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1 Oveview

Cappelen & Lepore (2005) defend a version of semantic milsmavhich they
argue to stand in opposition to all forms of contextualisrhether ‘moderate’ or
‘radical’. Relevance Theory (henceforth RT) is includedoag the latter group
and indeed given particular attention as apparently a highéracteristic exam-
ple of radical contextualism. Cappelen & Lepore (hencef@&L) produce a
number of arguments against both moderate and radicalxtaatessm (many of
which have been extensively discussed elsewiigirethis article | am interested
in the ways in which they attempt to undermine the radicatkomly. Specif-
ically, 1 question whether C&L’'s arguments against radicahtextualism do in
fact carry any weight when directed against RT—a questidh iwiplications for
the way they draw their distinction of moderate versus r@diontextualism. In
particular, | look at C&L's arguments frorshared contentone of their primary
arguments against radical contextualism, which is expdnd€&L (2006b) and
applied specifically to RT in C&L (to appea).

My reasons for concentrating on RT, as opposed to the whaladital con-
textualism, are the following. First, | find RT to be the mosherent radical
contextualist approach; indeed, it may be the only apprtfzetioth is trulyrad-
ically contextualist and fully enough worked out to constitutenguiistic frame-
work. This is not the place to justify these claims in detailt | give some argu-
ments to this effect below (especially in section 5) and wtiee refer the reader
to Wedgwood (2005, Chapter 2) and the extensive comparis®&T evith other

1See, for example, Montminy (2006), Atlas (to appear) anarbkiple responses iMind and
Language 21/12006) andPhilosophy and Phenomenological Resegfdnthcoming).



approaches in Carston (2002). Second, C&L go to some lerigttstinguish
themselves from RT. Third, as | argue below, | in fact see RT @&L's position
as being very closely compatible (despite C&L's claims @ ¢bntrary). If this is
right, it is a very important result, as it represents theveogence of two major,
distinct approaches to natural language meaning, one aspiphical perspective
on semantics and one a cognitive perspective on pragmaticsyejection of the
currently dominant (‘moderate contextualist’, or ‘Grio&gparadign?.

The essence of the C&L’s ‘shared content’ argument is thtbeiinterpretation
of natural language were really very generally contextethelent, as relevance
theorists (and any other genuine radical contextualisésing then we would be
left with no explanation for (a) intuitions about having @nstood each other and
(b) how we regularly share ideas with sufficient precisiomitow for all kinds
of complex co-ordinated actions between human beings. Theway to ex-
plain this ability, they argue, is instead to assume thatmmah propositions are
conveyed directly and consistently by language, acro$srdiit contexts.

At the beginning of their (to appea) article, Cappelen & Lepore (henceforth
C&L) introduce the notion of shared content as follows:

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

| identify two key points of confusion in C&L's arguments. &liirst, dealt
with in section 3.1, is the failure to distinguish two kindsassessment of the
content of an utterance: one from the addressee’s suleqmiimt of view and the
other from the point of view of an omniscient third party (sws a philosopher
or linguist). The former plays a key role in RT, while crucgadrts of C&L's ar-
guments erroneously appeal to the latter. The second plotoindusion concerns
different kinds of content. As | discuss in section 4, themgdreena that C&L
invoke as evidence against RT involve a kind of content thatat guaranteed
to be shared under any theoretical approach. Indeed, thvairposition on this

2|t is therefore important to note that while in this articlebstly offer criticisms of parts of
C&L's work, the underlying motivation for this is to suppashat | see as the most important
aspect of their overall approach.



kind of content—insofar as it is made explicit anywhere—Hewn to be equiva-
lent to that of RT in all crucial respects. As such, it is justveell for C&L that
their ‘'shared content’ arguments against RT fail, as anyraent of this kind that
succeeded in undermining RT would also undermine their cvgition.

More generally, | argue that C&L’'s whole outlook is in essenery similar
to that of RT. This is despite C&L's conviction that they @iffsubstantially from
relevance theorists. For their part, adherents of RT halxerarely engaged di-
rectly with C&L. Where they have, differences rather thamikrities have been
emphasised (Bezuidenhout 2006, Carston 2006). This isstaahelable enough;
indeed, what follows here is also mostly criticism of C&L'®ne detailed claims.
However, theoretical progress also depends on recogmidiagapproaches share,
something that is especially important in this case, givet both RT and C&L
stand in opposition to the dominant paradigm in linguistimantics, which C&L
(2005) callmoderate contextualisnMore importantly still, these two approaches
are opposed to moderate contextualism in strikingly pelralays.

Given this, it is particularly unfortunate that Cappelen &dore (to appeaa)
misapprehend important aspects of RT. | argue (sectiorebpthumber of C&L's
criticisms of RT in fact have force only as arguments agaimsderate contextualism—
and that C&L's arguments against moderate contextualismotias they assume,
generalise to RT, or to anything that would truly merit thesateotion ‘radical
contextualist’. Of course, this is only true as long as RTaesynely radical con-
textualist in practice. Below, | discuss a case of moderaigextualist reasoning
encroaching on an ostensibly RT analysis and | suggestantst @f C&L's (2005)
discussions can be useful in clarifying key issues and danfge the relevance
theorist.

While | show that C&L'’s position in most ways parallels RT s#by, 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 meanin@r, more technicallyunderspecified logical
form). However, C&L, unlike relevance theorists, maintain timéimal semantic
content is propositional. | discuss this claim in sectionMhile this does relate
to real differences between C&L and RT, | call into questidretier they are al-
ways as substantial as they may initially seem—at any rag¢y, do not affect the
arguments surrounding C&L’s criticisms of RT. The key pnap®f minimal se-
mantic content where these arguments are concerned i$ shatild be conveyed
consistently across all contexts. In this respect, Rfisoded meanindoes ex-
actly the same job—indeed, somewhat more coherently, agukarelow. Just
as importantly, C&L's view of minimal semantic content leavthem relying on
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exactly the kind of processes that RT aims to characteribge whey themselves
venture no such characterisation. As such, RT is not ontygsisvell equipped as
C&L’s approach to deal with ‘content-sharing’, it is alsastderably more useful
and explanatory.

2 RT and shared content

2.1 Inferring and sharing

Sperber & Wilson’s (1986) RT is an example of what C&L call icad contex-
tualism, in that it takes the influence of context on proposél meanings to be
ubiquitous (an aspect of the theory addressed and deferyd€arston 2002 in
particular). That is, the intrinsic content of a linguisfiiem, such as a sentence,
is taken to be regularly—perhaps always—sub-propositidParticular proposi-
tional meanings are conveyed only in context, via the adeess applying certain
principles of reasoning about the speaker’s intended mgani

RT is a particularly coherent radical contextualist frarodwpartly because it
is not built primarily upon pre-existing semantic traditgo(it is after all aprag-
matic framework). Instead, it is developed from fresh reasonwvey some basic
observations about the context in which linguistic commahon takes place:
notably, the fact that such communication takes place twedividuals who
interact not only with each other’s utterances but also Kameously with their
environments—a salient part of which is the other intertocand everything that
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 commarniwieby. This pro-
vides the basis for a view of linguistic interpretation agacgss of inferring the
speaker’s communicative intentions. The speaker proddessis for doing so by
formulating an utterance with an awareness of the commtivécaontext. For
the speaker this includes information that could reasgniadlgleaned about the
addressee, which gives rise to expectations about how tiresske 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 Riiprovide an ex-
planation of how this mind-reading is achieved.

RT is thus an attempt to explain how addressees arrive at, bedrding to



their subjective calculationsnust be a communicator’s intended meaning. Itis a
characterisation of what language users do when faced wjtlofaa huge variety

of conceivable circumstances, not of some abstract nofi@ommunication in
idealised circumstances. That is, RT is not a semantic yh@hough it may
impact upon semantic theory rather directly). As such ityndoes not deal in
objective truth in the way that semantic theories tend to.ciliicise RT on the
grounds that it cannot guarantee objective identity of eonis therefore to miss
the point of RT. This in itself constitutes, in broad outlirreresponse to C&L’s
‘shared content’ argument. To flesh it out requires a briekpntation of key
aspects of RT.

2.2 Thestructure of RT and semantic minimalism

In this section, | offer a skeletal outline of how RT wotk$1y aims here are (a)
to provide the basis for comparison to C&L's approach, (b3ttow how much
of RT is based on highly intuitive, minimally controvers@bservations and (c)
to show that RT is not grounded in conventional semantic ensthut does have
ramifications 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 succeed in commtimgcevith each other,
commonly without any apparent problem. This means thaethauist be some
set of principles that enables people to recognise the diegtmeaning with a
considerable degree of reliability. | take these obseowatio be uncontroversial.
Certainly C&L would agree with them—indeed, their (2@)@rticle on ‘content
sharing’ is (independently) explicitly structured arowstabervations (i) and (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 ofeinéeris confined to
the generation of cancellable implicatures. There are mjgortant reasons for
this. First, RT recognises the pervasive influence of cammexvhat is understood
to be conveyed by a given utterance—hencertithcal contextualistag. Sec-
ond, RT starts out from a much more basic position on whatskfdneaning
(or ‘content’) there must be: simply that some meaning ided in linguistic
forms and some is inferred. The meaning encoded in a givgnibtic expression

3For proper introductions to the framework, see Sperber &bvil1986, Blakemore 1992,
Carston 2002, Wilson & Sperber 2004.



is sometimes called itkogical form though | prefer to stick to the less loaded
encoded meaningRather than making priori assumptions about the nature of
encoded meaning, RT works from the opposite perspectikengsvhat princi-
ples of reasoning enable us to recover a speaker’s fulldetgmeaning, given the
significant influence of context on what is understood to beveped and the fact
that people cannot literally mind-read. The question bdde/n to what people
can take to be evidence for communicative intentions.

