some cases
of) communication, to be distinguished from the internabjsctive processes by
which RT claims to explain communication.

3.2 C&L's empirical arguments

The structure of C&L's (2008) argument is as follows. They present a number of
uses of language that supposedly necessitate the existEisbared content’; let
us call these C&L’s primary test cases. These are in effagulstic expressions
of judgements made about other linguistic utterances amaies they provide a
way for C&L to use judgements of truth or falsity to get at theaning conveyed
by an utterance (I suggest below that this is in itself protagc, but this is not
the present concern). They proceed to argue that a relevia@cgst could only
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accommodate such phenomena by adopting one of two stratediech they call
the Revisionist Strateggnd theConservative StrategyThey then produce fur-
ther illustrations of linguistic behaviour which they kmle show each strategy
to be empirically unsustainable and/or in some way deepilpgbphically prob-
lematic. | believe that only the first of these strategies i@ver be adopted by
a (coherent) relevance theorist and that, far from beingsi@vst, this strategy
is in fact clearly implied by the basic nature of RT (in waysealdy discussed
above). None of the further illustrations of linguistic lagfour that C&L proffer
actually conflict with this aspect of RT, once one properitidguishes the roles
of subjective and objective judgement in RT explanations.

| first deal with one of C&L’'s (2008) primary test cases, which straightfor-
wardly illustrates the argument of the previous section angduch can be dealt
with quickly. Following this | mention C&L's other primaryest cases, which lead
to discussion of the so-called Revisionist and Consergairategies.

3.2.1 Assessments of assertions

C&L argue that ‘shared content’ is required to make senseipfbility to assess
the linguistically conveyed assertions of others. Theamgles involve an orig-
inal utterance of some sentence S by a speaker named Naorthafwlowing
kind of responses to ifThat's true/questionable/unacceptable/clevar] agree
with Naomi C&L's argument here is that “the speaker [of such respdrokeesn’t
mean to evaluate a proposition similar to the one assertédbloyni’s utterance;
the speaker [...] means to evaluate the very propositionght that Naomi ex-
pressed.” (Cappelen & Lepore 2C0&***).

This is quite correct and entirely unproblematic for RT. Bpeaker who re-
sponds to Naomi by utteringhat’s trueclearly believes that he has understood
what Naomi meant by her original utterance. Whether thibjsdively the case
or not makes no difference to our ability to understand wkajding on in the
dialogue: the second speaker is concurring with what hewedi Naomi to have
intentionally communicated. There is no sense in whicmkansnerely “to eval-
uate a proposition similar to the one asserted by Naomiartce”, whether or
not he inadvertently does so (and note that this is the caseittie is conscious
of the possibility of having inadvertently done so). C&L'bjection therefore
misses its target in a way that illustrates the point madedatien 3.1: their mis-
take here is plainly one of treating NSC as part of the meamasiof RT, rather
than as a possible consequence of RT when viewed from an ciemtishird party
perspective.
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3.2.2 Speech reports and belief attributions

Another of C&L’s other primary test cases is also one of tlf@ourite talking
points in their (2005) book: indirect speech reports. Thekywes to imagine again
that Naomi has uttered a sentence S, but this time someangalshim Donald)
reports thatNaomi said thatp, thus conveying that Donald believes Naomi to
have conveyed the propositignwhen she uttere@®. C&L then observe that
“If NSC is correct, the proposition attributed to Naomi wilypically) be similar
to, but not identical to, the proposition that Naomi intethdie communicate with
her utterance” (200§ 5***). As discussed in section 3.1, a more appropriate
version of NSC would necessitate replacimgy (typically) be similarwith may
be similarin this quotation, but C&L's subsequent remarks are moreoitamt:

“A proponent of NSC [...] has but two options: (a) she can $& teports like
[Naomi said thap] are literally false, or (b) she can say thalgomi said thap]
can be true even though Naomi did not intend to communicatpribposition that
p” (ibid.). Options (a) and (b) are what C&L proceed to call the Rewisiband
Conservative strategies, respectively.

Very similar reasoning is applied to another primary tesecadhe fact that we
often attribute beliefs to our interlocutors based on whaytsay. Imagine that
because of Naomi’s utterance 6f Donald concludes thdtiaomi believes that
p. Again, by NSC,p is (or, better, may be) only similar to the proposition that
Naomi intended to convey. C&L conclude that the committdevance theorist
must sustain either that (a) the very common process ofdgb@ople’s sincere
assertions to reflect their beliefs actually yields (I'd :seay yield) false attribu-
tions of belief or (b) we can judge belief attributions to baeteven when they
describe beliefs that are only similar to the ones actuadlyg by the person they
are attributed to. Again, (a) and (b) are said to be manifiesizof the Revisionist
and Conservative strategies.

3.2.3 ‘Conservatism’

| take it that no proponent of RT would consider adopting thealled Conserva-
tive strategy, which amounts to re-defining our very notiohguth and identity
such that ‘similar’ propositions could be identified as lgetruth-conditionally

SThese annoyingly algebraic examples are useful becausditheus to avoid issues that are
best sidestepped, such as the relationships betweennagstareports of utterances and propo-
sitional meanings, which are themselves a matter of appggfeimdamental, and at any rate ter-
minological, disagreement between C&L and relevance tbisorThe above talk of ‘conveying a
proposition’ is certainly shorthand for a series of proesfsom an RT perspective.
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equivalent. As C&L rightly point out, this would wreak havadth all kinds of
inferential procedures. They also point out that it wouldebeentially lacking in
foundation, as no suitable definition of similarity couldsgxvithout a traditional
notion of identity.

No matter; this strategy bears no relation to RT. | can onlgsguthat C&L
were led to think it is a conservative development of RT onliasis of relevance
theorists’ references tsimilarity in successful communication, such as those in
the quotations from Carston and Sperber & Wilson in sectidn But recall that
the RT definition of successful communication makes no egieg to objective
evaluation of truth. Donald’s reports of speech and attioims of belief are based
on his subjective judgement of the identity of the proposithat Naomi intended
to communicate.

It is quite clear that the speech report and the belief attiobh are true as such
iff Donald’s judgementis right: ifp is (objectively) identical to Naomi’s intended
assertion. Otherwise, they will be, strictly speakingséalBut either way he can
carry out the report or the attribution sincerely and effety. Ultimately, whether
the truth or falsity of his statements really matters degemda number of inde-
pendent factors: just how far out Donald’s judgement is arstl jow important
it turns out to be in practical terms for Donald, Naomi andeoghto understand
one another’s beliefs precisely. If it is important enougtvill doubtless become
clear sooner or later just what was falsely assumed—thbgesyuent interactions
and experiences will very likely provide them with ampled®nce. If it is not
so important, Donald and Naomi and any interested thirdypagy well get by
just fine, never knowing that he has attributed her with agbehat is, strictly
speaking, false in some way. A theory of the cognitive preessnvolved in com-
munication has no responsibility to account for such exoars factors or their
effects.

3.2.4 The R-strategy

The above rejection of the Conservative strategy clearbapsulates a version
of the so-called Revisionist one. Since (I maintain) thithis standard position
within RT, there could hardly be a greater misnomer, so lldtexiceforth refer
to this as the R-strategy (tliecan then be taken to stand for eitli®elevancer
Revisionistaccording to taste).

The R-strategy seems to me to be backed by strong intuitimthsk kinds of
anecdotal evidence. We can sincerely report the speecthefsoand, unknow-
ingly, falsely convey that they meant to say something thdy't Likewise, we
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can and surely do inadvertently attribute beliefs falsalyaaesult of misappre-
hending the intended significance of someone else’s statsme

However, for C&L the obvious intuition is a different one:atipeople under-
stand each other really rather precisely, rather a lot ofithe, and that this is the
basis of many kinds of complex behaviéuThis is obviously true, in some sense.
As C&L point out, people often follow instructions, laws aredjulations that are
conveyed linguistically and show appropriately co-ortitlaresponses across a
range of individuals and contexts. People work togeth@éenosuccessfully, to
achieve particular goals; this clearly requires shareckrstdnding of those goals
and effective discussion of potential solutions. Very gatg people act on what
others communicate linguistically: we form beliefs andifysactions based on
what others have said, and, relatedly, we hold others resiplerfor what they
have said. Even relevance theorists behave as though g@gise is content-
sharing: they write (more or less) carefully-worded traetsempting to specify
precisely what they mean (see Cappelen & Lepore 2005, Oh@ydta the charge
that RT is self-contradictory in this way) From such observations, C&L con-
clude that the R-strategy cannot be right: there must be dantkof content
sharing that is reliable; language must indeed allow useprtsdduce thoughts'.

Putting together all the intuitive and anecdotal eviderfdé®above two para-
graphs may seem to lead only to contradictions: people segalarly to com-
municate with such striking effectiveness and with so mucstake that there is
simply no room for error, yet we also feel that as communicaias elsewhere in
life, we are only human: we know that fundamental misuné@dings can occur.
Though this may appear to represent a stalemate with regdhe targuments of
the present article, it in fact constitutes an argument voda of the R-strategy
(and hence in favour of conventional RT).

To see why, consider the overall nature of C&L's argumentdirét they make
out that they stand in opposition to a complete lack of shacedent in commu-
nication (as in their NSC), which implies that they belietaattcontent sharing
(in the sense of reproducing communicators’ thoughts) eyl be possible in
order to facilitate communication. In this case, as | hageied, they should have
no argument with RT: recall that Carston calls the princph¢ RT a “reliable
but fallible” means to get at intended meanings (not ‘hogsiefallible’ or even

6At least, this is the line they push in their 2@0&rticle. On the other hand, see C&L (2005,
206) for apparent recognition of the more problematic atspafcverbal communication.

