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I. TWO KINDS OF INTERPRETATION

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


As Grice emphasized, speaker's meaning is a matter of intentions: what someone means is what he or she overtly intends (or, as Grice says, 'M-intends') to get across through his or her utterance. Communication succeeds when the M-intentions of the speaker are recognized by the hearer. Part of the evidence used by the hearer in figuring out what the speaker means is provided by the literal meaning of the uttered sentence, to which the hearer has independent access via his knowledge of the language. In ideal cases of linguistic communication, the speaker means exactly what she says, and no more is required to understand the speech act than a correct understanding of the sentence uttered in performing it. In real life, however, what the speaker means typically goes beyond, or otherwise diverges from, what the uttered sentence literally means. In such cases the hearer must rely on background knowledge to determine what the speaker means — what his or her communicative intentions are — on the basis of what he or she actually says.


On this view two distinct and radically different processes are jointly involved in the interpretation of linguistic utterances: semantic interpretation and pragmatic interpretation. They are standardly described as follows:

• Knowing a language is like knowing a theory by means of which one can deductively establish the truth-conditions of arbitrary sentences of that language. Semantic interpretation consists in applying that theory to a particular sentence of the language so as to determine its truth-conditions on the basis of the references of its parts and the way they are syntactically combined. 

• Pragmatic interpretation is a totally different process. It is not concerned with language per se, but with human action. When someone acts, whether linguistically or otherwise, there is a reason why he does what he does. To provide an interpretation for the action is to find that reason, that is, to ascribe the agent a particular intention (for example, a communicative intention) in terms of which we can make sense of the action.

Two important characteristics of pragmatic interpretation, as opposed to semantic interpretation, stand out and must be stated from the outset.


First, pragmatic interpretation is possible only if we presuppose that the agent is rational. To interpret an action, we have to make hypotheses concerning the agent's beliefs and desires; hypotheses in virtue of which it can be deemed rational for the agent to behave as she does. This feature of pragmatic interpretation I will refer to as its hermeneutic character. It strikingly contrasts with the algorithmic, mechanical character of semantic interpretation (as standardly conceived).


Second, and relatedly, pragmatic interpretation is always defeasible. The best explanation we can offer for an action given the available evidence may be revised in the light of new evidence. Even if an excellent explanation is available, it can always be overriden if enough new evidence is adduced to account for the subject's behaviour. This, again, contrasts with the non-defeasible, monotonic character of semantic interpretation.


A third contrast worth stating concerns the role of context in semantic and pragmatic interpretation. Because of its defeasibility — what Stainton (forthcoming) calls its 'all-things-considered' character — there is no limit to the amount of contextual information that can in principle affect pragmatic interpretation. But context comes into play in semantic interpretation only to help determine the reference of those few expressions whose reference is not fixed directly by the rules of the language but is fixed by them only 'relative to context'. The context at issue is a small package of factors involving only very limited aspects of the actual situation of utterance: who speaks, when, where, to whom, and so forth. In contrast, the context relevant to determining what the speaker means is all-inclusive. Any aspect of the total world in which the utterance takes place (not to mention the 'possible worlds' projected by the beliefs, intentions, etc., of the language users) is part of the context which can affect pragmatic interpretation. In a nutshell: Anything can affect pragmatic interpretation (as opposed to semantic interpretation, which is 'informationally encapsulated').


From what has just been said, it follows that there are two notions of context: a narrow and a broad one, corresponding to semantic and pragmatic interpretation respectively. As Kent Bach puts it:

Wide context concerns any contextual information relevant to determining the speaker's intention and to the successful and felicitous performance of the speech act... Narrow context concerns information specifically relevant to determining the semantic values of [indexicals]... Narrow context is semantic, wide context pragmatic.
 

When the (narrow) context comes into play to determine the semantic values of indexicals, it does so in the algorithmic and non-hermeneutical manner which is characteristic of semantic interpretation as opposed to pragmatic interpretation. The narrow context determines, say, that 'I' refers to John when John says 'I' quite irrespective of John's beliefs and intentions. As Barwise and Perry write, "even if I am fully convinced that I am Napoleon, my use of ‘I’ designates me, not him. Similarly, I may be fully convinced that it is 1789, but it does not make my use of ‘now’ about a time in 1789" (1983: 148).