One very important kind of evidence available to addresgees course the
encoded meaning of the linguistic expression used. Buetimeist also be a means
of evaluating the particular significance of this on a giveoasion, in the light of
some kind of further evidence. Such further evidence isaebitiguistic and may
in principle be drawn from any information that is availatiehe individual. But
‘available’ here cannot mean ‘objectively knowable’'—wlaat individual has to
work with is just whatever he has reason to believe, to sontenexr other. In
RT terms, some set @issumptiongs manifesto an individual, where ‘manifest’
means roughly ‘accessible or deducible on the basis ofabailevidence’. A
crucial fact for communication is that an individual's asgtions will include
many assumptions about other people and about the assushitat are manifest
to them. A given pair of individuals ‘shares’ a given assumpinsofar as that
assumption ignutually manifesto them: i.e. to each person, the assumption is
manifest, and so is the fact that it is manifest to both of th&he set of mutually
manifest assumptions constitutes those individualgual 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 outerti® wcluding
about each other and about each other’s perceptions ofthiigs much is surely
a necessary basis for any theory of communication. The snbstof RT there-
fore lies not in establishing this view of ‘shared contemuit in its proposals
for how we home in on just those mutually manifest assumptibiat arerel-
evantto a given act of communication. Clearly, it would be ine#ici to the
point of paralysing communication to require interlocstto examine every mu-
tually manifest assumption in the course of producing aterjgneting utterances.
Equally clearly, one of the problems with this would be thatng assumptions
that are manifest (i.e. potentially accessible) would megoonsiderable mental
effort to actually recover and process.

Reasoning on this basis leads to the fundamental mechariiBf interpre-
tation proceeds according to a ‘presumption of optimalvaaiee’, where rele-
vance is conceived of as a ratio of communicative rewardsdogssing effort.
These ‘rewards’ are what RT calt®gnitive effects strengthening or weaken-
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ing/eliminating existing assumptions or providing newusptions that inter-
act with existing assumptions to allow for the deductionwttier assumptions
(known in RT ascontextual implication)s.

Such technical details of RT are less important to the arguisngf this article
than the general picture that RT presents, as follows. Laggusers 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 taketonvey a vari-
ety of different things, depending on the assumptions tfreabeought to bear on
the process of interpretation. That is, linguistically eded meaning constrains
but does not determine what is conveyed on a given occasidmchAassump-
tions are brought to bear on interpretation depends on théve accessibility
of different assumptions and more generally on the proogssffort involved in
reaching a given interpretation—with addressees onlyidensag more costly
lines of enquiry if this is necessary to reach a worthwhiterpretation. Commu-
nicators, meanwhile, have to put in some effort to anti@ghé outcome of such
a strategy of interpretation and to tailor their utteran@esordingly (this is not
altruistic—the communicator buys his own form of rewardréig: getting his
message across).

What does this tell us about shared, or shareable, ‘conteRT ? As the above
discussion makes clear, there are ultimately just two kesiseat which one could
identify ‘content’ in RT. Fundamentally, RT is a single sépanciples for calcu-
lating intended meaning given the evidence of (i) the endadeaning of linguis-
tic expressions used and (ii) the ‘broad context’ (i.e. thetural cognitive environ-
ment of the interlocutor8) Therefore, the only truly distinct notions of ‘content’
that RT makes available are the input to and outputs of tlusgss: encoded and
inferred meaninds

This makes RT strikingly similar to C&L's professed positjavhich they call
semantic minimalisncombined withspeech act pluralismThey too recognise
just two significant levels of meaning: what they call minlrmamantic content

4The apparently rather complicated definition of contextasdlications merely reflects the
intuitive fact that new assumptions with no connection téstxg ones are not relevant to an
individual.

5In fact, even more fundamentally, RT is a general theory afmmminication and cognition, but
my concerns are restricted to the linguistic applicaticdi®T

5Those familiar with the framework might question whether RT distinction betweeimpli-
catureversusexplicaturedoesn’t introduce a third kind of meaning. However, thesecaucially
categories obutputof the application of relevance-theoretic reasoning. Tdreythe same kind of
‘content’ for the purposes of the present discussion sineg &re constituted by the same mecha-
nisms.



and speech act content. And, crucially, they too reject thiee@n (and, more
generally, moderate contextualist) association of liagically encoded semantics
with intuitively perceived truth-conditional meanings:e-i with ‘what speakers
say (assert, claim, state, etc.)’ by using given linguidrens in given contexts.
The rejection of this is so fundamental to C&L that they tetnthe Mistaken
Assumption They define this as follows (elsewhere, they call it the $hekct
Conception of Semantics; C&L to appear2006):

[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. (Gapfdlepore
2005, 53)

What C&L apparently fail to recognise is that RT quite exlycrejects this
too (see further section 5). It may be that relevance thesotend to express
the idea in rather different terms—for example, ‘linguatly 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 injtesttanother way of
expressing the very same point.

As mentioned above, C&L's minimal semantic content is ckilnto be propo-
sitional and this is a clear difference to RT’s claims abowdogled meaning. As
discussed in section 4, this does relate to certain genifiieeeshces between the
two approaches, but in other ways the importance of thisrashhas been over-
stated. The fact that C&L's particular notion of proposiiadity is significantly
divorced from usual definitions causes a certain amount wfuston. More im-
portantly, the propositionality or otherwise of minimahsantic content fails to
distinguish it from RT's ‘encoded meaning’ with regard te ttole each plays in
the sharing of content—and hence with regard to the eviddrateC&L attempt
to use against RT.

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



3 C&L’scriticismsof RT

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

C&L's arguments rest on the idea that RT, like other radicaitextualist ap-
proaches, is committed to the proposition that contentngphi not shared (in
some important sense). They derive this on the basis of qoosfrom relevance
theorists like the following.

... 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)

Expanding on this, C&L claim that RT is crucially based uponcgion of simi-
larity of content, instead of actual content-sharing (i.e. idgwofi content). In this
they appear, on the face of it, to be justified by remarks sad¢hefollowing:

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

There are at least two problems with C&L’s characterisatbRT in this re-
gard. First, it embodies claims that are stronger that amgttiaimed in RT (or in
the above quotations): RT recognises that the addr@sageot grasp an intended
propositional meaning; there is no claim that will not be recovered. Individual
relevance theorists might well vary over just how relialbleyt believe linguistic
communication to be, but RT is at heart an attempt to explentjow commonly
addressees do seem to recover intended propositional ngsasee the quotation
from Carston below). It is rather important to the plausipiof RT that people
should have reason to believe that they can recover eachisotioenmunicative
intentions—otherwise it might not be worth trying—and Wi¢re not the case that
they regularly do so (or come negligibly close to it) they Wbprobably soon find
reasonsotto believe any such thing. Hence RT in effect presupposéstial-
most any definition, content is regularly shared to a sigaifiextent. However,
the precise degree of reliability attributed to linguist@mmunication is not cru-
cial to the present argument. This is because C&L'’s posresis on the idea that
anything short of a guarantee of shared content is disastasicommunication,
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so the validity of their arguments ultimately depends théitor otherwise of this
idea (which | come to in section 3.1.1).

The second, more important problem with C&L’s position iattthey imply
that similarity is an active component of RT. It is not. C&L’s criticisms look
at content-sharing from the point of view of an omniscientdlfparty. In this
objective sense, intended meaning and recovered meanipgnaeed be only
similar. RT, however, is concerned with the addressee’srstadnding of what
must be the intended meaning of an utterance (and how therstachding comes
into being). It is this subjective assessment of intendedmmg that drives RT as
an explanatory framework and (as outlined below) this is alsthat is required
to understand the kinds of communication that C&L bring uphigir arguments
against RT.

It seems clear to me that Carston, in the quotation aboversréd similarity
only from the point of view of an ‘omniscient’ analyst, withbsuggesting that
this is part of the explanation of how communication is aghte This is made
quite plain by material from earlier in same paragraph:

The [presumption of an optimal rewards:effort ratio] paes a
solution to the apparent problem [...] that the intendedatf{the
grasping of the communicator’'s meaning) cannot be indegahd
observed to occur and then be recognized as desirable aswhpably
intentional. It provides a reliable, though by no means pombf,
means of inferring a speaker’'s meaningid.)