"This argument is easily turned around: C&L’s often somewhatsperated tone when dis-
cussing responses to their position suggests that theyefgelarly misunderstood—i.e. they must
have plenty of reasons to believe that content is not alwagees! very reliably.
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‘inevitably inaccuraté®). Therefore, if C&L see their observations as arguments
against RT, they must either have misunderstood RT or ketieat even theos-
sibility of failing to grasp someone else’s intended meaning eptocahnot be
admitted: i.e. content sharing must be complete and gusgdnt

In fact, | think both of these things are the case. C&L realtysgtem have
missed the idea that the Principle of Relevance is meantipaily to explain
how addressees do regularly recover speakers’ meanings {evile predicting
that they will sometimes fail to do this to a greater or leskgree). Thus, when
C&L refer to the basic RT process of inferentially develapthe logical form of
an utterance, they claim “We have no way to predict in advavitieh develop-
ment of these logical forms various [addressees] will endiitip. . . developments
of these logical forms can be radically different and it wbhe a minor miracle
if they were not” (2006, 18***). To a relevance theorist, this is precisely a de-
scription of the problem that RT sets out to solve. One mayaapout how well
RT does this, but one cannot criticise RT as though it faieddress this problem,
when that is its veryaison detre The fundamental argument of RT has always
been that recognition of speakers’ communicative int&stiwould indeed be a
minor miracle in the absence of some set of guiding prinsifike those of RT:
principles which enable interlocutors to assess just hey tian bring appropriate
assumptions to bear on the interpretation of linguistiaceggions or, as speakers,
use linguistic expressions to trigger appropriate intigirons. All the appara-
tus of RT, from the notions of manifestness and mutual cognénvironments
to the cost-benefit calculations prompted by the PrincipfdRelevance, exists to
provide an explanation of this.

At the same time, C&L do seem to require complete and guazdrtentent
sharing—all their discussion points to this as being thg ardy to explain com-
munication as we know it. | have already indicated that | findttthe idea of
guaranteed sharing of thoughts through language simg/tfareflect common
experience. Furthermore, | suggested in section 2.1 tha fleTognition of a

8In this context, it is worth noting that RT has itself beendiss a counter to the kinds of
philosophy and, especially, literary theory that make sirgge claims about the ‘impossibility
of communication’. See, for example, MacKenzie (2002). His ttonnection, note that there
is a certain parallel between literary ‘Deconstructicgiifintellectual company that most serious
philosophers and scientists would not wish to keep, | ventoisuggest) and C&L. Both assume
that linguistic communication is an ‘all or nothing’ busgise either language allows meanings
to be perfectly recreated or communication must be imptessiBeconstructionists argue that
the latter conclusion must be reached, whereas C&L reastrsitce communication does seem
to work pretty well on a regular basis, it must be the caseréaatvery of intended meaning is
guaranteed.
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lack of guarantees merely puts communication into the sbrakevery general
facts about human processing of data about the outside wiitld if anything
is truly guaranteed, but we plainly have some pretty goodsvedydistinguishing
more and less reliable judgements about how things are. ffikeng reliability
of much linguistic communication does not in principle caxlict the idea that
the intended propositional content of utterances is noveysed (hence shared)
directly and infallibly.

Certainly, the observations that C&L appeal to—linguistianmunication as
a basis for collective action, judging others’ beliefs,.-etogically show just the
following: peoplecanrecognise each other’'s communicative intentions (i.erxesha
content)well enoughto do all these things. As | have indicated above, the latter
observations are not only consistent with RT, but are pecishat RT sets out to
explain.

Nevertheless, there is clearly a danger here of to sometaxterely trading
intuitions: some of us are struck by the fallibility of commaation, others by just
how much we can achieve by it. We can go beyond this by lookingare detail
at what C&L's position implies; at the nature of the relevaimd of ‘content’
itself. This shows C&L’s position to be flawed in the followgrvay: anyaccount
of the kind of content sharing that is pertinent to C&L's olvs¢ions must rely
on indirect calculations of intended meaning. This incki@&L's own analytical
standpoint, as | discuss in more detail in the following ieect

4 Relevant kinds of content

So far | have outlined several problems with C&L's argumeaetgarding shared
content which in effect involve misreadings of RT. Theirargents also suffer
from a fundamental problem of internal incoherence. Thisceons the relevant
understanding ofontent My argument here runs as follows:

e C&L argue that communication, as we know it from various egles of
human behaviour, depends upon guaranteed content sharing

¢ the kind of content that C&L argue to be infallibly shared-déed, the only
kind of content thatouldbe, on any view—is that of linguistically encoded
meaning

¢ butthe kind of content that is shared in C&L's examples of harbehaviour
is not this, but rather what they call Speech Act Content,ctvhio-one
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claims to be determinate

e s0, by C&L’'s own arguments, communication should be imgmestin just
the ways that they observe it not to be.

We have already seen how C&L urge the first point in this lis¢ first premise
in my argument). The second point, that C&L in practice arfprethe sharing
of linguistically encodedontent, is implicit in their criticisms of RT and explicit
in their extended (2005) ‘defence of semantic minimalisiriat this is the only
kind of content that could even in principle be shared may bésdeduced from a
consideration of the only logical alternative: that SpeAchcontent could be di-
rectly, infallibly shared. As pointed out above, this is sthing that no-one, C&L
included, would want to maintain. Whatever the nature obeled meaning may
be, it is uncontroversial that much Speech Act content ig oxdirectly related
to it and is highly context-dependent. As such, it could né&eclaimed that the
very act of producing some utterance causes such conteetsbdred. | return
below to the nature of C&L's own view of Speech Act content &sdelation to
RT ideas.

4.1 Minimal semantic content

Linguistically encoded meaning of coursasto be directly shared. This is what
it means to be directly encoded meaning: it is whatever tvaakers of the same
dialect can recover directly from a given piece of lingustiaterial. Where RT
and C&L differ is therefore not on the existence of directigeded (and hence di-
rectly shared) meaning, but on its nature. Specifically, @&dim that all encoded
meaning is propositional. This is their ‘minimal semantbotent’.

It is important in this context to appreciate just how minir6&L's minimal
semantic content is. As we have seen, when they claim thatdedcmeaning is
propositional, they do not mean it in the sense of the far nmodespread point
of view that they call moderate contextualism. That is, terglicitly reject the
idea that intuitively derived truth conditions should bkea to correspond to the
meaning encoded in a sentence (ewsrdulosaturation of indexicals). Instead,
the kind of minimal propositions that C&L have in mind contgust whatever
makes a sentence traeross all contexts. This may be something that we have
little or no access to either as speakers or analysts—C&ueatlyat specifying
such truth conditions is the business of metaphysics, moae#&cs. This leaves
them stating only meanings that strike most analysts aglzpiite circular, such
as (1):
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Q) ‘Steel isn't strong enough’ expresses the propositloat steel isn't
strong enoughand is true iff steel isn't strong enough” (Cappelen &
Lepore 2005, 61)

Typically, this strategy attracts criticism along the Bribat (1) does not really
contain truth conditions. It is important to emphasise thetis not the nature of
my argument with C&L. Though such criticisms may come fromwsawho might
happily accept C&L's labealadical contextualistl do not believe that they are ap-
propriate from such a viewpoint. | am convinced by C&L's (80Chapter 11)
retort that this kind of criticism falls wide of the mark, [zetse of the distinction
between semantics and metaphysics (as they put it), anelseams a confusion of
intrinsic meaning with merely intuitively graspable meaami Still, it seems to me
that there is one crucial matter that they fail to make exphith regard to this
argument. This is the fact that (presumably) their statemehtruth conditions
are to be understood, as is standambdulosome denotation assignment func-
tion. Once this is considered, the fundamentals of formalasgics do seem to
presuppose something like C&L'’s position rather than thelenate contextualist
position that is regularly adopted in practice in semantilysis.

Assignment functions are rarely discussed, regularly dosimply assumed
and suppressed in semanticists’ representations for eabe @ye. Nevertheless,
they play a crucial role, one that has been identified withetffects of context
(e.g. Heim & Kratzer 1998, 242). In other words, assignmencfions are in
a sense promissory notes for a theory of pragmatics. Nowsifsaisual, one
directly translates words likeable andloveinto predicates likeable andlove,
one implicitly apportions to assignment functions (hentkemry of pragmatics)
all the work that lies between those words and any intuitivesgable propo-
sitional meaning. No conventional semanticist feels thbte¢ andlové€ fail to
contribute adequately to the composition of truth condsiadespite the fact that
what they contribute could vary massively with differensigament functions.
The reason this is not seen to be problematic is preciselgusecthe role of the
assignment function is widely recognised here; everyoreisfortable simply
assuming that values are relativised to assignments atetreé Now, just the
same applies in principle to more complex expressionsetisea gap between a
sentence meaning (the meanings of words put together irtarceray) and intu-
itively accessible truth conditions that the formal senwsit should be prepared
to leave to assignment functions—meaning ultimately toemiy of pragmatics.
Precisely what these functions consist in is universalbpgmised to be quite be-
yond semantics. But this means that the precise extent ofitfileience cannot
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be known either. From this it follows in turn that the preaiskationship between
encoded meaning and intuitively accessible truth cornmsitie not knowable from
the semanticist’s perspective, only via active considenadf pragmatic theory. A
semanticist should therefore recognise that the truthitiond of a propositional
meaning that is stateshoduloassignment functions may be unknowable. This
brings us back to what is essentially C&L'’s position.

| do not therefore object to C&L's notion of (or expressiof wiinimal seman-
tic content in principle (though I would in any case be terdgtecall it less than
entirely helpful). This does not mean that one must accepptbpositionality of
encoded meanings, however. From my point of view (as in piador C&L),
the question of whether all linguistically encoded measingn be legitimately
treated as in (1) is an empirical one. | address this issumbhél section 5.

For now, the issue is content-sharing. Does the proposiityror otherwise of
minimal semantic content make a difference to this? C&L ijeassume that it
does, but no part of their argumentation on the role of mihgeaantic content
in communication actually seems to depend on its propasitistatus. Consider
the following quotation:

How is it that we can understand what was said by an utterance
of [Peter’s duck is browjwhen that utterance took place in a context
radically different from ours (and we know little or nothiagout that
context)? The answer should be obvious by now: We can always
understand part of what the speaker said, nartely Peter’s duck is
brown (C&L 2005, 205)

The argument here turns upon there being some constant mgeait@ched to a
given set of linguistic forms (such as a sentence). It is cm¢slepend upon this
constant meaning having any particular properties, sudbeasy propositional.

