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Abstract

Conversational implicature is (roughly) the practice of conveying one thing by
saying another. Philosophical and linguistic work on the topic has been dominated
by the approach proposed by Paul Grice — the Gricean framework, as 1 call it —
according to which implicatures can be calculated from principles of cooperative
behaviour. The framework faces numerous objections and counterexamples,
however, and this thesis reassesses it in the light of recent work in the area.
Chapters 1 and 2 introduce the topic, provide a detailed exposition of the Gricean
framework, and highlight a problem concerning the role of speaker intentions in
implicature. Chapter 3 sets out some problems for Grice’s approach and argues
that we can address them by reinterpreting his framework as a normative one. It
proposes some revisions to the framework to make it more compatible with this
reading and shows how the tension in Grice’s view of speaker intentions can be
resolved. Chapter 4 then argues that, despite its attractions, the revised theory has
a serious flaw, being unable to establish norms of implicature that are speaker-
independent. The chapter proposes instead an intention-centred account, which
abandons the requirement of calculability and allows a direct role for speaker
intentions, while still preserving a normative element. Chapter 5 looks at neo-
Gricean theories, which use Gricean principles to explain a range of supposedly
context-independent implicatures. It sets out some problems for neo-Griceanism,
comparing it with rival approaches and surveying relevant experimental evidence.
The chapter concludes that implicature is more context-sensitive than neo-
Griceanism allows and that general principles have at best a limited role in its
explanation. Chapter 6 draws some conclusions, arguing that implicature is less
rational than Grice supposed and more dependent on context and speaker intention.

It also offers some speculations about the social role and ethics of implicature.
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(Peters 2004, p.538).
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Chapter 1

Implicature: questions and theories

1. The case of Mr Bronston

On 10 June 1966, American movie producer Samuel Bronston was being
questioned under oath at a bankruptcy hearing. His production company, Samuel
Bronston Productions Inc, had failed two years earlier, and lawyers for its creditors
wanted to know what overseas assets it held. (Bronston made films in European
countries, where costs were lower, and his company held bank accounts in these
countries.) In the course of this questioning, the following exchange took place

between Bronston and one of the lawyers:

Q. Do you have any bank accounts in Swiss banks, Mr. Bronston?

A. No, sir.

Q. Have you ever?

A. The company had an account there for about six months, in Zurich.
Q. Have you any nominees who have bank accounts in Swiss banks?
A. No, sir.

Q. Have you ever?

A. No, sir.

(Quoted in Bronston v. United States 1973)

Bronston’s answers were truthful, but the second of them was misleading.
Bronston was asked whether se had ever had an account in a Swiss bank, but he
replied by saying that his company had had such an account. The lawyer took this
to indicate that Bronston himself had nof had a Swiss bank account, and moved
on. In fact, this was not true. Bronston had had a personal account with a bank in
Geneva for nearly five years during the relevant period. He had made large
deposits into the account and transferred money from it to his production company.
When this was discovered, Bronston was charged with perjury.

At his trial, the prosecution argued that Bronston had deliberately chosen to
give information about his company’s Swiss bank account in order to give the

impression that he himself had not had such an account. The District Court
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instructed the jury that perjury consists in ‘wilfully testifying to the truth of a fact
which the defendant does not believe to be true’, but added that Bronston could be
convicted of perjury if he had given an answer which was ‘not literally false but
[which] when considered in the context in which it was given, nevertheless

constitute[d] a false statement.” The Court gave the following example:

[I]f it is material to ascertain how many times a person has entered a store
on a given day and that person responds to such a question by saying five
times when in fact he knows that he entered the store 50 times that day,
that person may be guilty of perjury even though it is technically true that
he entered the store five times. (Quoted in Bronston v. United States

1973)

After over six hours of deliberation and a request for a repetition of the instructions
given to them, the jury found Bronston guilty of perjury.

Bronston appealed, arguing that his answer had been truthful, even if
unresponsive. The Court of Appeals ruled against him (although one judge

disagreed), stating that:

an answer containing half of the truth which also constitutes a lie by
negative implication, when the answer is intentionally given in place of
the responsive answer called for by a proper question, is perjury. (U.S. v.

Bronston 1971)

Bronston appealed to the Supreme Court. The case was heard in November
1972 and Chief Justice Burger gave the Court’s ruling in January 1973. Burger
agreed that Bronston had implied that he had no personal Swiss bank account, and
that in casual conversation this might be a reasonable interpretation of his
utterance. However, he argued that perjury did not extend to the implications of a

witness’s words:
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the statute does not make it a criminal act for a witness to willfully state
any material matter that implies any material matter that he does not

believe to be true. (Bronston v. United States 1973)

Provided they believe that the answers they give are literally true, Burger stated,
witnesses should not be held responsible for any further intentions behind their

testimony.

A jury should not be permitted to engage in conjecture whether an
unresponsive answer, true and complete on its face, was intended to
mislead or divert the examiner; the state of mind of the witness is relevant
only to the extent that it bears on whether ‘he does not believe (his
answer) to be true.” To hold otherwise would be to inject a new and
confusing element into the adversary testimonial system we know.
Witnesses would be unsure of the extent of their responsibility for the
misunderstandings and inadequacies of examiners, and might well fear
having that responsibility tested by a jury under the vague rubric of ‘intent

to mislead’ or ‘perjury by implication.’ (ibid).