The actual work to which RT is put in communication, againktch its suc-
cess as a framework must be evaluated, has nothing to do mitisoient third
parties, because such handy telepaths are not availab@nfprage-users to con-
sult, and RT is a theory of what language-users do. Put anetag | do not
read Carston here as claiming that the addressee says telhithseckon that
interpretation q is reasonably similar to the intendedrprigtation p and there-
fore communication has been successful”. Rather, he saysnself, “Having
employed the best means necessary [the Principle of Ralej;drcalculate that
the speaker must have intended to communicate q"—even iframiszient third
party might be able to identify that the speaker really ideshto communicate the
similar proposition p. It is only by failing to distinguistetween these two ways
of understanding the role of ‘similarity’ that one can imagiC&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.
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Here one might have some sympathy: there is a sense in wheekwould 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 i&W,vcommuni-
cation is rarely perfectly successful. However, even sgathat communication
may often be less than wholly successful in this sense isonsdiy that RT rules
out itseverbeing wholly successful. Furthermore, it seems to me thatséipn
that recognises the regular imperfection of communicatalects our everyday
experience much more accurately than one that relies oltilatéacontent-sharing
to characterise human communication.

Just as importantly, as the above quotation from Sperberl&Nistates clearly,
successful communicatia@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 succesdfthrough it two people
can tell, on the basis of the evidence available to them tkiegthave some more
assumptions in common than they had before. This does noiregfje exact re-
production of thoughts (or of intended propositional megs)—and, again, my
intuition is that this is just as well: the exact reproduntaf thoughts seems fan-
tastically unlikely and even if it does happen we have no wiaknowing it for
sure, given the typical absence of telepathic semantittists real communica-
tive situations. Nevertheless, the process that just ngghpeople to this happy
situation does depend on the addressee’s assumption thaaslget at what the
communicator must have meant to convey (so that it is woyihdrso to do).

| do not mean to suggest by this that addressees are neves thaatheir un-
derstanding may be imperfect. We all know the feeling thatway or may not
have fully grasped what the communicator meant (not leastwading the work
of our fellow academics). This is in effect a failure of commmaation (or perhaps
a problematically limited success, in Sperber & Wilson'sseof success) and it
is only in such cases of partial failure that addresseescomunsy 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 whariotutors do, with
the possibleffects of applyindRT (as viewed by an omniscient third party).

This is important because any approach that actually taoKagity to be an
intrinsic part of the process of interpretation would qlydlpse into incoherence.
C&L go to some lengths to show this (especially in C&L 200® appean), and
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in so doing they merely succeed in very convincingly takipgraa straw man,
at least where RT is concerned. Most of their discussiorresriround the truth
conditions of utterances that are reports of or reactiomsmtther utterance. This
gives grounds for suspicion from the outset, as it impliesmaantic argument (i.e.
one based in issues of abstract truth) made on the basisaftedly pragmatic

issues (i.e. reports of or reactions to speech acts; sees @o@$ for related argu-
mentation). As counterarguments to RT, the arguments dstand up any better
in matters of detail.

Take the following argument from Cappelen & Lepore (to ap@@almagine
that Naomi has uttered a sentence S and someone else (cdlldmnald) reports
thatNaomi said thap, thus conveying that Donald believes Naomi to have con-
veyed the propositiop when she uttered’. C&L then observe that, in a radi-
cally contextualist framework with no direct sharing of temt, “the proposition
attributed to Naomi will (typically) be similar to, but nalentical to, the proposi-
tion that Naomi intended to communicate with her utterarft@appean, 5). As
discussed above, a more appropriate wording would heraaeill (typically)
bewith may be but C&L's subsequent remarks are more important: “A pregrdn
of [such a framework] [...] has but two options: (a) she cantbat reports like
[Naomi said thap] are literally false, or (b) she can say thaldomi said thap]
can be true even though Naomi did not intend to communicatprbposition that
p” (ibid.). Options (a) and (b) are what C&L proceed to call the Revisiband
Conservative strategies, respectively.

The so-called Conservative strategy (b) is what C&L (28)C#tribute to RT
and other radical contextualist approaches, and they pdotteere to show how
incoherent such a strategy would be. It would, after all, amdo re-defining
our very notions of truth and identity such that ‘similar'opositions could be
identified as being truth-conditionally equivalent. As Cg&ightly point out, this
would wreak havoc with all kinds of inferential procedur@$ey also point out
(to appeara) that it would be essentially lacking in foundation, as ndahle
definition of similarity could exist without a traditionabtion 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

"These annoyingly algebraic examples are useful becausditheus to avoid issues that are
best sidestepped, such as the relationships betweennggsrareports of utterances and propo-
sitional meanings, which are themselves a matter of appggifeimdamental, and at any rate ter-
minological, disagreement between C&L and relevance tb&orThe above talk of ‘conveying a
proposition’ is certainly shorthand for a series of proesfsom an RT perspective.
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the quotations from Carston and Sperber & Wilson in sectidn But recall that
the RT definition of successful communication makes no eefeg to objective
evaluation of truth.

Returning to the example, Donald’s reports of speech anithatibns of belief
are based on his subjective judgement of the identity of tbpgsition that Naomi
intended to communicate. It is quite clear that the spegobrtés true as suctif
Donald’s judgementis right: i.e. iffis (objectively) identical to Naomi’s intended
assertion. Otherwise, it will be, strictly speaking, faldut either way he can
carry out the report sincerely and effectively. Ultimatelshether the objective
truth or falsity of his statement really matters depends onraber of independent
factors: just how far out Donald’s judgement is and just hmpaortant it turns out
to be in practical terms for Donald, Naomi and others to haweeustood one
another very precisely. If it is important enough, it willdatless become clear
sooner or later just what was falsely assumed—their suleseqguteractions and
experiences will very likely provide them with ample eviden If it is not so
important, Donald and Naomi and any interested third pary mwell get by just
fine, never knowing that he has made a report of her speecis 8tattly speaking
false in some way. A theory of the cognitive processes ireeim communication
has no responsibility to account for such extraneous factotheir effects (though
RT does predict that the addressee will generally get at tdase enough to the
intended meaning for practical purposes, since he has aggianf principles to
guide interpretation).

The same point applies to C&L’s other examples in this veihicl involve
phenomena such as attribution of belief based on previdesautes and explicit
assessment of other people’s assertions. RT does not, &on@&, claim that
Naomi believes that is equivalent to ‘Naomi believes something similarifo
or thatWhat you said is correct/wrong/outrageoissequivalent to ‘Something
similar to what you said is correct/wrong/outrageous’. Whedoes claim is that
because of the pervasive context-sensitivity of languthgespeaker dlaomi be-
lieves thatp may be, to a greater or lesser extent, wrong even if he beliszdas
heard Naomi express that and that sometimes a proposition judged to be cor-
rect, wrong or outrageous is not exactly the one that ther@igpeaker intended
to convey. Again, the degree to which this mismatch betweealser's thoughts
and addressee’s understanding actually matters is itepgmtient on the nature
of the context (as it develops). Considerations of objectiuth (or of objective
identity or similarity) simply do not enter into the procedscommunication and
as such bear no relation to the only really important notiocomtent-sharing.
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To summarise, C&L'’s ‘similarity’ argument is confused irveeal ways. It is
an attempt to criticise RT as if it were a semantic theory, wR& is in fact a
pragmatic theory (in the particular sense of a theory of thgndive principles
involved in communication). Furthermore (as discussecettisn 4), it is self-
contradictory for C&L to attempt to run a strictly semantigament off data such
as reports or assessments of utterances, since thesebleimplicit reference to
‘what has been said’. This clashes with C&L's rejection af Mistaken Assump-
tion, whereby the semantics of a natural language is nobresbple for intuitions
about ‘what is said’. This kind of argument is therefore dynpot available to
C&L.

3.1.1 TheR-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 llgké&r to it as the
R-strategy (for eitheRelevancer Revisionistaccording to taste).

The R-strategy seems to me to be backed by strong intuitimchsk kinds of
anecdotal evidence. We can sincerely report the speectefsoand, unknow-
ingly, falsely convey that they meant to say something thdp'd Likewise, we
can and surely do inadvertently attribute beliefs falsayaaesult of misappre-
hending the intended significance of someone else’s statsmeven following
very careful and extensive communication, as the histafighilosophy and lin-
guistics surely demonstrate amply.

However, for C&L the obvious intuition is a different one:athpeople un-
derstand each other really rather precisely, rather a lthhetime, and that this
is the basis of many kinds of complex behavfouihis too is obviously true,
in some sense. As C&L point out, people often follow instimts, laws and
regulations that are conveyed linguistically and show appately co-ordinated
responses across a range of individuals and contexts. éaopk together, often
successfully, to achieve particular goals; this cleartyurees shared understand-
ing of those goals and effective discussion of potentiaitsmhs. Very generally,
people act on what others communicate linguistically: wenfbeliefs and justify
actions based on what others have said, and, relatedly, \detieers responsible
for what they have said. Even relevance theorists behavsoag language use

8At least, this is the line they push in their 2(f)6o appear articles. On the other hand, see
C&L (2005, 206) for apparent recognition of the more prokdgimaspects of verbal communica-
tion.
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is content-sharing: they write (more or less) carefullyraem tracts, attempting to
specify precisely what they mean (see Cappelen & Lepore,Z0@&pter 9, for the
charge that RT is self-contradictory in this WwayFrom such observations, C&L
conclude that the R-strategy cannot be right: there musbime «ind of content
sharing that is reliable; language must indeed allow usgprtsdduce thoughts’.