Thus, the role of minimal semantic content, as envisaged &l themselves,

does not distinguish it from the encoded meaning that RT shake of (see fur-
ther section 6). Rather more importantly where C&L's (2806rguments are
concerned, the role of minimal semantic content simply duzsextend to the
functions of shared content that are set out in C&L's cisties of RT. These must
involve a different kind of content altogether.

4.2 The content that is shared

Recall the kinds of observations that C&L claim make sha@uent indispens-
able: co-ordinated action, collective deliberation, lirgfic communication justi-
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fying beliefs, holding people responsible for what they, sengd so on. Is minimal
semantic content capable of supporting such things? Ilih&m &n engineer who
saysSteel isn’t strong enougis held responsible just for that proposition (if we
call it that) which is expressed by any and every utteranchisfsentence. If the
roof collapses, it should be considered reasonable of thmear point out that

| just said steel is strong enough; | never said strong endogsupport the roaf
At least where | come fronteasonabldasn’t the word one would use to describe
this kind of utterance. The example, crass as it may seenutia trivial one in
the context of C&L’s discussion of content sharing: it shdhet if ‘being held
responsible for what one says’ is evidence for contentspdas they claim it is),
then the relevant kind of content is not C&L's minimal senmanbntent.

Similar arguments apply to C&L's other examples of contdrarsng: if Beth
says to mélhe apple is redl will not be tempted to conclude that ‘Beth believes
[the minimal proposition that is true iff the apple is red}semething that, as C&L
recognise, could cover a huge number of possible condijtiomifferent contexts
(e.g. the apple is wholly red, partially red, red on the iesigainted with red
stripes, mostly a colour that would otherwise be called lorbwt therefore ‘red’
as opposed to being a green apple, etc.). | might well, howewoaclude that
‘Beth believes that the apple is red in the particular selngeit is partially red on
the outside’ (for example). Similarly, if | am part of “a ClAask force concerned
with whether Igor knows that Jane is a spy” (C&L 2@08***), | will assume
that we are ‘collectively deliberating’ about some rath@respecific proposition
than the minimal semantic content lgfor knows that Jane is a sfit probably
won't concern us if Igor has figured out that Jane is revedalmgsecrets of one
knitting circle to the members of another, as long as he hasticed that she’s
also a CIA spook—»but both of these situations are compaitle this minimal
semantic content). As a final example, consider one of C&liimary test cases,
the assessment of assertions. The SA nature of the releskrared’ content here
is shown by the fact that such assessments can be made alptioatores just as
easily as about what is taken to be directly asserted, asrsimo{@)°:

(2) A: Is John really such a bad cook?
B: Well, he’s English.
A: That’s outrageous / a fair point.

9The parallel with C&L's examples is not perfect, becauseess®ents of truth cannot be
made about implicatures, which are by definition cance#labhis does not affect the point here,
which is to demonstrate that in general the ability to asgttesances relies on the recovery of SA
content, not minimal semantic content.

24



It is clear that minimal semantic content is not what must leresd in order to
facilitate these activities. What is needed is, minimastyme notion of ‘what is
said’ by a given utterance. As we have seen, C&L’s rejectibthe Mistaken
Assumption makes quite clear that this is not a significarttgfaheir theory. In-
stead, ‘what is said’ is merely a part of SA content. Themfarhat is necessarily
shared is SA content.

Once this is established, all of C&L's arguments regardifigaRd content-
sharing simply fall apart. If the basis of their exampledhaf hecessity of content-
sharing is the sharing of SA content, then these examplds faistinguish in any
way between the position of RT and that of C&L themselves. G&k quite
explicit on the fact that, for them as in RT, the recovery of &htent is indirect,
context-dependent and indetermirtéte

On our view, any utterance succeeds in expressing an ingefini
number of propositions. One of these, the proposition séowly
expressed [=minimal semantic content], is easy to grasper®tare
extremely hard to access and there is no reason to think niyairee
person can ever grasp all that was said by an utterance, entteg
speaker. (C&L 2005, 206; emphasis in original)

Alsojustasin RT, C&L argue that SA content is in part deteraci by the same
context-dependent mechanisms that generate implicgthress their eighth prin-
ciple of Speech Act Pluralism; 2005, 204).

What C&L claim with regard to SA meaning is in fact nothing radhan that,
like implicatures, it must be calculable in context on theibaf the meaning di-
rect encoded in language. As such, C&L make no more claimSAomeaning
than relevance theorists do—certainly, there is no guaeathiat SA content will
be shared perfectly. Consequently, C&L's arguments reggrdhared content’
do not address any point on which they and RT actually diffefollows that
collective deliberation, inferences of belief, and so or,@unter-evidence to RT
only to the same extent that they are counter-evidence tod<38An position. For-
tunately for both, we have seen that the arguments madedtbase phenomena
are in any case misdirected.

One way in which the two approaches do differ is that RT presidn ex-
planation for how SA communication is achieved as often as, iand as such

100n the other hand, the following quotation also shows a pafif@&L divergence between
C&L and RT, on the issue of what C&L call Original Utterancen@é&m. | argue below that this is
a further example of C&L’s failure to separate subjectived ahjective notions of meaning/content
conveyed. See section 6.
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provides a basis for the explanation all the things that Céketto necessitate
‘shared content’. Note that RT’s pursuit of a ‘reliable baitible’ strategy for the
recovery of intended meaning—just what C&L criticise RT-fas advantageous
in this regard. Since no-one suggests that SA meaning is congated infalli-
bly, an RT-style strategy (in this sense) is exactly whaeguired to explain the
phenomena that C&L discuss.

Given their position on the nature of SA content, C&L in effpcesuppose
an approach that is at least broadly like RT. Ostensiblyy #naid committing
themselves to any particular account of how SA content ivelgr claiming that
“there can be be ngystematic theorgf speech act content” (2005, 190; emphasis
in original) and thereby washing their hands of the respwlitsito formulate one.
Again, | see a failure to distinguish objective, externaretterisations of com-
munication from characterisations of the internal compets that allow people
to make the necessary subjective judgements to commuratfatgively. While
a fully formalisable mechanism showing the derivation ofesgh act content is
most likely quite impossible, one can theorise about thaegpies that people
employ in their attempts to derive such content. Furtheemeuch principles
must concern how to infer speaker's communicative intestio

To a considerable extent, this is just what the traditiormlam of a Speech
Act consists in (although SA theory might not commonly bekgpoof in these
terms). To borrow from the title of Austin’s (1962) seminabnk, to understand
SA content is to work out what the speakerdising with words—and, where
ostensive communication is concerned, this is insepafaime the speaker’s in-
tentions. As such, there is no avoiding an inferential ntite-based approach at
this level of analysis. Moreover, C&L's ‘'semantic mininmgh’, which, like RT,
recognises that encoded meanings (or minimal semantiecmhay not be even
a salient part of SA meaning, is more clearly reliant on ampebintention-based
inference that most approaches.

To summarise this section, C&L's arguments from sharederdrdo not speak
against RT, but rather demonstrate the need for an approaeallip like RT, be-
cause these arguments logically must refer to SA meanindor@©&L’'s minimal
semantic content. C&L’'s own position presupposes somegntineans of estab-
lishing SA meaning (as opposed to direct sharing of it), Whitimately means
that they presuppose something that has just those fed®Irekat they try to
criticise.

The question then arises to what extent C&L's approachyehffers from
RT, whether the ostensible differences are substantialvdnradher either side of
any substantive difference can be shown to be theoreticalgmpirically better
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supported. This is the business of the following section.

5 Tests for minimal semantic content

As argued above, there is just one clear and notable ditferbatween the claims
of RT and those of C&L, once terminological differences arecainted for. This
is C&L’s insistence that minimal semantic content (encodexhning) is propo-
sitional. For relevance theorists, encoded meaning i<#lpi perhaps always
(Carston 2002), underdetermined with respect to promostimeaning. As | ar-
gued above, these claims cannot necessarily be directlyastad, since C&L’s
notion of propositionality is not the same one that releeaiheorists are usually
keen to dispel. However, C&L’s line on the propositionabfyminimal semantic
content remains something that does not exist in RT, so ibrstwconsidering the
basis of this as well as the extent to which it constitutegyaiicant difference
for any practical purposes.

C&L do provide a putative empirical basis to their circulaoking truth con-
ditions (as they surely must, if these are to have any reatanbe). C&L (2005,
Chapter 7) offer certain tests for minimal semantic contesiich are important
in numerous ways. They represent C&L's concrete methodcdbglternative
to working only with intuited propositions and they suppadigeconstitute C&L's
most substantial objection to radical contextualismand they also provide the
only real evidence of propositionality in minimal semartantent. These tests
are close relations of the (208gprimary test cases for shared content mentioned
above: again, the basic strategy is to examine reporteccBp#eus turning a
judgement about theontentof an original utterance into a judgement about the
truth of a second utterance, the speech report.

C&L's primary concern in presenting these tests is to takeamextualism.
They are keen to point out that the use of speech reportagisshes uncontro-
versial, overt indexicals, such as pronouns, from otheesa$ alleged context-
sensitivity. Thus, (3b) would be false as a report of (3a)abee of the context-
sensitivity of the pronouh (Cappelen & Lepore 2005, 89). In contrast, had Bush
uttered a sentence likéohn is ready it could be truthfully reported by Lepore
with the utteranc@&ush said that John is readyrhis is despite the fact thdbhn
is readyintuitively falls short of specifying full truth conditian (it invites the
guestionReady for what}, so is context-sensitive by contextualist reasoning.

11Cc&Ls other objections to radical contextualism (2005, Gtess 8 and 9) amount to a version
of the case against RT already discussed above.
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3) a. Utterance made by George Bush, June 3, 2003: ‘| wasady
yesterday.’

b. Utterance made by Ernest Lepore, June 5, 2005: ‘BushIsaidi t
wasn'’t ready yesterday.