II. WHAT IS WRONG WITH THE TRADITIONAL VIEW

According to the traditional view I have just expounded,
 knowledge of a language enables interpreters to deductively assign truth-conditions to arbitrary sentences of that language. To be sure, if the sentence contains an indexical expression, its truth-conditional content will depend upon the context; mere knowledge of the language will not be sufficient for truth-conditional interpretation. But the context relevant to content-determination in such cases is the narrow context. To fix the truth-conditional content of even indexical utterances, there is no need to engage in 'all-things-considered' reasoning, no need to take the speaker's beliefs and intentions into consideration. That is the gist of the traditional picture. Knowledge of the language and, if necessary, of the (narrow) context suffices for truth-conditional interpretation. Considerations pertaining to the speaker's beliefs and intentions become relevant only when we are to determine what the speaker means by or in saying what she says. In other words: semantic interpretation delivers truth-conditions; pragmatic interpretation determines aspects of utterance meaning over and above truth-conditions.


This picture has come under sustained attack during the last fifteen years, and an alternative picture has been put forward: Truth-conditional pragmatics (TCP). The gist of the new picture is that we need pragmatic interpretation to get truth-conditions in the first place. Pragmatic processes are involved not only to determine what the speaker means on the basis of what she says, but also to determine what is said, insofar as this is distinct from the meaning of the sentence type.


Recall that, on the traditional view, the reference of indexicals is determined automatically on the basis of a linguistic rule, without taking the speaker's beliefs and intentions into consideration. Now this may be true of some of the expressions which Kaplan classifies as 'pure indexicals' (Kaplan 1989), but it is certainly not true of those which he calls 'demonstratives'. The reference of a demonstrative cannot be determined by a rule, like the rule that 'I' refers to the speaker. It is generally assumed that there is such a rule, namely the rule that the demonstrative refers to the object which happens to be demonstrated or which happens to be the most salient, in the context at hand. But the notions of 'demonstration' and 'salience' are pragmatic notions in disguise. Ultimately, a demonstrative refers to what the speaker who uses it refers to by using it.


To be sure, one can make that into a semantic rule. One can say that the 'character' of a demonstrative is the rule that it refers to what the speaker intends to refer to. As a result, one will incorporate a sequence of 'speaker's intended referents' into the narrow context, in such a way that the nth demonstrative in the sentence will refer to the nth member of the sequence. Formally that is fine, but philosophically it is clear that one is cheating. We pretend that we can manage with a limited, narrow notion of context of the sort we need for handling pure indexicals, while in fact we can only determine the speaker's intended referent (hence the narrow context relevant to the interpretation of the utterance) by resorting to pragmatic interpretation and relying on the wide context.


We encounter the same problem even with expressions like 'here' and 'now' which Kaplan classifies as pure indexicals (rather than demonstratives). Their semantic value is said to be the time or place of the context respectively. But what counts as the time and place of the context? How inclusive must the time or place in question be? It depends on what the speaker means, hence, again, on the wide context. We can maintain that the character of 'here' and 'now' is the rule that the expression refers to 'the' time or 'the' place of the context — a rule which automatically determines a content, given a (narrow) context in which the time and place parameters are given specific values; but then we have to let a pragmatic process take place to fix the values in question, that is, to determine which narrow context, among indefinitely many candidates compatible with the facts of the utterance, serves as argument to the character function. On the resulting view the (narrow) context with respect to which an utterance is interpreted is not given, it is not determined automatically by objective facts like where and when the utterance takes place, but it is determined by the speaker's intention and the wide context. Again we reach the conclusion that, formal tricks notwithstanding, pragmatic interpretation has a role to play in determining the content of the utterance.


The alleged automaticity of content-determination and its independence from pragmatic considerations is an illusion due to an excessive concern with a sub-class of 'pure indexicals', namely words such as 'I', 'today' etc. But they are only a special case — the end of a spectrum. In most cases the reference of a context-sensitive expression is determined on a pragmatic basis. That is true not only of standard indexical expressions, but also of many constructions involving something like a free variable. For example, a possessive phrase such as 'John's car' arguably means something like the car that bears relation R to John. The free variable 'R' must be contextually assigned a particular value; but that value is not determined by a rule and it is not a function of a particular aspect of the narrow context. What a given occurrence of the phrase 'John's car' means ultimately depends upon what the speaker who utters it means. It therefore depends upon the wide context. That dependence upon the wide context is a characteristic feature of 'semantically underdetermined' expressions, which are pervasive in natural language. Their semantic value varies from occurrence to occurrence, yet it varies not as a function of some objective feature of the narrow context but as a function of what the speaker means. Pragmatic interpretation is therefore necessary to determine what is said by a sentence containing such an expression.