Putting together all the intuitive and anecdotal eviderfdb®above two para-
graphs may seem to lead only to contradictions: people segaiarly to com-
municate with such striking effectiveness and with so mucétake that there is
simply no room for error, yet we also feel that as communisatas elsewhere in
life, we are only human: we know that fundamental misun@eidihgs can occur.
Though this may appear at first sight to represent a stalewititeegard to the
arguments of the present article, it in fact constitutesrgaraent in favour of the
R-strategy (and hence in favour of conventional RT).

To see why, consider the overall nature of C&L's argumentg.first they
make out that they stand in opposition to a complete lack afexh content in
communication. This implies that they believe that sudtes®mmunication is
explicable as long as content sharing (in the sense of repiogl communicators’
thoughts) igpossible In this case, as | have argued, they should have no argument
with RT: recall that Carston calls the principles of RT a table but fallible”
means to get at intended meanings (but not ‘hopelesshplllor ‘inevitably
inaccurate’). Therefore, if C&L see their observations @giments against RT,
they must either have misunderstood RT or believe that dverpossibility of
failing to grasp someone else’s intended meaning entigiyot be admitted: i.e.
content-sharing must be complete and guaranteed.

In fact, it seems that both of these things are the case. Céllyrdo seem to
have missed the idea that the Principle of Relevance is npeiaicipally to explain
how addressees regularly do recover speakers’ meanings {evile predicting
that they will sometimes fail to do this to a greater or lesksgree). 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 enditip. . . developments
of these logical forms can be radically different and it wbhe a minor miracle
if they were not” (to appeaa, 18). To a relevance theorist, this is precisely a de-
scription of the problem that RT sets out to solve. One mayaapout how well

9This 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 alwiageesl very reliably.
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RT does this, but one cannot criticise RT as though it failddress this problem,
when that is its veryaison détre. All the apparatus of RT, from the notions of
manifestness and mutual cognitive environments to thelwasefit calculations
prompted by the Principles of Relevance, exists to providexlanation of what
would indeed be a minor miracle otherwise: the recognitiicspeakers’ commu-
nicative intentions. Note that everyone, C&L included,uiegs an explanation
of this, since it is uncontroversially required at leasttfog derivation of implica-
tures.

At the same time, C&L do seem to require complete and guagdrtentent
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, RT’s recognition of a lack of gatges merely puts
communication into the context of very general facts abaumdéin processing of
data about the outside world. We have only indirect accesgiabto other peo-
ple’s minds, but to the outside world as a whole: the eviddoicall that we know
or believe is filtered through our physical senses and thraug abilities to pro-
cess and reason over the data that they provide, both of vawh been skewed
in certain directions by our evolutionary history and arerethen decidedly falli-
ble. And yet we plainly have some pretty good ways of distisiging more and
less reliable judgements about how things are. The strikatigbility of much
linguistic communication is merely a part of this: we do navé direct access to
our interlocutors’ communicative intentions, but we plgihave some means of
recognising and assessing evidence for what the¥.are

Ultimately, the observations that C&L appeal to—linguistommunication as
a basis for collective action, judging others’ beliefs,.-etogically show just the
following: peoplecanrecognise each other's communicative intentions (i.eresha
content)well enoughto do all these things. RT not only accepts this, it suggests a
mechanism by which it occurs.

Alongside the rather sweeping dismissal of RT (and with adlical contex-

101n this context, it is worth noting that RT has been used asiatew to the kinds of philosophy
and, especially, literary theory that make sweeping claibwut the ‘impossibility of communica-
tion’. See, for example, MacKenzie (2002). In this conr@ttnote that there is a certain parallel
between literary ‘Deconstructionists’ and C&L. Both assutinat linguistic communication is an
‘all or nothing’ business: either language allows meaniogse perfectly recreated or communi-
cation must be impossible. Deconstructionists argue ttetatter conclusion must be reached,
whereas C&L reason that since communication does seem topretty well on a regular basis,
it must be the case that recovery of intended meaning is gtesad.
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tualism) discussed above, C&L (to appeardo briefly attempt to explain why
they think the particular mechanisms of RT fail to explaiwhcommunication
is achieved. Their point (though wrapped up in much irrawdiscussion of
‘similarity’, as discussed above) is essentially thatedi#int contexts—both ex-
ternal circumstances and individual language users’ tvgrstates—can be just
too different. Attempting to adopt RT terminology, theytstéhat “[what] you
end with as a result of applying [relevance-theoretic ressy], starting with the
logical form of the sentence you're interpreting [...] de@e on what cognitive
effects the utterance has on you, and that again on whatfoééte.) that the
interpreter has”<ic).

This is a misrepresentation of RT, implying that the assumngtof different
interlocutors are quite divorced from each other and suigegnconstrained, id-
iosyncratic variation; that there is no basis for relatimge’s own assumptions
to those of another language user. This ignores the ceoteabf mutual mani-
festness in RT. Far from depending on just any ‘beliefs; eb@t an individual
addressee may entertain, interpretation is based on thahwiterlocutors have
good reason to believe that they share (something that wefoemany purposes
other than linguistic communication). This always exigteugh it will be richer
in some cases than in others—a fact that affects the way gmesses oneself
in different contexts (even in C&L's example of their wrigiior an unidentified
reader they evidently havekind of reader in mind; one with certain assumptions
that they can rely on). C&L’s description of the ‘cognitiviéaets an utterance has
on you’ suggests a kind of free association, the quirky spgré&f an individual’s
imagination. But RT is concerned with the ways we recognise those effects
that are intended by the speaker of an utterance. Once &gal's attempted
criticism of RT works better as a description of the kind oblpem that RT sets
out to solve—in other words, how things are if one doesassume something
like RT.

At this point, a supporter of C&L might retreat to anotherifos, claiming
that even if RT hasn’t been refuted, either approach ismtiisible. It might be
conceded that RT offers one kind of explanation for the rademn of others’
communicative intentions (in contradiction to C&L's 20@hapter 8 claim that
radical contextualism “makes communication impossihl&it also noted that
C&L’s notion of content-sharing directly through languagfters another kind of
explanation, and arguably a much simpler one. This mighhbease, were it not
for the fact that C&L's notion of content-sharing is selfatadictory, as shown in
the following section.
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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. Theirwargents 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 eghas of
human behaviour, depends upon guaranteed content sharing.

e The only kind of content that could be infallibly shared, amy aview—
and the only kind that has one of the defining properties of €&lhared
content'—is that which RT calls linguistically encoded mes. C&L's
minimal semantic content is similar to this in important wayd it is indeed
their proposal that this is the content that is shared.

e However, the kind of content that is shared in C&L's examm&suman
behaviour is not this, but rather what they call Speech Actt&at, which
no-one claims to be determinate.

e S0, by C&L's own arguments, communication should be impgmestin
just the ways that they observe it not to be.

We have already seen how C&L urge the first point in this lise first premise
in my argument). The second and third points are elucidatetie following
sections.

4.1 Minimal semantic content as shared content

C&L place three key requirements on their level of minimahaatic content:

i. that it be the meaning that is constant across all uses ofea d¢inguistic
form, in all contexts

ii. thatit be propositional

iii. that it be the kind of shared content on which are basezh sctivities as
the evaluation of assertions, reporting of indirect spesih, justification
of subsequent actions, and so on
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In the following section, | show how (iii) cannot be corredm. section 4.2, |
discuss (ii). This is the source of a substantial differdmegveen C&L's minimal
semantic content and RT’s encoded meaning. However, aséitmlow (and at
length by Carston 2006, Korta & Perry to appear, Borg to appéas ultimately
incompatible with (i)—at least given C&L's notion of proptienality. Further-
more, C&L's heuristics for minimal semantic content failitentify necessarily
propositional kinds of content. In this section, | concatgron the implications
of defining minimal semantic content in terms of ().

That minimal semantic content should be constant acrogeatexts is stated
explicitly by C&L (2005, 143) and is implicit in both their guments about the
nature of shared content and in the way they state minimahsgocontent truth-
conditionally. When C&L speak of truth conditions, they dmt refer to the com-
mon (moderate contextualist) conception of ‘what makesptiopositional intu-
itively expressed by a given utterance true’, but ratheretbimg that is indeed
considerably more minimal. (1) is an example

Q) ‘Steel isn’'t strong enough’ expresses the propositiat steel isn’t
strong enoughand is true iff steel isn’t strong enough” (C&L 2005,
61)

Though this kind of statement appears less than dazzlingigreening, C&L
insist that this is the level at which truth conditions shibbke stated, arguing
that it is the business of metaphysics, not semantics, term@te conditions
on truth any more precisé§ The point for current purposes is that (1) shows
how C&L's strictly semantic argumentation—in common witkeir essentially
communication-based ‘shared content’ arguments—is co@dnio the idea that
the semantic content of a given sentence is just whatevainsncommon to all
its meaning across all contexts of utterance. There is neratlay to interpret
statements like (1).

By this definition, C&L's minimal semantic content is entyeequivalent to
the notion of encoded meaning in RT. This is necessarily #ise csince encoded

11as stated above, | will ignore for now the fact that C&L assutinere is aproposition‘that
steel isn’t strong enough’. This brings problems once uivegally indexical expressions, such
as pronouns, are involved; see section 4.2.