C&L’s tests thus undoubtedly demonstrate that items likepuns (what C&L
call the Basic Set of indexicals) are different to other lirsic material. This is
problematic for the moderate contextualist who would de#h whe ‘incomplete
truth conditions’ of strings likelohn is readyby positing covert indexical ele-
ments, but not necessarily for radical contextualists aghelevance theorists.
By definition, radical contextualist approaches take tlil@mce of context to be
pervasive. Hence it is perfectly consistent with a radicaitextualist position to
accept that there are some linguistic items that specialtp@e a particular re-
lationship to context (true indexicals), while others areypto the influence of
context in other ways$. Again, the use of assignment functions in formal seman-
tics reflects this viewpoint (despite the common philosoghcontext in which
such formalism is typically employed): indexicals are agly significantly dif-
ferent to other lexical items in formal representationg,tbis does not mean that
other items are entirely free of the influence of context.

Up to this point, then, | do not see C&L’s viewpoint divergingprinciple
from radical contextualism. Their argument regarding tnakexicals and context-
sensitivity only has force as an objection to moderate caunédism, even though
they present it as an objection to the radical kind. As ifatgtd in section 5.2,
it may be that many professed radical contextualists intim@atehave more like
moderate contextualists in positing unnecessary mat@aadert indexicals and
the like) to account for context sensitivity, but radicahtextualism in theory has
no problem accommodating C&L’'s observations.

If these tests do not undermine radical contextualism @&I9 as such, they
might still demonstrate the key difference between C&L afid tRe claim that
encoded meaning is propositional. How else, the argumesg,gmuld we make
judgements of truth and falsity about indirect speech rsg@ointuitively, when
we sayNina said that John is readfunlike Nina said, “John is ready) we ex-
press a proposition concerning Nina’s having committedéléto something—
something that is true only under certain conditions. Tloees it seems that any
utterance which can be indirectly reported in this way ftegpresses a propo-
sition, not just a ‘propositional radical’ or any other fomh sub-propositional

12See Atlas (2006) for a careful elaboration of the point tieaognising a case of context-
sensitivity does not entail a claim of indexicality of anyédi
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encoded meaning. To give another perspective on the sarag@#d. suggest
imagining two contexts C1 and C2 in which Nina has pronourtbedvordsJohn
is ready Even if these context are sufficiently different that Johasweady for
quite different things, we can truthfully report tHatboth C1 and C2, Nina said
that John is readyC&L take this to be an argument against radical contexdoali
because this view would require the impossible situatia tihe complement of
saidexpresses two distinct propositions simultaneously.

C&L’s reasoning here rests on a crucial empirical questiat they do not
investigate: do indirect speech reports consistently vtloikway? In particular,
can we really make reliable judgements of truth and falditgua such reports?
Note that this consistency is crucial to C&L's argumentsthé answer to the
guestion is no, we can no longer assume that the complemsatcih such cases
is necessarily propositional—and then it is simply not afspropositionality>.

There are various ways in which indirect speech reportsekihd that C&L
rely on can fail to report a single proposition. In this redpthe evidence suggests
that these speech reports are not necessarily as distimstdirect reporting as
Cé&L's reasoning requires them to be. For example, being tinepgement osaid
does not force disambiguation of homonyms. | can truthfuttgr the sentence
In C1 and C2, Nina said that John went to the baven if | know that Nina was
referring in C1 to the financiddankand in C2 to the watercourdank Of course,

I might well continue. .. but in C1 she meant that he went to the HSBC whereas
in in C2 she that he went to the edge of the rivBignificantly, one may easily
do this with regard to C&L's example alstn C1 and C2, Nina said that John is
ready—»but in C1 she meant he is prepared for his exam, whi&2ishe meant

he has his raincoat anl can see no difference in the form of these utterances
that would allow us to treat them as identifiably differerdammatical phenomena
(the one an ambiguity, hence potentially expressing diffepropositions under
any analysis, and the other a single proposition in C&L'sse¢nTherefore, unless
C&L want to argue that an un-disambiguated homonym cortgoto the creation

of a proposition, they cannot maintain that indirect reparécessarily contain
propositions in their complement clauses.

Similarly, C&L’s test fails to disambiguate use/mentiontaguities: consider (4):

4) In C1 and C2, Elspeth said she didn’t want to work in Humasdrirces
but in C1 she meant she wanted to work for a departmergctall

13In this is context C&L therefore cannot argue that they mehalve to show that the appro-
priate judgementsanbe made in at least one case, as they argue in Cappelen & LE&hie).
A grammatical context whose significance is inconsistenbisa test for anything.
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Personnel, while in C2 she meant that she didn’t want to worthat
area at all

| doubt that C&L would wish to claim that any proposition esidefore such
an ambiguity is resolved, but they would have to do this ireotd maintain the
supposed significance of their indirect speech report #&gain, note that C&L
do not have the option here of simply dismissing such caségiag intuitively
different to their examples. Their avowed purpose in ini@dg linguistic tests is
to get away from reliance on intuitions 2005, 87; as suchtdhis they propose in
their place cannot themselves depend on intuition but mauptibely linguistically
defined and must have consistent effects in order to convince

The problems are not restricted to ambiguities. C&L's tedsfto produce a
clear judgement of truth or falsity in just those situatidhat might make them
really useful to linguists: when we need to determine wheginemmar or prag-
matic principles (or some particular combination of the Jwhbould account for
some phenomenon of meaning. An example of such a phenometamsociation
with focus’, as expressed by a certain kind of pitch acceriglish*. Imagine
that in C1 Bert utters (5a). Then in C2 he utters (5b).

(5) a. Jimonlyintroduced BOB to Alice.
b. Jim only introduced Bob to ALICE.

The semantic orthodoxy with such cases is that the locafitimeamain pitch ac-
cent induces a restructuring of the semantic form of theesmat such that the
domain of the quantificational operatonly can be fixed in two different ways.
On the other hand, one might want to argue that the compoaltiyoderived part
of the meaning—the minimal semantic content—is determimgthe string of
words alone and that prosody merely provides a trigger fi@riimg the intuitive
reading of each utterance. If C&L's indirect report testytrigentifies proposi-
tional minimal semantic content, it should be of some usesolving this debate.
Can | then truthfully report thdh C1 and C2, Bert said that Jim only introduced
Bob to Alic&

Immediately the question arises of haay utterance is in fact intoned: if |
too accenBoh, then surely my utterance would be false. One might arguie tha
the test should assume that my report employs the near¢shéhlanguage gives

14See Rooth (1996) for an overview of popular semantic ap@saSchwarzschild (1999) and
Geurts & van der Sandt (2004) for some recent developmenther directions.
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us to a ‘default’ prosodic pattern. In this case, this presbijnmeans sentence-
final accentingin C1 and C2, Bert said that Jim only introduced Bob to ALICE
Would this report be true? At this point, I, for one, have tongtcthat intuitions
fail me. The report seems much more cleangppropriatethan either true or
false. All we can say is that if there is a single propositioderlying Bert's two
utterances, it isn't one that is expressible using the wanidgs he used. This
might mean that focus does contribute to minimal semantitecd here, but it is
also consistent with there being minimal semantic contesb@ated with just the
string of words. The fact is that we can’t tell using C&L's telsecause we can’t
utter ‘just the string of words’ (note that assuming a wrtspeech report does
not necessarily help, as we cannot discount the likelihbadl any judge of the
truth of the report mentally ‘hears’ one particular stresttgrn upon reading it).

Examples such as these suggest that indirect speech rapoitsa sense not
indirect enough to do the job that C&L ask of them. They caf@atelied upon to
identify a propositional minimal semantic content and ashgbey do not demon-
strate that minimal semantic content is necessarily pitpoal. Without this
demonstration, we are essentially left in RT territory: weWw there is encoded
meaning, but we can’t prejudge the nature of it for any giveguistic expression
(and, consequently, inferential pragmatic processes magimciple influence all
levels of meaning).

C&L really should not find this conclusion unpalatable. A dateal of C&L's
apparent problem with radical contextualism (at least pegented by RT) seems
to rest on terminological confusion. As | have hinted alsg@athumber of the ob-
jections they produce against radical contextualism afaaghonly problematic
to a moderate contextualist position. | believe that a gosal df confusion has
arisen, ironically enough, from the very fact that relevatieorists and C&L have
a common enemy in moderate contextualism. The problem igtig approach
this common enemy from opposite perspectives (in a way shandoubtedly re-
lated to the origins of RT in linguistics and anthropologhile C&L are philoso-
phers) and as such may fail to realise just how much they shmes, relevance
theorists tend to push the notion that contextual influeagervasive, in contrast
to the limited, grammatically triggered contextual inflaeriound in the dominant
moderate contextualist paradigm. As part of this, consioleremphasis is placed
on the idea that propositional meanings are partly deriwedamtext-dependent
inference. But, since at this stage the point is to take onaraid contextualism,
the propositional meanings referred to here are thoset@dturuth-conditional
forms that moderate contextualists deal in. As such, thegecss of the rhetoric
of RT do not contradict C&L's semantic minimalism, even tgbualk of con-
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textual influence on propositional meanings may give thatréssior®. C&L's
notion of proposition is knowingly removed from that of moale contextualists
(for example, they put a good deal of effort into arguing thbat moderate con-
textualists consider to be sub-propositional is for thelty foropositional; C&L
2005, Chapter 5). Thus, we clearly have two separate netiavescould call them
Propositionality:;, and the latter Propositionalify.. When a relevance theorist
denies that encoded meaning is propositional (in line wig&L'€ definition of
radical contextualism), this refers to Propositionality Because we are dealing
with distinct notions, it does not follow that believers iropositionality:;, have
any substantial argument with RT (or any given form of raldicatextualism).