III. PRIMARY PRAGMATIC PROCESSES

The pragmatic processes that are involved in the determination of what is said, and which justify talk of 'truth-conditional pragmatics', I call primary pragmatic processes. Qua pragmatic processes, they have all the properties characteristic of pragmatic interpretation: in particular, defeasibility and dependence upon the wide context. According to truth-conditional pragmatics, when an utterance is made and a certain truth-conditional interpretation emerges for that utterance, it does so as a result of pragmatic processes that can be affected by any change in the wide context. A given truth-conditional interpretation for an utterance can therefore always be revised in the light of additional background information. 


There are two classes of primary pragmatic processes: top-down and bottom-up. Before presenting that distinction, I should first say something about what distinguishes primary pragmatic processes in general from the more traditional sort of pragmatic process evoked in the Gricean literature: secondary pragmatic processes, as I call them.


Secondary pragmatic processes presuppose that something has been said (some proposition expressed). They are inferential processes taking us from what is said, or rather from the speaker's saying of what is said, to something that (under standard assumptions of rationality and cooperativeness) follows from the fact that the speaker has said what she has said. To the extent that the speaker M-intends the hearer to recognize such consequences as following from her speech act, they form an integral part of what the speaker means by her utterance. That is, roughly, Grice's theory of 'conversational implicature'. An essential aspect of that theory is that the hearer must be able to recognize what is said and to work out the inferential connection between what is said and what is implied by saying it.


In contrast to secondary pragmatic processes, primary pragmatic processes do not presuppose that some proposition has been identified or determined; they are involved in the very determination of what is said. Their input is not a complete proposition, but the linguistic meaning of the sentence, of which the language users need not be consciously aware. (In contrast, as we have just seen, participants in the speech process are aware both of what is said — the input to secondary pragmatic processes — and of what the speaker implies by saying it, as well as of the inferential connection between them.)


I said above that there are two types of primary pragmatic processes. The determination of the reference of indexicals and, more generally, the determination of the content of context-sensitive expressions is a typical bottom-up process, i.e. a process triggered (and made obligatory) by a linguistic expression in the sentence itself. For example, if the speaker uses a demonstrative pronoun and says 'She is cute', the hearer must determine who the speaker means by 'she' in order to fix the utterance's truth-conditional content. Similarly, if the speaker uses the genitive construction 'John's car', the hearer must determine which relation R is meant to hold between John and the car at issue. The expression itself acts as a variable in need of contextual instantiation; it sets up a slot which the interpreter has to fill. It is in that sense that the pragmatic process at issue here — 'saturation', as I call it — is a bottom-up process. But there are other primary pragmatic processes which are not bottom-up. Far from being triggered by an expression in the sentence, they take place for purely pragmatic reasons.


To give a standard example, suppose someone asks me, at about lunch time, whether I am hungry. I reply: 'I've had a very large breakfast'. In this context, my utterance conversationally implies that I am not hungry. In order to retrieve the implicature, the interpreter must first understand what is said — the input to the secondary pragmatic process responsible for implicature generation. That input is the proposition that the speaker has had a very large breakfast... when? No time is specified in the sentence, which merely describes the posited event as past. On the other hand, the implicature that the speaker is not hungry could not be derived if the said breakfast was not understood as having taken place on the very day in which the utterance is made. Here we arguably have a case where something (the temporal location of the breakfast event on the day of utterance) is part of the intuitive truth-conditions of the utterance yet does not correspond to anything in the sentence itself (Sperber and Wilson 1986: 189-190).
 If this is right, then the temporal location of the breakfast event is an unarticulated constituent of the statement made by uttering the sentence in that context.