2Contrathe avowed radical contextualist Travis (2006), | belighat there is real substance to
this point and that it is essentially compatible with radlimentextualist thought. RT work oad
hoc conceptésee Carston 2002, Chapter 5) could be seen as arguing sogethghly equivalent
from a linguist’s point of view. In arguing, in effect, thdte likes of (1) just aren’t proper truth
conditions, Travis (and arguably also Bezuidenhout 20@@)y<close to endorsing a moderate
contextualist stance.
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meaning is by definition just that which is conveyed by a gilreguistic form,
irrespective of context. Note that to say that some meamsiegcoded is entirely
neutral with respect to questions such as whether it has ptloperties, such
as being propositional. Thus, RT’s notion of encoded megargrequivalent to
minimal semantic content as long as the latter conformsg {@$iit must, to carry
any of C&L's arguments), but is free of the problems thatl{rings, as discussed
below.

Given this, it is unsurprising that C&L'’s discussion of theyphological and
communicative roles played by minimal semantic conters femtirely to distin-
guish their position from that of RT. In an entire chapteridated to these issues
(2005, Chapter 12) they merely reach the irrelevant corauthat RT’s argu-
ments against Gricean theorising would not constitute gnraent against their
notion of ‘semantic minimalism’ (C&L 2005, 180; this is, oburse, consistent
with my argument that the similarities between C&L's pasitiand RT are sub-
stantial and outweigh the differences). In the same chaPtk show that they
are aware that parallels between their position and RT nbghidrawn and are
(for some reason) very keen to deny their validity. They dugva list of five dif-
ferences between the two approaches (2005, 181). All bubbtieese rest upon
the supposedly crucial role of the propositionality of mial semantic conteht
However, this plays no role in C&L’s discussions of commaign and brings
significant problems at other levels, as outlined below.

4.2 Minimal semantic content as propositional content

Differences between ‘minimal semantic content’ and ‘erszboheaning’ arise be-
cause of C&L's second requirement (or assumption) reggnaiimimal semantic
content: that is propositional. Tellingly, this is also wéa&oth logical and empir-
ical problems enter into C&L's story.

C&L insist that the propositionality of of minimal semangientent is crucial to
its psychological and communicative role (e.g. 2005, 184, the reply to Korta
& Perry to appear in C&L to apped#), but it is quite unclear why this should be,
given that (as outlined above and shown below) all the comcatiie phenom-
ena that C&L invoke depend on tiegistenceof a crucial level of shared content,
not on its logical properties (Borg, to appear, suggesteseasons why philoso-

3The other one concerns C&L's notion @figinal Utterance Centrisirwhich | cannot discuss
here for reasons of space. This is not immediately relevautrent concerns, except that it
once again demonstrates the inappropriate adoption ofaimasticist's omniscient third party
perspective in the discussionwhat is communicatedn a given occasion.
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phers might care about the propositionality of semanticden but notes that
these are independent of the analysis of communicatiors)oftcourse necessary
that some linguistically conveyed meaning be propositices shown by activi-
ties like assessing the truth or plausibility of what soneeelse says. However,
| show below that this cannot be the same kind of meaning asuthiah is con-
stant across different contexts (and is thus ‘shared’ in €&knse) and as such
this observation provides no support for C&L's assumptlaat minimal semantic
content must be propositional.

C&L’s self-imposed commitment to the propositionality ofmmal semantic
content forces them to make this content less minimal tiatitd be, as Borg (to
appear) and Korta & Perry (to appear) point out. It also imhiices a difference be-
tween their conception of minimal semantic content and Rhsoded meaning,
as Carston (2006) stresses. In order to stick to what theygrese to be propo-
sitional meanings, C&L have to assume that minimal semamtitent contains
no unsaturated indexicals or ambiguities. The problemas tiis immediately
makes minimal semantic content something other than thizhi$hshared across
different contexts: the saturation of indexicals is a crftiependent process.
C&L note that this means their minimal semantic content heairbe character-
ized completelyindependently of context” (2005, 143; emphasis in originaiit
do not explain how this is to be squared with the proposedafobeinimal seman-
tic content as infallibly shared content.

Here C&L seem to be following the convention in semanticsmipty assum-
ing that there exists some self-contained process of asgighof reference to
indexicals and that the semanticist has no responsibdighiracterise what this
is or how it relates to other context-dependent areas ofiigtig interpretation
(see Larson & Segal 1995 for a textbook non-exposition &f ithea, for exam-
ple). This is curious, given that C&L's general concern isamteto be precisely
the matter of context-dependence in language. It is pdatigustrange that C&L
should include the referents of overt indexicals in that mag that is infallibly
shared, since this is one of the more obvious sources of taipietation in lan-
guage use (given an utteranceHd’s ready surely a response likK&/ho? Mark
or Paul?is at least as likely aReady for what?yet according to C&L'’s position,
the answer to the former question to be ‘shared contentlewhe answer to the
latter is not).

In this sense, then, C&L'’s particular formulation of mininseamantic content
is insufficiently minimal to achieve one of the key roles tttay assign to it. |
refer the reader to the above-cited works for more fully tigwed and philosoph-
ically grounded versions of this argument; my current comeg with the degree
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to which the propositionality of minimal semantic contelays any genuine role
in C&L's arguments regarding content-sharing—and the elego which propo-
sitionality is in any case demonstrated in their heuristozsminimal semantic
content. If propositionality is not necessary in either lnése ways, the obvi-
ous step for C&L or those who otherwise have sympathy for thgjuments is
to adopt the RT notion of encoded meaning, which providesagieally neces-
sary level of some infallibly shared content without thelgemns associated with
C&L’s propositional version.

In fact, no part of C&L's argumentation on the role of mini,samantic content
in communication actually seems to depend on its propasitistatus. Consider
the following quotation, which is typical of C&L's reasomjin this area:

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 mgeaitached to a
given linguistic form (such as a sentence). It does not de:pgion this constant
meaning having any particular properties, such as beinggsitionat*. Conse-
guently, the role of minimal semantic content, as envisdge@&L themselves,
does not distinguish it from the encoded meaning that RT sxake of, at least as
far as content-sharing is concerned.

To summarise this section, C&L's minimal semantic contertorn in two by
conflicting requirements that they place on it. The first & thshould be context-
independent meaning. Any level of meaning that genuindljidunhis criterion
is of necessity equivalent to RT’s encoded meaning, sinsdagluefinitive of en-
coded meaning. As such, C&L have no room to criticise RT fokilag minimal
semantic content, on this definition. The second is thatmmhsemantic content
must be propositional (in C&L's minimal sense). While plagino discernible
role in the explanation of communication, this conflictshadbth the first require-
ment and, as shown in section 4.3, the ways in which C&L attemdentify
such content.

n case it is seems that being the complement clausayafuarantees propositionality in any
pertinent sense, see section 4.3.
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4.3 Testsfor minimal semantic content

C&L (2005, Chapter 7) offer certain tests for minimal senaobntent, which
are important in numerous ways. They represent C&L's cdeareethodological
alternative to working only with the moderate contextuaimtuited propositions
and they supposedly constitute C&L's most substantialailge to radical contex-
tualism'®. Moreover, they provide the only concrete evidence for psipnality
in minimal semantic content. These tests are close remtdbsome of the tests
for shared content mentioned above: again, the basic gyradgo examine re-
ported speech, thus turning a judgement abouttimeentof an original utterance
into a judgement about theuth of a second utterance, the speech report.
C&L'’s primary concern in presenting these tests is to takeantextualism as
a whole. They are keen to point out that the use of speechteegistinguishes
uncontroversial, overt indexicals, such as pronouns, fotimer cases of alleged
context-sensitivity. Thus, (2b) would be false as a repbfRa) because of the
context-sensitivity of the pronoun(Cappelen & Lepore 2005, 89).

(2) 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.

In contrast, had Bush uttered a sentenceJiien is readyit could be truthfully
reported by Lepore with the utteranBash said that John is readyhis is despite
the fact thatlohn is readyntuitively falls short of specifying full truth conditios
(it invites the questioiReady for whatl, so is context-sensitive by contextualist
reasoning.

C&L’s tests thus undoubtedly demonstrate that items likepuns (what C&L
call the Basic Set of indexicals) are different to other lilgic material. This is
problematic for the kind of moderate contextualist who vdodéal with the ‘in-
complete truth conditions’ of strings liklhn is readyy positing covert indexical
elements, but not for genuinely radical contextualisthsagrelevance 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 specialtpde a particular re-
lationship to context (true indexicals), while others areypto the influence of

15C&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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context in other way$. C&L’s argument regarding true indexicals and context-
sensitivity therefore only has force as an objection to maigecontextualism,
even though they present it as an objection to the radicalkin

Still, perhaps these tests do demonstrate something iamgotthe key differ-
ence between C&L and RT, which is C&L’s claim that encoded m&gis propo-
sitional. How else, the argument goes, could we make judges truth and
falsity about indirect speech reports? Intuitively, whemnsayNina said that John
is ready(unlike Nina said, “John is ready) we express a proposition concerning
Nina’s having committed herself to something—somethirag ihtrue only under
certain conditions. Therefore, it seems that any utterarigeh can be indirectly
reported in this way itself expresses a proposition, naigisropositional radical’
or any other form of sub-propositional encoded meaning.