RT not only does not, but could not argue for contextual imfteein the cre-
ation of C&L's minimal semantic content, since the latterirsa crucial sense,
equivalent to the logical form (=encoded meaning) of anrattee in RT. Both
C&L's minimal semantic content and RT’s logical forms ardided as whatever
meaning is common to a linguistic expression across allectst so there is no
way in which RT’s contextualism could extend this far. THere, as mentioned
above, the only bone of contention in principle between C&ld &T is C&L's
claim that minimal semantic content is propositional, inlG&very particular
sense. It would be a much better use of C&L's energies ancethbselevance
theorists to investigate the significance of this claim—ikibeit has really impor-
tant consequences at this level, or whether it amountstk® itore than a termi-
nological squabble—rather than arguing at cross-purpaisest whether content
can be shared or whether a given lexical item is contextHbens

5.1 RT principles and moderate contextualist practice

While I argue that C&Ls arguments against RT ultimately faiundermine the
framework in principle, | do believe that their broader argants have important
connotations for the practice of relevance-theoreticyamigl As | have suggested
above, there is a sense in which C&L's criticisms do somedimmié the mark.
When they do, this is because of relevance theorists adpfxplicitly or oth-
erwise) aspects of moderate contextualist thinking, $igadly the idea that the
logical form of a sentence—hence ultimately the lexicon @ngmar—should

15The above-cited eighth principle of Speech Act Pluralisr&l(005, 204), one of the few
places in which C&L explicitly confront moderate conteXistassumptions from the point of
view of how much contextual influence on meanisgecessary, reads like an excerpt from an
exegesis of RT ideas—or indeed of those of several othergpalspresent contextualist analysts,
as Atlas (2006, 14***) notes.
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contain something that accounts for any given piece of ciud influence on
the truth conditions intuitively conveyed by an utteran¢ais idea (which is, in
essence, C&L's Mistaken Assumption) oftraC&L 2005, 54) not intrinsic to
RT. Indeed, to my mind it is anathema to the spirit of RT, fanfrbeing required
by it.

At this point it is important to get away from making statersesbout moder-
ate and radical contextualists, as though theoreticaljpsisns were like nation-
alities, and instead speak of moderate and radical coraiestarguments The
appropriateness of such labels ultimately depends uponahae of ones theo-
retical claims and analytical practice, not on ones dedlaf@liations to a given
school of thought.

Cé&L's only reason for lumping together moderate and radicaitextualists as
believers in the Mistaken Assumption (apart from a singletgtion from the rad-
ical contextualist—but not relevance theorists—CharlewiB) is their common
use of what C&L call Context Shifting Arguments. This reféosshe strategy of
showing how what is intuitively asserted by some sentendes&rom context to
context and on the basis of this claiming the semantics desep in question is
context-dependent. C&L believe that a commitment to thetdkisn Assumption
follows from the use of CSAs:

It's the only way to make sense of their extensive (mis)use of
CSAs. If you did not believe in some version of [the Mistakes+ A
sumption], why wold you care about the intuitions that seakave
that an utterance of ‘There are no French girls’ can be ussaitgas-
sert, claim, state) that there are no French girls in Roon? 40/hy
would a semanticist hold that piece of information rele?amhy,
more generally, would a semanticist think any of the intui§ ap-
pealed to in CSAs are relevant? (Cappelen & Lepore 2005, 54)

There is, of course, one very practical answer to C&L's rhe&d question, from
the radical contextualist’s perspective: the intuitioppealed to in CSAs are rel-
evant to the debates in which we are engaged just becausstamayone else
assumes them to be theoretically important. Radical ctuddists’ use of CSAs
can be viewed as implicitly doing the the very same job as G&wn (2005,
Chapter 5) arguments about moderate contextualism: th&g mnaonditional ar-
gument.If you believe that ‘what is said (asserted, claimed, statied), es the
appropriate level at which to state truth conditions, thea will soon find that
you cannot maintain a direct relationship between encodeaning and truth-
conditional meaning—contextual influence is simply to jsive. In other words,
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the Mistaken Assumption is a premise used mre@uctioof moderate contextual-
ism by both C&L and radical contextualists.

C&L are therefore wrong to deduce the existence of the M&stakssump-
tion from the very use of CSAs, because they fail to recogthisalifferent uses
to which CSAs are put by moderate and radical contextual&tother way to
understand their mistake is to recognise that what C&L ttedIMistaken As-
sumption in fact has two distinct parts. The first is the agstion that ‘what is
said (asserted, claimed, stated, etc.)’ is the approdeaét of meaning at which
to invoke truth conditions. C&L deduce that radical contestists hold ‘the Mis-
taken Assumption’ on the grounds that they seem to subdtiibirst assumption
(this is clearly the nature of their commentary on a quotafiom Travis, for ex-
ample; C&L 2005, 56). However, this amounts to a mere teriogioal point
unless one accept the second part of the Mistaken Assumiatnthe semantics
of linguistic expressions should account for this level @aming directly. It is in
the very nature of radical contextualism to deny this secsslimption and, as
such, to deny ‘the Mistaken Assumption’. It is somewhat irtenial whether or
not one thinks that ‘what is said’ might be spoken of as ‘thehtrconditions of
an utterance’, if ones express purpose is to show that we$ & meaning is not
directly related to the semantics of the linguistic expiss uttered.

If C&L's distinction between moderate and radical contetitm has any sub-
stance, then what sets apart the radical kind is surely timadf thegenerality
of contextual influence—or rather (to get to the heart of thiepRrspective) the
pervasiveness of the influence of extra-linguistic proegsm the interpretation
of linguistic forms. This means that truly radical-contgadist arguments are in-
trinsically incompatible with the crucial part of the Migen Assumption, which
depends upon contextual influence on ‘what is said’ beingicesd in such a way
that a direct connection between it and encoded meaning €anantained. It
follows that any argument that betrays the Mistaken Assionps by definition
a moderate contextualist argument. A truly radical contatst position, such as
that of RT, does not use ‘Context Shifting Arguments’ to ifyspositing some
individual piece of context-dependent encoding and thetelpatch up a neatly
compositional view of truth-conditional meaning, but ethto demonstrate the
general untenability of such a view.

Where RT is concerned, this much is quite clear in the fundaahe of the
framework. The starting point for Sperber & Wilson’s (198@iginal exegesis of
RT is the involvement of the general inferential abilitidgdhamans in communi-
cation and the fact that there is agoriori way to tell just how much of what is
communicated is encoded and how much inferred. Carstofi&)1major expo-
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sition of RT sets out from the rejection of Gricean notion&adfat is said’ and of
other attempts to establish intuited truth-conditionaamag as the point at which
the contribution of the grammar stops and inference beghtsordingly, when
these authors use ‘Context Shifting Arguments’, they daisbip order to demon-
strate how perceived truth-conditional meaning bears micpéar relationship to
encoded meaning.

For sure, there is nothing in all this that rules out the gmki that some given
linguistic expression encodes a trigger for some contepeddent inference, as
one might find in moderate contextualist analyses, but ntirissrequired by RT
to account for context-related variation at any given lefeheaning. All that the
fundamentals of RT require of a relevance-theoretic amalgghat there should
be a chain of reasoning from the encoded meaning (whatexrartios may take)
to the perceived meaning, which results from the applicatbthe Principles
of Relevance in a given context. It is a crucial tenet of RThis trespect that
the same mechanisms are involved in the inferential deoivatf perceived basic
truth conditions as in the derivation of implicatures—aipos that C&L (2005,
204) insist upon themselves. Perceived truth-conditioredning simply does not
have a special status as far as the mechanisms of RT are sedaand as such
RT cannotinvolve the Mistaken Assumption.

The RT notion ofexplicaturemay appear to contradict my claims here. In
this word, RT does have a specialised term for what we couldbeaic truth-
conditional meaning. It is understandable that this mighatlto the impression
that this is a theoretically significant level of meaning ih But the term is essen-
tially just descriptive: it refers to one kind of (intuitikg identifiable outcomeof
general relevance-theoretic reasoning; there remairysomr@d mechanism under-
lying that reasoning. Explicature is technically definegeaspositional meaning
that follows from inferential development of the logicahio of an utterance (in
context), whereas implicature (as in more conventionat@gghes) involves the
creation of propositional meanings that may bear littlatieh to the form of the
utterance.

As Sperber & Wilson make clear (see in particular Wilson & iBee 1993),
there is not necessarily a single explicature associatddesich utterance. This
in itself makes it clear that explicature is not the kind diitive ‘what is said’
meaning that could be associated with the Mistaken Assumptror example,
if Rob uttersShe’s eatern a certain context, one explicature (i.e. one develop-
ment of the logical form) might be rendered as ‘Cassie haandanch on 1 May
2006’, but this may lead to ‘higher-level explicatures’ Bus ‘Rob believes that
Cassie has eaten lunch on 1 May 2006’ and well as likely implies such as ‘the
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addressee does not need to cater for Cassie’. All of thiseisdbult of one pro-
cess of relevance-driven inference of Rob’s communicatitentions. The terms
explicatureandimplicature should be taken as expository devices that facilitate
discussion of a chain of reasoning, and of the particulatrdmrtion of linguis-

tic material to this®. Talk of explicatures therefore in no way implies adherence
to the Mistaken Assumption, which remains definitive of nradgie contextualist
argument¥’.

It is important to note that explicature may not be seen byeddlvance the-
orists in this way. Some may wish to afford more genuine tbecal status to
the idea of explicature (a tendency that shows through istGals treatment of
numerals, discussed immediately below). In this case, myngents above can
be taken as arguments as to how RT should be interpreteds tbitbe a coherent
approach to the derivation of meaning (and one that is distiom the dominant
moderate contextualist paradigm). In this respect, sohegaece theorists may
have something to learn from C&L.: even if they fail to undemRT in principle,
they do show us how RT should not be thought of. If their argusistick, RT
is being interpreted in the wrong way. | do not believe that th revisionism on
my part, but if it is (inadvertently) so, | am happy for my angents to be taken
on that level: as a plea for a particular interpretation of RT

Thus, while | maintain that RT is in principle the wrong tarf C&L's argu-
ments regarding Context Shifting Arguments and the Mistakesumption, there
is certainly a sense in which many avowed relevance theoresd to bear C&L's
arguments in mind. As | hope is by now clear, my own belief &t tRT is a
coherent and useful approach just as long it maintains thie-ld& minimalism
that (I believe) is to be found in the original formulation thie theory. This is
minimalism with respect to the amount of propositional megrhat should be
accounted for in the lexicon and grammar, which inevitabBams a heavy ex-
planatory burden on the inferential mechanisms that RTgseg. This latter fact

8Consequently, any apparent inconsistency in defining exiplie does no serious damage
to the principle claims of RT, contrary to what Levinson (2P0Atlas (2006) seem to believe.
RT stands or falls on the adequacy of the Principles of Relewas a basis for drawing certain
inferences, not on what we may choose to label certain stepg the way.