Such unarticulated constituents, which are part of the statement made even though they correspond to nothing in the uttered sentence, result from a primary pragmatic process of free enrichment — 'free' in the sense of not being linguistically controlled. What triggers the contextual provision of the relevant temporal specification in the above example is not something in the sentence but simply the fact that the utterance is meant as an answer to a question about the speaker's present state of hunger (which state can be causally affected only by a breakfast taken on the same day). While saturation is a bottom-up, linguistically controlled pragmatic process, free enrichment is a top-down, pragmatically controlled pragmatic process. Both types of process are primary since they contribute to shaping the intuitive truth-conditions of the utterance, which intuitive truth-conditions serve as input to secondary pragmatic processes.


According to the view we arrive at, truth-conditional interpretation is pragmatic to a large extent. Various pragmatic processes come into play in the very determination of what is said; not merely saturation — the contextual assignment of values to indexicals and free variables in the logical form of the utterance — but also free enrichment and other processes which are not linguistically triggered but are pragmatic through and through.

IV. THE SYNCRETIC VIEW: RECONCILING TCP WITH MINIMALISM

Many theorists think one should not allow top-down processes, which are pragmatic through and through, to affect the proposition expressed by an utterance. In order to be part of what is literally said, they claim, a pragmatically provided constituent must at least correspond to something in the sentence. It  must be 'articulated'. This constraint is what, in previous writings, I referred to as (Pragmatic) Minimalism.

Minimalism

What is said is affected by the bottom-up process of saturation but not by top-down processes such as free enrichment.

In those writings I argued against Minimalism, on the following grounds. Once pragmatic interpretation is allowed to play a role in the determination of what is said, it is somewhat arbitrary to set limits to its operation, as Minimalism attempts to do. From a psychological point of view, we cannot separate those aspects of speaker's meaning which fill gaps in the mental representation associated with the sentence as a result of purely semantic interpretation, and those aspects of speaker's meaning which are optional and enrich or otherwise modify the representation in question. They are indissociable, mutually dependent aspects of a single process of pragmatic interpretation (see Recanati 1995 for an illustration of this interdependence).


The suspicion has arisen in several quarters that the quarrel between Truth-conditional pragmatics and Minimalism may well be verbal rather than substantive. To some extent, I agree (see section V below). If the notion of 'what is said' we are trying to characterize is meant to capture the intuitive truth-conditions of an utterance qua input to secondary pragmatic processes, then it must be acknowledged that what is said, in that sense, incorporates unarticulated constituents and is therefore affected by free enrichment. (Or so it seems.) But this does not prevent us from defining another notion of what is said, conforming to Minimalism. In Recanati 1999 I used subscripts to distinguish the two notions, and I will do so here again. Let 'what is saidmin' be the proposition expressed by an utterance when the effects of top-down pragmatic processes such as free enrichment have been discounted, in accordance with Minimalism; and let 'what is saidint' correspond to the intuitive truth-conditions of the utterance, which may well result from the operation of such processes. Both what is saidmin and what is saidint are shaped by pragmatic interpretation, but not to the same extent. If I am right what is saidint is affected by top-down processes such as free enrichment, whereas the only pragmatic processes that are allowed to affect what is saidmin are those that are triggered by something in the sentence itself.


The view according to which there are two equally legitimate notions of 'what is said', each corresponding to a distinct level in the interpretation of an utterance, I have dubbed the Syncretic View (Recanati 2001). It is a reasonable and balanced position. It is actually a mixture of two views: Truth-conditional pragmatics (TCP), and Minimalism or rather a particular version of it (S*-MIN)
. TCP consists of theses (i) and (ii), while S*-MIN consists of thesis (iii). The Syncretic View is the conjunction of (i), (ii), and (iii).

TCP

(i) Pragmatic interpretation is needed to contextually determine the content of context-sensitive expressions. In other words: saturation is a full-fledged pragmatic process.

(ii) The intuitive truth-conditions of many utterances are also affected by top-down pragmatic processes such as free enrichment.

S*-MIN

(iii) The proposition literally expressed by the utterance (what is saidmin) is affected by the bottom-up process of saturation but not by top-down processes such as free enrichment.

V. VERSIONS OF MINIMALISM

As we have just seen, Minimalism per se is not incompatible with TCP. There are several variants of Minimalism, only one of which, so far as I can tell, is actually incompatible with TCP.