To give another perspective on the same idea, C&L suggesimmng two
contexts C1 and C2 in which Nina has pronounced the wdotis is ready Even
if these contexts are sufficiently different that John waslyefor quite different
things, we can say that the sentemcéoth C1 and C2, Nina said that John is
readyis true. C&L take this to be an argument against radical cangdism: if
readyhad to be enriched in order to create a proposition, thensrstmtence the
complement osaidwould have to expresses two distinct propositions simekan
ously. This is incompatible with the existence of a singlghvalue for the whole
sentence.

C&L’s reasoning here rests on a crucial empirical questiat they do not
investigate: do indirect speech reports consistently widkway? In particular,
can we really make reliable judgements of truth and falditgua such reports?
Note that this consistency is crucial to C&L's argumentsthié answer to the
guestion is no, we can no longer assume that the complemesdiain such
cases is necessarily propositional. In that case, beingdahglement ofsaid
is simply not a test for propositionality—meaning that nmedit speech reports
cannot be used to argue for the propositionality of encodegimmg that putatively
distinguishes semantic minimalism from BT

165ee Atlas (to appear) for a careful elaboration of the gépeiat that recognising a case of
context-sensitivity does not entail a claim of indexigabf any kind.

YAs illustrated in section 5.1, it may be that professed ridiontextualists sometimes behave
in practice more like moderate contextualists (in positiogert indexicals and the like just to
account for context-dependent changes in propositionaning), but the present argument is
about radical contextualism as a philosophical idea, notiaimdividuals’ practices.

BTherefore in this case C&L therefore cannot argue that theyety have to show that the
appropriate judgementsan be made in at least one case, as they argue in Cappelen & Lepore
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There are various ways in which indirect speech reportsekihd that C&L
rely on can fail to report a single proposition. For exampking the complement
of said does not force disambiguation of homonyms. | can truthfulker the
sentencén C1 and C2, Nina said that John went to the baven if | know that
Nina was referring in C1 to the financidhnkand in C2 to the watercours&ank
Of course, | might well continue . but in C1 she meant that he went to the HSBC
whereas in C2 she meant that he went to the edge of the 8ignificantly, one
may easily do this with regard to C&L's example aldn:C1 and C2, Nina said
that John is ready—but in C1 she meant he is prepared for l@sewhile in C2
she meant he has his raincoat.ohcan see no difference in the form of these
utterances that would allow us to treat them as identifiabifgrént grammatical
phenomena (the one an ambiguity, hence potentially expged#ferent propo-
sitions under any analysis, and the other a single propositi C&L's sense).
Therefore, unless C&L want to argue that an un-disambigulatemnonym con-
tributes to the creation of a proposition, they cannot naamthat indirect reports
necessarily contain propositions in their complementssgsu

Similarly, C&L’s test fails to disambiguate use/mentiontaguities: consider (3):

3) (It is true that) in C1 and C2, Elspeth said she didn’t wanivork in
Human Resources
but in C1 she meant she wanted to work for a departmergctall
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 gsi®efore such an
ambiguity is resolved, but they would have to do this in otdenaintain the sup-
posed significance of their indirect speech report test.ilgete that C&L do
not have the option here of simply dismissing such casesiag beuitively dif-
ferent to their examples. Their avowed purpose in intraggiinguistic tests is to
get away from reliance on intuitions (2005, 87); as suchtékes they propose in
their place cannot themselves depend on intuition but meuptibely linguistically
defined and must have consistent effects in order to convince

It seems that indirect speech reports are in a sense no¢aheinough to do the
job that C&L ask of them. They cannot be relied upon to idgraipropositional
minimal semantic content and as such they do not demonstrateninimal se-
mantic content is necessarily propositional. Without thesnonstration, we are
essentially left in RT territory: we know there is encodedamiag, but we can’t

(2006).
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prejudge the nature of it for any given linguistic expreasfjand, consequently,
inferential pragmatic processes may in principle influealtéevels of meaning
beyond this).

So much for the theory of minimal semantic content. Where 8&2006,
to appeara) empirical arguments are concerned, there is an equallyrtapt
problem: the role of minimal semantic content simply doet exdend to the
functions of shared content that are set out in these argismEnese must involve
a different kind of content altogether.

4.4 Thecontent that is shared

Consider again the kinds of observations that C&L claim msikared content
indispensable: co-ordinated action, collective deliberalinguistic communica-
tion justifying beliefs, holding people responsible foratlthey say, and so on. Is
minimal semantic content capable of supporting such tirgso, then an engi-
neer who saySteel isn’'t strong enough held responsible just for that proposition
(if we call it that) which is expressed by any and every utieesof this sentence.
If the roof collapses, it should be considered reasonabteeoéngineer to point
out thatl just said steel is strong enough; | never said strong endiogsupport
the roof Such utterances would usually be described using words tthnrea-
sonable The example, crass as it may seem, is not a trivial one in dnéexgt
of C&L'’s discussion of content sharing: it shows that if ‘bgiheld responsible
for what one says’ is evidence for content sharing (as thayncit is), then the
relevant kind of content is not C&L’'s minimal semantic carite

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 camakti in different
contexts (e.g. the apple is wholly red, partially red, redreninside, painted with
red stripes, mostly a colour that would otherwise be callexivih but therefore
‘red’ as opposed to being a green apple, etc.). | might wellydver, conclude
that ‘Beth believes that the apple is red in the particulaiseehat it is partially
red on the outside’ (for example). Similarly, if | am part @i CIA task force
concerned with whether Igor knows that Jane is a spy” (C&Lgpeara, 9), |
will assume that we are ‘collectively deliberating’ abootree rather more spe-
cific proposition than the minimal semantic contentgdr knows that Jane is a
spy (it probably won't concern us if Igor has figured out that J@eevealing
the secrets of one knitting circle to the members of anotelpng as he hasn't
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noticed that she’s also a CIA spook—but both of these sitnatare compatible
with this minimal semantic content). As a final example, cdesagain C&L's
evidence from people’s assessments of others’ asserfitiesSpeech Act nature
of the relevant ‘shared’ content here is shown by the fadt $bhah assessments
can be made about implicatures just as easily as about wtakigis to be directly
asserted, as shown in (4):

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

It is clear that minimal semantic content is not what must li@red 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 significamt patheir theory.
Instead, ‘what is said’ is merely a part of Speech Act (hemtbfSA) content.
Therefore, what is necessarily shared here is SA content.

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

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 grasher®tare
extremely hard to access and there is no reason to think niyairee
person can ever grasp all that was said by an utterance
(C&L 2005, 206; emphasis in original)

Alsojustasin RT, C&L argue that SA contentis in part deterai by the same
context-dependent mechanisms that generate implicqturess their eighth prin-
ciple of Speech Act Pluralism; 2005, 204). Since C&L's SA &t encompasses

19RT would claim not that encoded meaning is one of a number opgsitions but that an
indefinite number of propositions may be constructed on #séstof it, as it interacts with context.
Again, the difference between the two approaches effdgtrerluces to the issue of putative
propositionality at the minimal level of meaning, which wae/k seen to be neither well-supported
empirically nor necessary to C&L's own mode of analysis.
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what most (moderate contextualist) semanticists wouldlwalpropositional con-
tent of a sentence, this is a striking convergence with RTpos#ion that opposes
dominant assumptions.

To summarise, the basis of collective deliberation, infees of belief, and so
on is demonstrably SA content, not minimal semantic (or dedpcontent. C&L
and RT agree that SA content is not infallibly shared. Itdai that the degree to
which these activities involve ‘sharing’ of content is ctemevidence to RT only
to the same extent that they are counter-evidence to C&Lis p@sition. Fortu-
nately for both, we have seen that the arguments made arbesd phenomena
are in any case misdirected: perfect content-sharing sn\s#inse is not essential
to communication or to the theory of communication.

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, externadretterisations of indi-
vidual acts of communication from characterisations ofithiernal competences
that allow people to make the necessary subjective judgentercommunicate
effectively. While a fully formalisable mechanism showitlg derivation of SA
content is most likely quite impossible, one can theorismiathe principles that
people employ when required to deriv&it

5 RT and theradical/moderatedivide

C&L’s distinction between moderate and radical contextumalis an important
one. On the other hand, as should now be clear, the reasoatgements against
RT fail is essentially because they fail to recognise sigaift similarities between
true radical contextualism and true semantic minimalisimesE are quite logical
and predictable: the more minimal one’s notion of semarditent is, the more
work there is to be done by non-semantic, context-depenutesesses. C&L's
hostility to radical contextualism is therefore rathermsiging. | believe that it is
based upon certain points of confusion as much as on suivstaigagreements

20C&L (2006b) do note that their position requires answers to questiocis as “How is speech
act content determined?” and “how interpreters focus sioneston one aspect of the speech act
content, sometimes on another”. It is unclear why they teflde RT—and indeed the Gricean and
post-Gricean pragmatic traditions as a whole—as an att@gstswer exactly such questions.
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of principle. One of the key points of confusion is C&L’s idéeat both moderate
and radical contextualists (including relevance thesysitibscribe to the Mistaken
Assumption. By their own definitions, no-one who did woultLatly be a radical
contextualist.