11f the notion of explicature is suspect in any way, this isdese of its relationship to the
idea of logical form. As | have argued elsewhere (Wedgwodab285-58), RT, as a theory of
the processof interpretation, ought to be capable of investigatingiehces that may be made
in the course of parsing. As such, relevance-theoretioreag should not begin with a logical
form, at least if this is interpreted as meaning a represientaf the encoded meaning of a whole
utterance. If the notion of a single, static logical formlmadoned in this way, then the notion of
explicature of course must either be dropped or re-defined.
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may be uncomfortable for many analysts, but it should bedormind that these
mechanisms are independently necessary.

5.2 Insufficiently radical RT: moderation as a cardinal sin

One example of an RT analysis that seems to involve impfiaitbderate contex-
tualist assumptions is Carston’s (1985, 1998) accountaaflas’ inferences aris-
ing from quantificational items. Carston argues againsfstikwidely assumed)
neo-Gricean analysis of cardinal numerals Horn (1972jmaigng with), whereby
they are taken to encode ‘at leastreadings and take on ‘exactly reading only
by implicature. Evidence against this comes from a variégoarces. For exam-
ple, Carston cites Sadock’s (1984) argument that simplbéenaatical statements
would have ludicrous literal meanings on the neo-Griceaalyais (The square
root of 9 is 3does not mean ‘the square root of at least nine is at leagt’thiNu-
merals also easily allow so-called ‘scale reversals’ fplicit ‘up to n’ / ‘at most
n’ readings), as irshe can eat 2000 calories a day and not put on weigdig-
nificant part of Carston’s argumentation concerns ways ofatestrating that in-
ferences over numerals affect intuitive truth conditiond are therefore not mere
implicatures but matters of explicature. As far as it goeis, is legitimate enough
as a response to the neo-Gricean (hence moderate contstytliaé; however,
Carston slips into moderate contextualist reasoning whergses on to contrast
cardinal numerals with other expressions that trigger wiaatld traditionally be
termed ‘quantity’ inference (after Grice’s maxim).

Carston approvingly cites Horn (1992) (in turn a respons€dcston 1985),
who argues that data like (6) and (7) constitute evidencea fdifference in kind
between the cardinals and other quantificational expressio

(6) A: Do you have two children?
B;: No, three.
B,: ?Yes, (in fact) three.

(7 A: Are many of your friends linguists?
B;: ?No, all of them.
Bs: Yes, (in fact) all of them.

The idea here is to show that numerals and other quantifiGatereo truth

conditions in different ways. While we know that bdthio and manyoften get
upper-bounded readings (‘exactly two’ and ‘many but nd),ahe judgements
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attached to these data suggest that this readihgadonstitutes part of the truth-
conditional meaning that the speaker is committed to inv8)le the upper bound
onall is easily cancelled in the manner of a classic Gricean iraplie in (752.

Similarly, Carston criticises data from Scharten (1997466 which purport
to show that a single principle of ‘exhaustivity’ should aoat for quantity infer-
ences with numerals and non-numerals:

(8) Q: How many pupils are there in your class?
A: 31.

(9) Q: What is your profession?
A: I am an architect.

Carston notes that Scharten herself appears to assign (@it status with
regard to truth-conditionality:

She says of example [(8)] “If it turns out that there are 33ilsup
in the speaker’s class, then he will not have spoken trughfuBut
in her discussion of [(9)] [...] she is far less categoricagHtly so,
in my view): “Here again, if it turns out that the answerer lscaa
practising doctor, then she may not have spoken the whdte|tru |
The answer [...] may well be called true but it is incompletg'..
The implication seems to be that the inference (if there i) dhat
Ais just an architect [...] does not affect the truth-cormmhis of the
utterance; that is, it is an implicature. (Carston 1998***)

Carston proceeds to argue for a position whereby quanfigyences over nu-
meralsinherentlycontribute to explicature, while non-numerals trigger enien-
plicature. Accordingly, she proposes a lexical semantcsiimerals that stipu-
latively triggers inferences to an ‘at mast ‘at leastn’ or ‘exactly n’ reading.
This is to be achieved by adding a variable to the lexical sgiws to give a
representation such as [X[THREE]]. Carston explains:

This representation overtly requires that material be begpprag-
matically to instantiate the variable X; that is, the neitgss a pro-
cess of pragmatic enrichment is signalled in the logicahf¢gseman-
tic representation) of the utterance. (Carston 1998***)

18 put aside the significant question of whetlges/naresponses should be taken as markers of
truth-conditionality by any definition (see Geurts 1998).
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The structure of Carston’s analysis is thus a classic meeleoatextualist one:
first one shows that some linguistic item triggers infersnoecontext that affect
intuitive truth conditions and then one adds somethingeceticoded semantics of
this item so that this ability to affect truth conditions iat¢eable to the grammar.
In adding a variable to the semantics of numerals just tgérghe observed in-
ferences, Carston openly draws on moderate contextuedigbpals for quantifier
domain restriction (to be subsequently defended at lengtihd ‘hidden indexi-
calists’ and critics of RT, Stanley & Szab6 2000). The qgioests why Carston,
as a relevance theorist, would adopt such a strategy.

There should be no assumption in an RT analysis that théyafatieven a reg-
ular tendency) to affect truth-conditional meaning implémme special status in
semantics. RT deals in general principles of inference mexd and emphasises
how these are always at work in the interpretation of ostensommunication.
Such inferences therefore rarely if ever require direct exylicit triggers—the
addressee of an utterance doesn’t need telling to seeklévanee of a numeral
or of any other linguistic item.

Furthermore, when two instances of inferential reasonpypgear to share a ba-
sic logic structure it should be the normal thing in RT to aseuhat essentially
the same process is at work, irrespective of whether theomgaof either hap-
pens to be describable in terms of an effect on truth conwtid he basic notion
of ‘quantity’ inference is rather obviously an example oflsia common inferen-
tial structure: thanks to very general principles, an aslelse can expect a speaker
to mention everything that is relevant in a certain Wago that anything that is
manifestly potentially relevant and unmentioned can benak be (held by the
speaker to be) not the case. It seems clear that this kindereimce is likely to
have different effects—in terms of how strongly it is takercommit the speaker
to certain claims—when applied in conjunction with diffiet&inds of assertion
(e.g. involving different classes of lexical item). Frone thnalyst’s point of view,
it therefore seems much more important to characterise aharen of the gen-

It is east enough to see this without getting into the tedlities of any pragmatic framework.
By the very act of uttering anything, a speaker signals angifiess, and generally desire, to convey
certain information—information that is relevant in a eémtway. If the speaker is thus signalling
willingness to shar¢hat which is relevant in a certain wayhen €eteris paribu¥there is only
one inferable reason for leaving out some information thaiatentially relevant in that way: the
speaker does not hold it to be so. Of course, speakers makoldtinformation deceitfully, in
which case they rely on this same inference being drawn, @nlgpin which case they effectively
signal that the withheld information is in fact frelevantather ways. Note that no overarching
Gricean drive towards co-operation need be involved inarplg ‘quantity’ inferences.
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eral inferential process than to worry about whether or nbappens to produce
what we could call a truth-conditional effect in certainccimstances. RT rightly
recognises that general inferential processes can be afllexplanatory power
and rejects the Gricean notion that they cannot be involretkriving perceived
truth conditions. As such, the relevance theorist simply i@ motivation to ac-
count for explicature/implicature contrasts in lexicallygrammatically encoded
semantics.

Should the analyst nevertheless be keen to explain theasasegndencies of
certain lexical items to contribute regularly to explicguwather than producing
implicature, the logical question to askhiswthe encoded semantics of different
classes of item interact with the Principles of Relevanoéwhether they do obli-
gatorily or otherwise. There are obviously several impurthfferences between
numerals and other expressions; any one of these (or a catidnrof these)
might affect the degree to which a speaker is typically peeckto be committed
to an inferred ‘upper bounded’ reading.

It is not my aim here to provide a full analysis of the diffecen between nu-
merals and non-numerals, but consider the following faginerals are inherently
scalar in a particularly strict way. The very definition ofigen cardinal value de-
pends upon its place in the scale of integers. Quantifieesi&ny on the other
hand, are not nearly so inherently scalar (even if caeidentify an entailment
from all to many one might definenanywithout reference to this entailment), nor
are they so precisely defined. Non-quantificational itekesdrchitectare plainly
still less inherently related to other items—a particulantext may include an
ordered set of alternatives against which such an item maytésoreted exhaus-
tively (Hirschberg 1991), but on the whole such a term coraraispeaker to the
exclusion of other possibilities only in a rather generaywand consequently
rather weakly. It is easy to see that if item Aimherentlydefined in contrast to
item B (perhaps among others), use of A will imply the rejgctof B rather regu-
larly and rather strongly. Also, the more precisely defineahs item is, the more
a deliberate choice to employ that item implies the rejectbalternatives to it
(including higher values on a scale); sia is more likely to commit the speaker
to ‘not seven’ thammanyis to commit the speaker to ‘not all’. Therefore, even on
a rather conventional view of ‘scalar’ inferences (i.e.ra®lving an inferred up-
per bound), there are uncontroversial aspects of the diftes between numerals
and non-numerals that should lead us to expect the formemtorst the speaker
more readily to an upper bounded reading—and thereby peodoic-cancellable,
hence ‘truth-conditional’ meaning of this kind—withousasning anything other
than a very general kind of ‘quantity’ inference.
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The rights and wrongs of particular analyses of scalar @mfee need not con-
cern us here, however. In fact, there there are good reasonsvkat it's worth—
to reject both the generalisation that non-numerals ogterimplicatures (Wedg-
wood 2005, Chapter 5) and the idea that upper bounds aresaeitgsnferred
(see Koenig 1993, Kadmon 2001, Breheny 2005, Wedgwood 20DB¢ point
of the previous paragraph is merely to show that there ineexito account for
the perceived truth-conditionality of upper bounds on nratseby brute force (if
one feels the need to account for it at all). The bigger issua theoretical and
methodological level is that to even think of doing so runarder to the spirit
of RT, which is distinguished from its Gricean predecessgrthe very fact that
it does not grant special status to the derivation of peeckivuth-conditional
meaning (i.e. it does not make the Mistaken Assumption).ai@iy’ inferences
are predicted to occur by RT as part of the overall workingshef Principles
of Relevance (Sperber & Wilson 1995, 272-278), and as suahidHie seen to
occur without special triggering by certain classes ofdakitem. An inference
that is made obligatory by a variable in logical form is signpbt the same kind
of relevance-driven inference. It is rather some arbitg@igece of compositional
semantic encoding, and furthermore one that exists jusaippat a theoretical
distinction that RT in principle does not care al8ut

That Carston of all people should propose such an an anadysigprising,
since she elsewhere argues forcefully for the idea that esiésnof perceived
propositional meaning can be inferred rather freely, witre lexically or gram-
matically encoded trigger. For example, she rejects thee add&tanley (2000) and
Stanley & Szab6 (2000) that the existence of a bound variebsome commu-
nicated propositional meaning constitutes evidence fargble in logical form
(Carston 2002, 200). In so doing, she is defending a truljcehatontextualist
(and therefore more coherent) reading of RT; one that isdfé¢lee Mistaken As-
sumption and thus immune to C&L’s criticisms. Whether tleiflacts a conscious
change in Carston'’s thinking since her (1998) article on exais, or a degree of
theoretical inconsistency in her work, is unclear.