Stipulative Minimalism (S-Minimalism) uses the Minimalist constraint as a criterion for demarcating 'what is said'. What is literally said is defined as satisfying Minimalism, that is, as being unaffected by top-down factors. Kent Bach ascribes to Grice a version of S-Minimalism. According to Grice's stipulation, Bach says, "what is said must correspond to 'the elements of [the sentence], their order, and their syntactic character' (1989, p. 87). So if any element of the content of an utterance... does not correspond to any element of the sentence being uttered, it is not part of what is said" (Bach 2001: 15). Since that is a stipulation concerning the use of the phrase 'what is literally said', there is no way to disagree with such a view, except on terminological grounds. Let me add that, for Grice and most minimalists (though not, as it happens, Bach himself), what is said must be a complete, truth-evaluable proposition. It must be minimal yet truth-evaluable.

 
We can make S-Minimalism a little less stipulative by augmenting it with an existence claim. The resulting view, S*-Minimalism, also uses the Minimalist constraint to define 'what is said', but it adds to the definition the following claim: that the notion so defined has a nonempty extension, i.e. that there is a level of meaning that is both minimal and propositional. When S-Minimalism is thus strenghtened into S*-Minimalism, nonterminological disagreement becomes possible. Indeed the view I call Contextualism (Section VI) denies the existence claim which distinguishes S*-Minimalism from S-Minimalism.


Though it conflicts with Contextualism, S*-Minimalism is still compatible with TCP; for the level of meaning it posits, which satisfies the Minimalist constraint by definition, need not be the same level of meaning as that which concerns TCP, namely the intuitive truth-conditions of the utterance (what is saidint); hence there need be no contradiction between TCP's nonminimalist characterisation of what is saidint and S*-Minimalism. (Indeed the Syncretic View incorporates both TCP and S*-Minimalism. It distinguishes between the proposition literally expressed by the sentence, with respect to the context at hand, from what the speaker states in uttering the sentence; what is stated being, in turn, distinguishable from what the speaker merely implies.)


What, then, is the form of Minimalism with which TCP conflicts? As I pointed out above, the quarrel between TCP and Minimalism has been terminological to a large extent. People using 'what is said' in accordance with the Minimalist stipulation have been annoyed when TCP theorists like myself started using the phrase 'what is said' in a different way. Instead of using the Minimalist constraint as a criterion for demarcating what is said, I explicitly put foward a different criterion: the 'availability' criterion, according to which what is said is the proposition determined by the truth-conditional intuitions of the participants in the talk-exchange themselves. But that terminological difference is not the whole story. Once 'what is said' has been demarcated using the availability criterion, it becomes an empirical question whether or not it satisfies the Minimalist constraint. The latter is no longer construed as a defining criterion, but as an empirical characterization. According to TCP, that empirical characterization is falsified by all the cases in which what is said (in the sense of TCP, that is, what is saidint) involves unarticulated constituents. Thus TCP-theorists claimed to have refuted Minimalism. What TCP-theorists were attempting to refute was neither S-Minimalism nor S*-Minimalism, however, but a third variant which we may call I-Minimalism — Minimalism construed as an empirical characterization of what is saidint.

I-Minimalism

What is saidint is affected by the bottom-up process of saturation but not by top-down processes such as free enrichment.


I-Minimalism is a nonstipulative version of Minimalism, for the Minimalist constraint is not used as a defining criterion for demarcating what is said. What is said is independently demarcated, using another criterion (the availability criterion), and it is claimed that what is saidint satisfies the Minimalist constraint, as a matter of empirical fact.


In a recent paper, Jason Stanley has criticized TCP as empirically inadequate. Whenever an intuitive constituent of what is said seems to be unarticulated, he says, it is in fact articulated by a free variable in logical form. This, he argues, can be established by appealing to the following premiss:

Since the supposed unarticulated constituent... is not the value of anything in the sentence uttered, there should be no reading of the relevant linguistic constructions in which the unarticulated constituent varies with the values introduced by operators in the sentence uttered. Operators in a sentence only interact with variables in the sentence that lie within their scope. But, if the constituent is unarticulated, it is not the value of any variable in the sentence. Thus, its interpretation cannot be controlled by operators in the sentence. (Stanley 2000: 410-411)

Stanley then uses data of the sort originally collected by Barbara Partee (1989) to show that, in each case in which an alleged unarticulated constituent has been postulated to account for the intuitive meaning of an utterance, one can intuitively 'bind' the alleged unarticulated constituent, i.e. make it vary according to the values introduced by some operator. For instance, the temporal location of the breakfast event, which was said to be an unarticulated constituent of the speaker's response in the example from section III, can be bound by a quantifier. We can say:

(1) No luck. Each time you offer me lunch, I've had a very large breakfast.