The only reason C&L give for lumping together moderate armiicad contex-
tualists in this respect (apart from a single quotation fritw& supposed radical
contextualist—but not relevance theorist—Charles Tjasitheir common use of
what C&L call Context Shifting Arguments (CSAs). This refdp the strategy
of showing that what is intuitively asserted by some sergesacies from context
to context and on the basis of this claiming that the semswatithe sentence in
guestion is context-dependent. C&L believe that a commtnt@ the Mistaken
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 would you care about the intuitions that eeahave
that an utterance of ‘There are no French girls’ can be ussaytdas-
sert, claim, state) that there are no French girls in Roon?40/Mhy
would a semanticist hold that piece of information rele?amhy,
more generally, would a semanticist think any of the intuig ap-
pealed to in CSAs are relevant? (C&L 2005, 54)

There is a straightforward answer to C&L's rhetorical qiestfrom the radical
contextualist’s perspective: the intuitions appealedht€@$5As are relevant to the
debates in which we are engaged just because almost everlgeressumes them
to be theoretically important. Radical contextualist® a$ CSAs can be viewed
as implicitly doing the the very same job as C&L's own (2005ha@ter 5) argu-
ments about moderate contextualism: they make a condittwgament.If you
believe that ‘what is said (asserted, claimed, stated), édhe appropriate level
at which to state truth conditions, then you will soon find @ cannot maintain
a direct relationship between encoded meaning and trutbitonal meaning—
contextual influence is simply too pervasive. In other wottle Mistaken As-
sumption is a premise used imeductioof moderate contextualism by both C&L
and radical contextualists.

Another way to understand the issue is to recognise that@&htcall theMis-
taken Assumption in fact has two distinct parts. The firshis assumption that
‘what is said (asserted, claimed, stated, etc.)’ is the@pmate level of meaning
at which to invoke truth conditions. C&L deduce that radicahtextualists hold
the Mistaken Assumption on the grounds that they seem tacgbkgo this first
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assumption (this is clearly the nature of their commentaryaajuotation from

Travis, for example; C&L 2005, 56). However, this amountsatmere termi-

nological point unless one accept the second part of theakiBst Assumption:

that the semantics of linguistic expressions should addounhis level of mean-

ing directly. It is in the very nature of radical contextsah to deny this second
assumption and, as such, to deny the Mistaken Assumptias.simewhat im-

material whether or not one thinks that ‘what is said’ migatdpoken of as ‘the
truth conditions of an utterance’ if one’s express purpege show that this level
of meaning is not directly related to the semantics of thguistic expressions
uttered.

If C&L’s distinction between moderate and radical contetiem has any sub-
stance, then what sets apart the radical kind is surely timaf thegenerality
of contextual influence—or rather (to get to the heart of thepRrspective) the
pervasiveness of the influence of extra-linguistic proeesms the interpretation
of linguistic forms. This means that truly radical-contgadist arguments are in-
trinsically incompatible with the crucial part of the Mi&en Assumption, which
depends upon contextual influence on ‘what is said’ beingicésd in such a way
that a direct connection between it and encoded meaning €anantained. It
follows that any argument that involves the Mistaken Asstiomas by definition
a moderate contextualist argument.

Other misconceptions may have arisen, ironically enougim fthe very fact
that relevance theorists and C&L have a common enemy in rat&leontextu-
alism. The problem is that they approach this common enemy fopposite
perspectives (in a way that is doubtless related to therwigf RT in linguistics
and anthropology, while C&L are philosophers) and as such faiato realise
just how much of a common cause they Hava& hus, relevance theorists tend to
push the notion that contextual influence is pervasive, mirest to the limited,
grammatically triggered contextual influence allowed fothe dominant moder-
ate contextualist paradigm. As part of this, considerabipleasis is placed on
the idea that propositional meanings are partly deriveddmtext-dependent in-
ference. Since at this stage the point is to take on modecatextualism, the
propositional meanings referred to here are those inttiitekd-conditional forms
that moderate contextualists deal in.

21The above-cited eighth principle of Speech Act Pluralis@0& 204), one of the few places
in which C&L explicitly confront moderate contextualistsasnptions from the point of view of
how much contextual influence on meaniagecessary, reads like an excerpt from an exegesis of
RT ideas—or indeed of those of several other past and presatextualist analysts, as Atlas (to
appear, 14) notes.
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Cé&L's notion of proposition is quite removed from that of nevdte contextu-
alists (they put a good deal of effort into arguing that whaiderate contextual-
ists consider to be sub-propositional is for them fully psiional; C&L 2005,
Chapter 5). Thus, we clearly have two separate notions—wé& amall them
Propositionality:;, and Propositionality;,c. When a relevance theorist denies that
encoded meaning is propositional (in line with C&L's defioit of radical con-
textualism), this refers to Propositionality:.

As we have seen (in section 4.2), Propositionglitys not ultimately compat-
ible with RT either. However, this is only because of C&Lsdion the saturation
of recognised indexicals. This is a genuine and importdfegréince, but nothing
like as important as that between moderate contextualishedher C&L or RT.
As long as the discussion concerns examples without resedmndexicals, such
as (1), there is little or no conflict between RT and C&L, bessaboth recognise
a level of meaning that consists of just whatever is commailtases of a given
linguistic form. If this is Propositionality;,, then (where these examples are con-
cerned) RT logicallycannotbe arguing for contextual influence in the creation of
Propositionality;;,. Meanwhile, C&L recognise that there is contextual influeenc
in the creation of Propositionality, if the sentence does contain a recognised in-
dexical (2005, 143). Thus C&L are in fact in total agreemettih\RT on the issue
of which levels of meaning are subject to contextual inflgereverything above
and beyond encoded meaning, including the saturation @xindls. Genuine
differences between the two begin with C&L's idea that ther@single, minimal,
theoretically and psychologically significant level of meay that mixes context-
independent and context-dependent aspects of meaningeudovthis point of
divergence is not the logical or ostensible basis of C&Lguanents against RT,
which instead rest upon the false notion that RT sees cargkixtfluence where
C&L see none.

5.1 Moderation asacardinal sin

Having thrown a lot of criticism at C&L for their take on RT,ig time to give due

recognition to their analysis of pivotal assumptions in aetit/pragmatic theory.
The nature of my argument has been that RT is immune to the coberent parts
of C&L’s criticism just because RT is truly radical (i.e. tloagh) in its contextual-
ism. It follows that any approach that strays into moderatgextualism becomes
a legitimate target for their minimalist objections. As Butbelieve that C&L's

notions of the radical/moderate divide and of the Mistakesuinption can serve
as important points of reference for the assessment of hetiry and practice in
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linguistic analysis (whence my ready adoption of these $samthe present work).

In many ways, the dominant moderate contextualist (e.g.€@an) view sets the
agenda in linguistic semantics and pragmatics. This cam discussions, leading
towards excessive concerns over ‘truth-conditionalityg.(Propositionality; ),
even sometimes among those analysts who clearly fall onrtukcal’ side of
C&L’s distinction??.

Relevance theorists are not immune to the tug of moderatexialism. One
case in point is Carston’s (1998) analysis of scalar infegennvolving cardinal
numerals (surprisingly, since Carston’s work is typicalharacterised by what is
in effect thorough argumentation for genuine radical cetot@ism). Carston’s
main aim here is to argue against the (unfortunately stidlalyi assumed) neo-
Gricean analysis of numerals (originally due to Horn 19%#hereby they are
taken to encode ‘at least readings and take on ‘exactly’ readings only by
implicature. She produces many convincing arguments todffiect, but moves
on to propose a categorical distinction between numeralsofimer expressions
that trigger what would traditionally be termed ‘quantiiyference (after Grice’s
1975 Maxims of Quantity)—including upper-bounded readiof non-numeral
guantifiers likemanyas well as inferences of ‘exhaustive listing’ of clearly mo
scalar’ objects.

The problem with this is the nature of the reasoning thattGarsmploys. On
the basis of examples like (5) and (6) (originally due to Hb®92), she argues
that the upper-bounded (‘exactly two’) reading of numea@sstitutes part of
the truth-conditional meaning that the speaker is comuhiibe while the upper-
bounded reading of non-numerals (e.g. ‘many but not all)nere cancellable
implicature?®,

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

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

2|t is open to question whether all of those labelled radicaitextualist by C&L consistently
warrant the label, according to the criterion of fully rdjag the Mistaken Assumption. | continue
to limit the discussion here to RT, which at least in prineigbes fulfil this criterion.

23Geurts (1998) rightly calls into question the useyei/noresponses as markers of truth-
conditionality (by any definition), but my focus here is thredder structure of Carston’s argument.
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Carston then proposes a ‘sense-general’ lexical semédnticaumerals—i.e.
one which is systematically underspecified for ‘at leastkdctly’ and ‘at most’
readings (see also Atlas 2005). She proposes a rough featiah of this as
[X[THREE]]. As Carston explains,

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

This introduction of a ‘contextual variable’ is recognisathe formal strategy
of many moderate contextualiétsindeed, Carston explicitly draws on moderate
contextualist proposals for quantifier domain restricttohis might be viewed
as a mere formal detail; however, it directly reflects thesoséng that underlies
Carston’s analysis. This reasoning is definitively modecaintextualist: Carston
proposes a certain kind of encoded semantics for the expuepsse of account-
ing for context-dependent effects in intuitions of trutbnditional meaning. This
is quite simply the Mistaken Assumption in action.