A still more general point lurks behind all this. Relevanoedrists have tended
to assume that RT can be used more or less as an adjunct yodamrentional
approaches to other parts of linguistic theory. It has beeggmted as a pragmatic

20This is not to say that what is inferred in one place cannotrim®ded in another. This is
common enough cross-linguistically and language-intgrreynchronically and diachronically.
But this concerns the difference between inferred mataridlmaterial that is directly encoded in
the lexicon or grammar (a distinction RT that does very meciognise), not a difference between
freely inferred material and material inferred on the ba$ian encoded trigger.
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framework to complement more or less independent work itesyaind semantics
(see, for example, Carston 1988, Kempson 1988)—thoughwkeahere have
always been some territorial claims made at the semantaggpatics border, as
with any pragmatic framework. But in making the move awayrfrine moderate
contextualism of Gricean approaches, RT has more radicgbruences, whether
we like it or not. In effect, this constitutes a break from wemtional perspectives
on semantics, with both theoretical and methodologicalitapons. As | have
argued, this is essentially the same break that C&L makeev@ate theorists
should be no more afraid of taking a radical stance than they.a

Above all, believers in these approaches should accepthbatature of en-
coded meaning cannot be understood without active coraidarof inferential
contributions to meaning. This is nothing less than a reesg conventional
methodology, which tends to abstract away from inferemragmatic processes
as much as possible. This methodological reversal makespisgsible simply to
assume conventional semantic analysis, so much of whicksiscon the compo-
sitional derivation of perceived truth conditions. Oncergject this, as RT does in
principle, the nature of encoded meaning becomes an gntipein question. The
same applies to C&L's approach, assuming that ultimatelypeek slightly more
enlightenment on this score than what we can glean from leirclisentences
like ‘Steel isn’t strong enough’ is true iff steel isn’t strongoailgh And the con-
sequences of this move go still further. A great deal of copterary syntactic
analysis is motivated by a wish to account for the perceiesdastic character of
a given sentence (hence the regular use of levels of syntagresentation like
LF, Logical Form). In other words, a version of the Mistaken Assumption gsiide
much syntactic theorising too. In rejecting this, bothvalece theorists and C&L
imply a radical stance on the nature of syntax as well as secsdat least in the
context of currently popular approaches; see Wedgwood afi0éxtended dis-
cussion of this point). RT at least gives the basis for fuauralysis by proposing
a set of principles underlying the crucial inferential campnt in linguistic in-
terpretation; C&L fail to do this and as such fail to providbasis for following
through the consequences of their own arguments in achgalibtic analysis.

2lc&L make out that they are not radical but positively conséve in their ‘semantic mini-
malism’ (200&***), but elsewhere make clear that they are swimming adatims tide: “Hardly
any contemporary philosopher rejects [moderate contéginf (2005, 88).
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6 C&L's misapprehensions about RT

As noted above, C&L (2005, 181) know that some people seesadiks between
them and relevance theorists and they are at pains to pdithatthey are quite
different. Their list of differences does at least home inndrat | have identified
as the one noteworthy difference between C&L’s ideas andHeTlaimed propo-
sitionality of encoded meaning (or minimal semantic cot)teAll but the final
point in the list relate directly to this; however, the ingations that C&L draw
from it are simply not justified by the nature of their positimore generally.

Their list is nothing if not pithy; | shall attempt similar goision in responding
to each point on it. While doing so involves some repetitibarguments made
above, this thereby provides a useful summary of these argtsvand helps to
identify just where C&L’s objections to RT break down.

(&) “We think, and the Relevance Theorists deny, that tteeaeminimal seman-
tic content or proposition that is semantically expressgdatmost) every
utterance of a well-formed English sentence [...] a futidded propo-
sition with truth conditions and a truth value. [...] Thisdssubstantial
disagreement about the metaphysics of content.”

This point has largely been dealt with above. The claim thabded meaning
is propositional is undoubtedly a real difference betwe&i @nd RT. On the
other hand, C&L'’s notion of proposition here is somethingedifferent to the
kind of ‘truth-conditional meaning’ that relevance thesbsi are used to arguing
about (the moderate contextualists’ intuited truth candg). Hence RT's de-
nial of fully encoded propositions is hardly relevant to C&ktlaims. By their
own arguments, what C&L are happy to call propositions agelegly what mod-
erate contextualists would call incomplete or underdeiteedy and it is in this
context that RT’s claims should be assessedhe sense in which the term is typ-
ically used encoded meanings are indeed ‘sub-propositional’, acogte both
RT and C&L. The extent to which propositionality in C&L's ssnreally matters
(i.e. whether we stand to lose anything in practical termsinyply talking of
encoded meaning), and whether it is compatible with RT, aney mind open
qguestions—though | have indicated that C&L's linguististgefor propositional
minimal semantic content are not reliable.

(b) “We think, and the Relevance Theorists deny, that thisimmal semantic
content is an essential part of all communicative inteoasti The minimal
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semantic content has a function in the cognitive life of camioators that
no other content can serve.”

(c) “We think, and the Relevance Theorists deny, that mihgamantic content
has a psychological role that no other ‘level of content’ ik

Replace the phrasainimal semantic contentith encoded meaningr logical
form and these ideas constitute an integral part of RT, not sangetts practi-
tioners would ever deny. The minimal sense in which C&L's imial semantic
content is propositional plays no role in its being ‘an esisépart of all commu-
nicative interactions’. There is no way that C&L could argdlat this depends on
propositionality, since the detailed implications of thieind of propositionality
are left quite undefined (truth conditions at this level lgeanowedly inaccessible
to semantics, beyond an essentially circular statemeaf(1i)). The crucial cog-
nitive function / psychological role served by minimal sem@content is just the
provision of a suitable basis for calculating intended (8fanings, given some
independent set of principles for making such calculatiortss is precisely the
function of encoded meaning in RT. So there is no substadifference between
C&L and relevance theorists here.

(d) “We think, and the Relevance Theorists deny, that tlesahat do not rec-
ognize minimal semantic content are empirically inadegaaid internally
inconsistent.”

This claim relates to all of the arguments presented aboVemight be less
empirically inadequate and internally inconsistent th&'€ position if minimal
semantic content were responsible for what is said/askeld@ned/etc. As we
have seen, it is the ability to explain how addressees recbigekind of meaning
that determines the empirical adequacy of a given theoiingtistic communica-
tion (in terms of explaining assessments of assertionkatole deliberation, and
so on)—and a theory is certainly internally inconsistentrénders recognition of
this kind of meaning impossible. But C&L have misunderst&Idand possibly
the logic of their own position if they think that the propi@nality or otherwise
of encoded meaning has a bearing on this. By their own argtanéwhat is
said/asserted/claimed/etc.’ is a description not of malisemantic content, but
of SA content. Again by their own arguments, SA content isduectly commu-
nicated but is conveyed via mechanisms that also conveyaatptes. The claim
that encoded meaning is propositional does not in itselrd@ne the nature of
such a mechanism and as such has no direct relationshipeowhieical adequacy
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or internal consistency of any theory. Given the indirestnef the recovery of SA
content under both approaches, any argument from conaniag that would au-
tomatically render RT empirically inadequate or interpaticonsistent would do
the same for C&L's semantic minimalism.

(e) “Finally, [...] we emphatically reject theories thaedOriginal Utterance
Centrist’. All Relevance Theorists are Original Uttera@smntrists.”

This issue is somewhat different to (a)—(d), and less cktdrdne arguments
made in the present article. C&L's comments on Original tdtee Centrism
(OUC) are rather elliptical (2005, 201-202), but sufficeuggest a genuine de-
parture from anything a relevance theorist would endorsee-tbat strikes me as
bordering on the bizarre, but which is perhaps to be undedsiath reference to
the discussion of objective versus subjective assessmkrwsnmunicated mean-
ing earlier in this article.

OUC is described as the idea that “speech act content is fixdddbs about
the speaker, his audience, and their common context”. @onto this idea, C&L
“think facts not known or available to the speaker (or hisiande) can make a
difference” (2005, 201). The obvious question here is ‘dediénce to what?’.
The only sensible answer to this would seem to be ‘a diffexdncwhat could
be reported by a third party to have been communicated’. iBhigrtainly not
something that RT would claim to account for, since RT is @aanmapt to explain
howaddresseeecover speakers’ intended meanings (to the extent thatitije—
which is also notably the basis on which C&L (2@)&ttempt to criticise RT.

Consider C&L's example, as follows:

[...] suppose you uttered ([8]) several weeks ago:
(80 The table is covered with books.