The temporal location of the breakfast event now systematically varies with the temporal values introduced by 'each time you offer me lunch'. It follows (according to the argument) that the alleged unarticulated constituent in the original example was not really unarticulated: it had to be the (contextual) value of a variable in the logical form of the sentence, since without a variable there could not be the sort of binding that occurs in (1).


Clearly, what Stanley is defending in his paper is not S-Minimalism (which needs no defense, since it is vacuously true), nor even S*-Minimalism, but I-Minimalism. It is important to realize that Stanley thus agrees with TCP on the analysandum. What he is concerned with, like the TCP-theorist, are the intuitive truth-conditions of utterances.
 His defense of Minimalism is therefore strikingly unlike the usual defense. The usual defense of Minimalism against TCP consists in arguing that a decent semanticist should be concerned not with 'what is said' in the intuitive sense, but with something more abstract, which satisfies the Minimalist constraint but need not surface to consciousness. That is changing the subject, and we can't help feeling that the TCP-theorist and the Stipulative Minimalist are talking at cross-purposes. But Stanley and the TCP-theorist are clearly talking about the same thing: what is saidint. They both demarcate what is said using the availability criterion — whether or not there is another legitimate notion of what is said. They agree that in the breakfast example, the temporal location of the breakfast is a constituent of what is said in that sense. Yet Stanley contends that what is said, in that sense, conforms to Minimalism as a matter of empirical fact, while the TCP theorist contends, also on empirical grounds, that it does not. The disagreement here is genuine empirical disagreement. (See Stanley 2000 and Recanati 2002 for the details of the debate.)

VI. FROM RADICAL LITERALISM TO CONTEXTUALISM

Let us take stock. From what I have said it follows that there are four basic positions concerning the role of context in the determination of truth-conditions. Radical Literalism holds that the truth-conditions of a sentence are fixed by the rules of the language quite independent of the users's beliefs and intentions.
 TCP rejects that view on two grounds: (i) semantic underdetermination makes it unavoidable to appeal to speaker's meaning in determining truth-conditions; (ii) speaker's meaning also comes into the picture via the provision of unarticulated constituents which enrich the truth-conditions without corresponding to anything in the sentence itself. There is an intermediate position between Radical Literalism and TCP, however; for it is clearly possible to accept TCP's first claim, pertaining to semantic uderdetermination, without accepting the second claim, pertaining to unarticulated constituents. The intermediate position, which I ascribed to Stanley, may be called Moderate Literalism. According to Moderate Literalism, we need to appeal to speaker's meaning in determining truth-conditions, but we do so only when the sentence itself demands it.


TCP, as we have seen, is compatible with S*-Minimalism: the view that there is a level of meaning which is both (i) propositional (truth-evaluable) and (ii) minimalist, i.e. unaffected by top-down factors. TCP says that the intuitive truth-conditions of an utterance are affected by top-down factors and incorporate unarticulated constituents, but this is compatible with the existence of another level of meaning from which such constituents are banned. The conjunction of TCP and S*-Minimalism is the Syncretic View (section IV). It claims that there are two notions of what is said: what is strictly and literally said (what is saidmin) is minimalist, but what is said in the intuitive sense (what is saidint) is not. On that view what is said in the intuitive sense is still distinct from what is merely 'implied' (in, again, the intuitive sense).


Though it is compatible with S*-Minimalism, TCP does not entail it. A more radical version of TCP actually rejects S*-Minimalism. According to that version, which I call Contextualism, "no proposition could be expressed without some unarticulated constituent being contextually provided" (Recanati 1993: 260), hence the extension of the notion of 'what is said' defined according to the Minimalist stipulation is empty: there is no level of meaning which is both (i) propositional and (ii) minimalist. Such a radical view has been defended by Charles Travis, John Searle, and a few others. Searle, for example, argues that a determinate proposition can be expressed only against a background of unarticulated assumptions. He gives the following example of unarticulated assumptions at work in understanding a simple utterance:

Suppose I go into the restaurant and order a meal. Suppose I say, speaking literally, 'Bring me a steak with fried potatoes.' (...) I take it for granted that they will not deliver the meal to my house, or to my place of work. I take it for granted that the steak will not be encased in concrete, or petrified. It will not be stuffed into my pockets or spread over my head. But none of these assumptions was made explicit in the literal utterance. (Searle 1992: 180)

Though unarticulated, those assumptions contribute to determining the intuitive conditions of satisfaction (obedience-conditions, truth-conditions, etc.) of the utterance. The order 'Bring me a steak with fried potatoes' does not count as satisfied if the steak is delivered, encased in concrete, to the customer's house. It is mutually manifest to both the hearer and the speaker that the speaker intends the ordered meal to be placed in front of him on the restaurant table he is sitting at, etc. Though not explicitly said, that is clearly part of what is meant. Yet one does not want to say that that aspect of utterance meaning is conveyed indirectly or nonliterally (as when one says something and means something else). The utterance 'Bring me a steak with fried potatoes' is fully literal. It is a property of literal and serious utterances that their conditions of satisfaction systematically depend upon unstated background assumptions.


In that sort of case a Syncretist may be willing to insist that what is strictly and literally said is free from the relevant assumptions: the order 'Bring me a steak with fried potatoes' would be literally satisfied if the steak was delivered, encased in concrete, to the customer's house. That is precisely what the Contextualist denies. Another example given by Searle will help to make that point. The word 'cut' is not ambiguous, Searle says, yet it makes quite different contributions to the truth-conditions of the utterance in  'Bill cut the grass' and 'Sally cut the cake'. That is because background assumptions play a role in fixing satisfaction-conditions, and different background assumptions underlie the use of 'cut' in connection with grass and cakes respectively. We assume that grass is cut in a certain way, and cakes in another way. The assumed way of cutting finds its way into the utterance's truth-conditions:

Though the occurrence of the word "cut" is literal in [both] utterances..., and though the word is not ambiguous, it determines different sets of truth conditions for the different sentences. The sort of thing that constitutes cutting the grass is quite different from, e.g., the sort of thing that constitutes cutting a cake. One way to see this is to imagine what constitutes obeying the order to cut something. If someone tells me to cut the grass and I rush out and stab it with a knife, or if I am ordered to cut the cake and I run over it with a lawnmower, in each case I will have failed to obey the order. That is not what the speaker meant by his literal and serious utterance of the sentence. (Searle 1980: 222-223)

Now the Syncretist will assume that a sentence such as 'Cut the grass' expresses something that has literal conditions of satisfaction quite independent of any background assumption; something very abstract, involving the constant, underspecified meaning of 'cut' and not the definite sense it takes on particular uses (or types of use). Stabbing the grass with a knife and running over it with a lawnmower are two ways of literally obeying the order 'Cut the grass', on this view. But the Contextualist stands skeptical. To get something genuinely truth-evaluable, he holds, we need background assumptions. We cannot specify a determinate proposition which the sentence can be said literally to express, without building unarticulated assumptions into that proposition. The best we can do is to construct a disjunction of the propositions which could be determinately expressed by that sentence against alternative background assumptions.


To sum up, the four positions in the ballpark can be characterized in terms of their answers to three basic questions (Table 1).

	
	Q1. Semantic

under-determination?
	Q2. Unarticulated constituents?
	Q3.

Minimal proposition?

	Radical Literalism
	no
	no
	yes

	Moderate Literalism
	yes
	no
	yes

	Syncretic View
	yes
	yes
	yes

	Contextualism
	yes
	yes
	no


Table 1

The three basic questions can be spelled out as follows:

Q1. Do we have to appeal to speaker's meaning to fix truth-conditions?

Radical Literalism makes a negative answer. That is what renders that position hopeless: it ignores the phenomenon of semantic underdetermination, which is characteristic of natural language. All three other positions make an affirmative answer to that question.

Q2. Is there free enrichment of truth-conditional content? Are there 'unarticulated constituents'?

All versions of Literalism deny that there is such a phenomenon. Literalism is the view that the truth-conditional content of an utterance is determined by the linguistic material in the uttered sentence. No contextual influences are allowed to affect truth-conditional content unless the sentence itself demands it. As Stanley puts it, "all effects of extra-linguistic context on the truth-conditions of an assertion are traceable to elements in the actual syntactic structure of the sentence uttered" (Stanley 2000: 391). In contrast, all versions of TCP acknowledge the phenomenon of free enrichment and depart from Literalism by opting for a nonminimalist construal of what is said in the intuitive sense.