There clearly are significant differences between numexadsother expres-
sions. Furthermore, contrasts like that between (5) andrg)n principle inter-
esting and worthy of explanation. But in RT the issue shoeen be framed in
terms of a categorical distinction between items that affieth conditions and
those that don®f. There are many inherent and fairly uncontroversial prioger
of numerals, at both the semantic level and in likely coodsiof use, which can
be argued to account for contrasts like (5) versud’(&furthermore, such con-

24This is not to say that ‘hidden elements’ in logical form caver be justified under RT
assumptions. Were there some other form of evidence—entacjc—for such an element, this
would be a different matter, to be judged on a case-by-casie.bAhat is not compatible with RT
is specifically reasoning from ‘effects on truth conditibtasthe existence of hidden elements.

2These are subsequently defended at length by the ‘hiddexicalists’ and critics of RT,
Stanley & Szabhd (2000), and in fact criticised by Carstdi0@).

26t may seem to some, both within and outside RT, that the iraflire/explicature distinction
provides for this sort of analysis (and parts of Carston 198f)est this). However, this would be
in effect to equate explicature with the Gricean truth-dbadal ‘what is said’, a notion at odds
with the fundamental structure of RT (see Carston 2002, @&n&). The nature of explicature in
the light of C&L's views is worthy of discussion in its own hgy but space does not permit here.
See also footnote 6.

2’See Wedgwood (2005, Chapter 5), Geurts (1998), Kadmon j2fi01he impact of factors
like inherent scalarity, relationships to existential s and precision of quantificational value.
See also Breheny (2005), who supports a kind of numeralfoneral distinction that is in some
ways the opposite of Carston’s, with a more highly specifesdantics for numerals.
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trasts are demonstrably not categorical: it is easy enooigloristruct examples
that show ‘truth-conditionality’ with non-numerals and éne implicature’ with
numerals (as | show in Wedgwood 2005, 163-167). As suchnibtable that the
moderate contextualist element to Carston’s analysis-edheern that semantics
should account directly for observations of Propositidpal-—is also the point
that leads to empirical inaccuracy.

Itis also notable that Horn (1992) is able to use Carstom@p@sals to minimise
damage to the neo-Gricean position: if there is somethiegiapabout numerals
that allows them alone to ‘affect truth conditions’ via irdace, they can be sec-
tioned off as an exceptional case, leaving the story otlserwinchangefl. Thus
we have an illustration of how slippage into moderate caunigist reasoning is to
the detriment of RT arguments both in terms of their intenwdderence and their
external impact.

It is important to note that this instance of covert modecatgtextualism is (to
my knowledge) an isolated blip in Carston’s work and thahghengs are, as they
should be, rather rare in RT work as a whole. Neverthelessrvies as a reminder
of the importance of remaining suitably ‘radical’. This igrsficant even at the
level of presentation. Moderate contextualist (in paféic@ricean) assumptions
are deeply ingrained in linguistic semantics and this matoal easily influence
how linguists’ claims are understood, whether by otherdiatg or philosophers
(as demonstrated by C&L's misconceptions about RT). In ¢bistext, it is im-
portant for the relevance theorist to be quite clear abagiirtiplications of the
pervasiveness of contextual influence on interpretatiod,teere it can be a real
help to be armed with some sharp philosophical tools. Inwlag C&L's notions
of the radical/moderate divide and the Mistaken Assumptim help relevance
theorists to clarify just where certain dangers lie.

6 Conclusion

C&L'’s criticisms of RT are misdirected, not least becausel@§ much more in
common with their own ideas than they (and perhaps someamtevtheorists)
seem to realise. Both take as their starting point a rejectfdhe idea that gram-
matically encoded meaning should systematically accaariivhat is said’. Both

recognise just two theoretically and psychologically impot levels of meaning

28To explain the chronology: Horn draws on the unpublished©ar(1985), where the special,
‘sense-general’ treatment of numerals was first proposedigh this work does not include the
formalisation using a ‘contextual variable’.
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and both claim that these are: (1) that which is communidayeigiven linguistic

form independently of context and (2) that which is undeydtto be communi-
cated in a particular context—which is an indeterminate Inemnof propositions,
among which implicatures and any sense of ‘what is said’ areveld by the same
mechanisms.

Consequently, arguments from ‘content-sharing’ do ndtrdisiish the two ap-
proaches, and as such it is good news for C&L that their attémgismiss RT
on this basis proves to be unsustainable (as it confusesafiff notions of ‘con-
tent’). There remain just two identifiable differences sEiwhile C&L wash their
hands of attempting to characterise the process of derspegch Act meaning
from encoded meaning, RT proposes a set of inferential ipfescto do just this.
Second, while RT makes na priori claims for encoded meaning, C&L insist
that minimal semantic content is propositional. This is me®ense a genuine
difference between the two approaches and in another seresther spurious
one. It causes C&L to include in minimal semantic conteninaets of meaning
that would not enter into RT’s encoded meaning, and conselyuedashes with
their own requirement that minimal semantic content beeshacross different
contexts. However, it in any case plays no discernible noléné explanation of
communication (supposed demonstrations of the importah@eopositionality
involving not minimal semantic content but what C&L call gl Act content).

While this discussion of C&L and RT arguably reveals somettohate mis-
understandings between the perspectives of philosopfangiiage and linguistic
pragmatics (notably in C&L’s inappropriate applicationar omniscient third
party perspective to RT), it also suggests an encouragingetgence on ideas
that represent an important challenge to dominant assangin semantic the-
ory. From the perspective of philosophy, one important iogtion of this is that
semantic minimalism and contextualism need not be viewedasnpatible—
provided the semantics is minimal enough and the contagtnahdical enough.
Indeed, real semantic minimalists are in trouble withowoties of pervasive
context-dependent reasoning—something must fill in thesgapich get bigger
the more minimalist you are. Because of the implicationgfopositionality, this
means that a thorough semantic minimalism cannot be ‘sechamthe sense that
C&L and others might assume (Carston 2@86pDne thing | hope to have shown
is that the significance of this should not be overplayedninaase, it should not

2%Korta & Perry (to appear) suggest how a slightly differentio of propositionality might
be upheld that would not conflict with the need for minimal setic content to be genuinely
context-independent—but see also C&L’s (to apgpaesponse.

35



overwhelm the broader theoretical perspective, from wRctand C&L are very
notably pushing in the same direction.

This is not only of philosophical interest; there are impattimplications for
linguistic theory. Relevance theorists have tended torasghat RT can be used
more or less as an adjunct to fairly conventional approathesher parts of lin-
guistic theory. It has been presented as a pragmatic frarkelwaomplement
more or less independent work in syntax and semantics @eex@&mple, Carston
1988, Kempson 1988)—though of course there have alwaysdwaea territorial
claims made at the semantics-pragmatics border, as witlpeagmatic frame-
work. But in making the move away from the moderate contdidoneof Gricean
approaches, RT has more radical consequences, whethétenedr not. In ef-
fect, this constitutes a break from conventional perspeston semantics, with
both theoretical and methodological implications. As Idavgued above, this is
essentially the same break that C&L make. Neither they nevaace theorists
should be afraid to see through the implications ofhis

The logic of these approaches tells us that the nature ofdedcaneaning
cannot be understood without active consideration of @rfeal contributions to
meaning. This is nothing less than a reversal of convernitrme#hodology, which
tends to abstract away from inferential pragmatic proessemuch as possi-
ble. This methodological reversal follows from the rejentof the compositional
derivation of perceived truth conditions, upon which cari@al semantic anal-
ysis rests. Once we reject this, as RT does in principle, #iara of encoded
meaning becomes an entirely open question. And the conseesief this move
go still further. A great deal of contemporary syntacticlgsia is motivated by a
wish to account for the perceived semantic character ofengentence (hence the
regular use of levels of syntactic representation like lLdgical Form). In other
words, a version of the Mistaken Assumption guides muchagyiat theorising
too. In rejecting this, both RT and C&L's approach imply aicad stance on the
nature of syntax as well as semantics (at least in the coatextrrently popular
approaches; see Wedgwood 2005 for extended discussiois @idimt). Because
C&L offer no characterisation of the crucial inferentiahgponent in linguistic in-
terpretation, they fail to provide a basis for followingdiigh the consequences of
their own arguments in actual linguistic analysis. RT, amather hand, provides

30Carston (2006) does hint that the consequences of RT forrg@mare of a more profound
kind than are generally recognised. C&L sometimes makelmyt &re positively conservative in
their ‘'semantic minimalism’ (e.g. 20@650), but elsewhere make clear that they are swimming
against the tide: “Hardly any contemporary philosophezats [moderate contextualism]” (2005,
88).
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a set of principles that can be the basis for exploring aBéh&ucial issues.
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