Suppose that whichever table is under discussion currsitycom-
fortably in your father’s office (although it did not sit tleewhen you
uttered ([8])). Haven’t you said with your utterance of {[8}at the
table in your father’s office is covered with books? (Capp&d_ep-
ore 2005, 201)

What we have here is of course some relation of classic probl intension-
ality (along the lines of knowing Smith’s murderer is inspndEappily, theories
of utterance interpretation like RT simply do not need to igeblved in these
issues—and, by the same token, nor do C&L, to the extentltlestdre proposing
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an alternative to approaches like RT. Should some third/padeed report that
Dan said that the table in his father’s office is covered witloks this would be
a new utterance and the process of recognising its meaninfghbe a different
one to that of interpreting the original utterance. It woptdceed according to
the same mechanisms, but in a different context, which magamst the back-
ground of a different set of assumptions. The ability to asge ‘new’ content
with a previous utterance in the act of reporting it is thuirely unsurprising
from the point of view of RT or any comparable theory, and i$ smmething
that such a theory need have anything special to say abougin@l Utterance
Centric’ seems an oddly redundant way to label such a thaarit, is precisely
a theory of how any given utterance is understood by its adee2 None of the
concerns that C&L express elsewhere about frameworks likelépend on the
ability of these frameworks to do anything else. As such, G&loncerns about
OUC seem to represent a sudden and unmotivated shift of,fivons SA content
guawhat is communicated to the addressee of an utterance torsatoa of SA
contentquawhat could be reported by a third party to have been commtedca
| take the issue to be fundamentally irrelevant to curremiceons, except that it
provides another illustration of the importance of distirslping the addressee’s
subjective perspective from an objective third party pecsipe: these play cru-
cially different roles in the theory of language interpteta and therefore any
failure to distinguish them risks the creation of significeonfusion.

7 happy to infer content?

A brief look at one final relevance-theoretic idea mentiohgdC&L (2006a,
19***) will provide a kind of summary to this article, as welb providing a telling
concrete illustration of the central issues. This is thaidgad hoc concept con-
struction a notion promoted by Carston (see in particular 2002, Gnapi to
account for the sometimes radical variation in meaning ¢hatbe conveyed by
a single lexical item in different contexts (including vaus kinds of polysemy,
‘loose use’ and metaphorical usage). According to C&L, thia telling example
of just how radical and problematic the consequences of BT jast how little
content would be shared if RT were true. Yet (in line with mguanents above)
Carston seems in fact to admit of no more variation in meathag C&L'’s se-
mantic minimalism commits them to. In effect, Carstoat hocconcepts are
directly equivalent to lexical semantics as viewed from G&etaphysics-free
perspective. Again, the argument from ‘non-shared cohigatred herring, and
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again one can identify disagreement between C&L and RT amgrirom simply
talking at cross-purposes as they attack moderate coatesttassumptions from
different perspectives.

C&L quote one of Carston’s discussions of the adjediappy

In one context, an utterance lah happycould communicate that
the speaker feels herself to be in a steady state of low-kéybemg,
in another that she is experiencing a moment of intensenoyet an-
other that she is satisfied with the outcome of some negarigdind so
on. The general concept HAPPY encoded by the lexical happy
gives access to an indefinite number of more specific conaegtsv-
erable in particular contexts by relevance-driven infeeenCarston
2004, 11***)

They go on to criticise this view as follows:

There is, on Carston’s view, an indefinite number of concepts
that could be communicated by an utterance of a sentencaigent
ing happy She doesn't tell us how many ‘an indefinite number’ is,
but it's probably a lot. Which one an interpreter latchesmmepends
on what is relevant to that interpreter and that depends ochvdog-
nitive effects the utterance has on her. That, again, dependavhat
beliefs and other cognitive states she’s in at the time @&rpreting
the utterance.

In conclusion, Were RT true, it would turn out to be a minor-mir
acle if two interpreters were to end up with the same intégpien of
an utterance of ‘I'm happy’. (Cappelen & Lepore 2@)&9***)

Putting aside C&L's misrepresentation of RT—the cognig¥fects derived asso-
ciated with an utterance by an addressee depend primatibnrarbitrary ‘beliefs
and other cognitive states she’s in at the time’, but ratinethe evidence she has
for the beliefs and assumptions of the speaker at the timesider how C&L's
own treatment ofm happywould go:

C&L would presumably state the minimal semantic contenhefgentence as
follows.

(20) ‘I'm happy’ expresses the proposititmat [the referent of the indexical
| in the original context of utterance] is happyd is true iff [the referent
of the indexical in the original context of utterance] is happy.
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The preciseonditionsunder which this is true would be declared to be not a mat-
ter for semantics. Meanwhile, what the speaker is takenve $aid/claimed/asserted
(etc.) by a given utterance ¢fn happywould be a matter of SA content, which
is derived by the same mechanisms as implicatures.

Thus, the particular contribution of the wohéppyunder this view amounts
to the following. It makes some contribution to the compositof a meaning
that is not identical to what is said/claimed/asserted ) dtg an utterance dfm
happy whose precise truth conditions are unknowable to sensalime. At the
level of SA content, (thanks to the involvement of the prgesghat also produce
implicatures) its use may result in a wide variety of dethileterpretations, in
different contexts.

The striking thing about the previous paragraph is that ml@erve as a de-
cent description of Carston’s position without changingaed\(though one would
normally swap the odd bit of terminology). Carstoathocconcept corresponds
directly to C&L's minimal semantic content férappy it is some encoded mean-
ing, to which the semanticist has no direct access, thatistmmon basis for
a variety of assertions/claims/etc. once it is set in canéex subject to some
general mechanism for divining intended meanings. Note omare that because
C&L, like RT, take this mechanism to be common to the deroratf ‘what is
said’ and ‘what is implicated’, they must assume it to be daseassessments of
identifiably shared (in RT terms, mutually manifest) bedigdssumptions) and to
be fallible; they surely do not want to claim that every ingpliure is infallibly
recovered and that communication in this sense never bozaks’.

Therefore, by C&L’s (2008) arguments, it should be “a minor miracle if two
interpreters were to end up with the same interpretatiomaiditeerance of ‘I'm
happy” if interpretation proceeds according to their owndal. The extent to
which interlocutors ‘share content’ and how they do so arestjans that rele-
vance theorists and C&L both have to face, in the same way anthé same
reasons. RT, unlike C&L, does propose an answer. Whethglitgood answer
or not is of course open to debate, but not on the grounds afrthessibility of
‘sharing content’.

Finally, consider the point of discussing word meaningseinmis ofad hoc
concepts. What point is made by emphasising the degree airganvariation
associated with a single word? It seems quite clear to mertimtshing this no-
tion, Carston is taking on the idea that perceived truthddmnal meaning—i.e.

22E|sewhere, C&L do come close to explicitly acknowledging thllibility of communication
(2005, 206)
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what is said/asserted/etc.—is largely composed in the mi@mBy emphasising
the context-sensitivity of simple predicates likeappy(and many other words),
Carston shows the pervasiveness of context-dependergmafein the creation of
communicated meanings. In other words, the ideaddfiocconcepts emphasises
two of C&L's central beliefs: (i) that what is said/assefetd. depends on the
same mechanisms that produce implicatures and (ii) thaextral influence on
this level of meaning cannot be restricted to certain cks$&em (i.e. moderate
contextualism is unsustainable).

So how do C&L come to the conclusion thed hocconcept construction rep-
resents something quite opposed to their position, withiBggntly different im-
plications? | can only assume that Carston’s particular @fgyresenting the idea
in question leads them to this. Here one may have some syynpéiin C&L,
given that they approach Carston’s writings from a phildsafs perspective, not
that of a pragmaticist linguist. Carston’s underlying ga@ould be made in more
conventional terms, by once again simply appealing to agmised tool of for-
mal semantics, the denotation assignment function. If séinists were properly
mindful of the assignment function that each and every esgio@ of a semantic
representation language carries (explicitly or imphgitinoderate contextualism
would never come about. For the ubiquity of assignment fanstimplicitly rel-
ativises everything to context. To say tihappymakes a different contribution to
truth conditions in different contexts is in effect meretystate the semantic tru-
ism that contribution ohappydepends upon the particular function that assigns
a denotation tghappyj. | am not suggesting that Carston had this in mind when
proposingad hocconcept construction, but it is logically the case.

One might forgive C&L for failing to see that this is in effe€Carston’s point,
since she expresses it in terms that are so distinct frometctional semantic
theory. On the other hand, if the long-standing existencassignment func-
tions in semantic theory doesn’t suffice to ensure that saoisiis avoid moderate
contextualism, perhaps it is worth putting the argumeriedehtly. Furthermore,
Carston’s way of framing the issue does something tremesigauportant, from
the point of view of the relevance theorist or speech acyfiktr it draws attention
to the veryactiverole of context-dependent inferential processes in deteng
what is perceived to be asserted.

In conclusion, C&L share much more with RT than they, or mestvance
theorists, seem to realise. Where RT has encoded meani@fish&e minimal
semantic content. Where RT has multiple explicatures angicatures, C&L
have speech act pluralism. Both take as their starting poiajection of the idea
that grammatically encoded meaning should systematieabpunt for ‘what is
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said’. There remain just three identifiable differencesMeein them, only one
of which is clearly a point of principle. First, while C&L whstheir hands of

attempting to characterise the process of deriving speeclmaaning from en-
coded meaning, RT proposes a set of inferential principle®tust this. Second,
C&L speak of rejecting Original Utterance Centrism, an esthat seems entirely
dependent on their (in my view inappropriate) concentrata objective, third

party assessments of utterance meaning. Third, the onedifisaence of princi-

ple, C&L insist that minimal semantic content is proposiag while RT makes
no a priori claims for encoded meaning.

Whether or not C&L could actually be called disguised retmetheorists de-
pends on the weight one gives to this latter issue. The etdevtich the proposi-
tionality of minimal semantic content constitutes a déiece of real consequence
is a matter that may be left to future discussion. What calstadoes not distin-
guish the two approaches, let alone undermine RT, is theveegtthat RT makes
it impossible to share content. Instead of attempting ttadise themselves from
each other by such misguided arguments, these two schotit®wofht have a
good deal to gain from joining forces. C&L need a theory of hmagmatic infer-
ence, and hence a large chunk of linguistic interpretatiotyally works, and this
is just what RT is. Meanwhile, relevance theorists have sbimg to learn from
C&L's uncompromisingly minimalist stance.
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