Q3. Is there a level of meaning that is both propositional and minimal?

That level of meaning need not be what is said in the intuitive sense, hence it is possible to opt for a nonminimalist construal of what is saidint, as TCP does, while making an affirmative answer to question 3. This corresponds to the Syncretic View — a moderate version of TCP. The more radical version, Contextualism, answers question 3 negatively.


I conclude that there are two interesting debates in the area surveyed in this paper. One is the debate between TCP and Moderate Literalism over unarticulated constituents. TCP says that there are unarticulated constituents: the intuitive truth-conditional content of utterances is affected by free enrichment. Moderate Literalists deny this. The other interesting debate is that over minimal propositions, and it goes deep. It is commonly assumed that sentences have truth-conditions (with respect to contexts, if the language contains context-sensitive elements). According to Contextualism, however, it is not natural language sentences, not even sentences 'with respect to context', which have truth conditions, but full-blooded speech acts — meaningful actions performed by rational agents. Sentences have truth-conditions only derivatively.
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� Informational encapsulation is one of the characteristic features of cognitive 'modules'. Such modules do not "have access to all of the information that the organism internally represents" (Fodor 1983 : 69) but only to a restricted range of data.


� From the handout of a talk on 'Semantics vs Pragmatics', delivered in 1996.


�  In an earlier version of this chapter I had called the view in question the 'standard view'. But Andrea Bonomi raised the following objection: " If I look at the specific analyses developed in the area of truth-conditional semantics (in its model-theoretic version) what I see is a systematic reference, in different forms, to the wide notion of context, where what is crucial is a common ground  of  intentions and beliefs. This is so, for example, in most treatments of quantified NPs, in the semantics of counterfactuals, in the analysis of the processes of “updating” developed in dynamic semantics, or in several treatments of aspectual features... If this is correct, then the very notion of a “standard view” (characterized by the idea that ‘knowledge of the language and, if necessary, of the narrow context suffices for truth-conditional interpretation’) might be based upon an extreme, perhaps excessive, simplification, because what semanticists really do, in their concrete work, cannot be identified with that view." I agree with Bonomi that the traditional view, though still prominent in the official ideology (especially among philosophers), is hardly consistent with the actual practice of semanticists.


� This is debatable. In Recanati 1993, pp. 257-258, I suggest a possible treatment of that example in terms of saturation.


� The phrase 'unarticulated constituent' is due to John Perry, who uses is it in a somewhat narrower sense. See Chapter 10 in Perry 1993/2000.


� According to Minimalism, "a pragmatically determined aspect of meaning is part of what is said if and only if its contextual determination is triggered by the grammar, that is, if the sentence itself sets up a slot to be contextually filled" (Recanati 1993: 240).


�  This stands for 'S*-Minimalism'. See section V below for the distinction between that and other forms of Minimalism.


� There are other nonstipulative variants of Minimalism. For example, Kent Bach uses yet another criterion for demarcating what is said. He uses what he calls the IQ test. Whenever we can report an utterance by saying 'The speaker said that...', the 'that'-clause expresses what-was-said by the reported utterance. Bach thinks this gives us a test for demarcating what is said. Since the criterion is independent from the Minimalist constraint, whether what is said so demarcated satisfies the constraint is, again, an empirical question. Bach's positive answer to that question therefore gives rise to a fourth variety of Minimalism, which we may call 'IQ-Minimalism'. (I will not discuss it in this paper. Let me simply point out in passing that the IQ test is not equivalent to my 'availability criterion'. Indeed I reject the IQ test, and Bach rejects the availability criterion.)


� "Accounting for our ordinary judgments about the truth-conditions of various sentences is the central aim of semantics" (Stanley and Szabo 2000: 240).


�  For a recent defense of radical literalism, see Borg forthcoming.


� Historically, Contextualism is associated with Wittgenstein and ordinary-language philosophers. It is widely considered to have been refuted by e.g. Grice, Geach, and others, but I do not think that is right: Contextualism, I take it, still is a live option. Of the four positions I mentioned, only Radical Literalism is (in my view) a nonstarter.


� I am indebted to Varol Akman and Andrea Bonomi for their useful comments on an earlier version of this chapter.