Burger concluded that it was the questioner’s duty, not the courts’, to challenge
unresponsive but literally true answers. The court reversed Bronston’s conviction.!

The Bronston case illustrates a familiar but puzzling phenomenon: our ability
to convey one thing by saying another. By saying that his company had held a
Swiss bank account, Bronston was somehow able to convey to his hearers the

message that he himself had not had a Swiss bank account. This communicative

' The Bronston case established a principle known as the ‘literal truth’ rule (for example, Anon.

1999; Tiersma 1989-1990). It has been argued that this rule, together with similar legal practices,
which seem to show a lack of regard for truth, have affected popular attitudes to truth telling, with

the result that ‘society may have abandoned morality in favor of legality’ (Castleman 2004).
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phenomenon, which philosophers and linguists call implicature, is the topic of this

thesis.?

2. Issues and questions
Implicature raises many questions and connects with many wider issues, which
will recur in different ways throughout this thesis. Here I shall briefly introduce

some of the main ones.

2.1 Implicature generation

First, there are questions about how implicatures are determined, or, as it is often
put, generated. By this,  mean how they come to exist, not how they are generated
in the mind of the hearer. (I shall treat the question of how hearers detect
implicatures separately.) What makes it the case that Mr Bronston’s utterance
carried an implicature? The statement ‘My company had an account there’ does
not entail ‘I did not have an account there’. The first statement could be true and
the second false (indeed, that was so in Bronston’s case). Nor would the first
statement always carry the implicature that the second was true. If Bronston had
been asked whether his company had had an account in Switzerland, then no one
would have thought that his answer conveyed anything more than its literal
meaning. So it seems that Bronston’s implicature was due to some feature of the
context. But which feature, or features, exactly? Was the implicature determined
by Bronston’s intentions? Did it depend in any way on how his hearers interpreted
his utterance? Or was the implicature generated by non-psychological features of
the communicative exchange, and if so, which ones?

There are further questions about implicature generation. Are all implicatures
generated in the same way? As we shall see in the next chapter, unlike Bronston’s
answer, some sentences carry the same implicature in most contexts, unless words
are added to cancel the implicature. (These are known as generalized implicatures,
as opposed to context-dependent particularized ones.) For example, in most

contexts the sentence ‘Some of the students passed the test’ carries the implicature

2 Strictly speaking, I shall be concerned with what is called conversational (as opposed to

conventional) implicature. I shall explain these terms in Chapter 2.
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that not all the students passed the test. Are these implicatures generated in a
different way from ones that are more context-specific, or are the same factors
involved? Is it always determinate whether or not an utterance carries an
implicature, and if so, what is it? If hearers disagree about the existence of a
particular implicature, will there always be (at least in principle) some way of
settling the dispute?

These questions are, I take, it, broadly speaking, philosophical questions. The
implicated meanings of utterances, like their literal ones, depend on us. They are
not intrinsic properties of the sounds involved but properties that depend in some
way on how we use and react to those sounds — on our communicative practices
and conventions, and our expectations, intentions, and beliefs. So in order to
explain how they arise, we need to think about our everyday communicative
practices and attitudes, and to analyse the conditions under which we ascribe
implicatures to utterances, drawing on our intuitions about different cases and

making use of thought experiments and counterexamples.

2.2 Implicature recovery

The second set of questions are questions about how implicatures are processed or
recovered — that is, about the processes by which a hearer comes to interpret an
utterance as carrying a particular implicature.> Does implicature recovery involve
inference, and if so, what kind of inference is it and what data does it draw on?
Are there general principles of implicature recovery or is implicature derivation
context-driven? Implicature recovery is a part of pragmatic processing, the
recovery of contextual aspects of meaning, as opposed to purely semantic
processing, which is concerned with the recovery of literal, non-contextual
meaning. How is implicature recovery related to other aspects of pragmatic
processing and to the processing of semantic meaning? Are semantic and

pragmatic processing really distinct?

3 1 use the term ‘recovery’ (or, alternatively, ‘derivation’) to contrast with ‘generation’, but I

shall use it in such a way that there can be recovery without generation. That is, I allow the
possibility that a hearer may interpret an utterance as carrying an implicature that it does not in fact

carry, according to our preferred theory of implicature generation.
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Unlike questions about implicature generation, these are questions about the
mental processes involved in utterance interpretation. Theories of implicature
recovery are thus broadly psychological ones, though most of them aim to describe
the interpretation process at an abstract level, rather than specifying detailed
cognitive mechanisms. Theories of this kind have been developed primarily by
linguists and cognitive scientists, drawing on linguistic intuitions, evolutionary
considerations, and, increasingly, experimental data.*

This distinction between implicature generation and implicature recovery is
not always drawn, and some theories of implicature tend to run the two sets of
questions together. (Jennifer Saul suggests that some ‘relevance’ theorists do this,
taking the hearer’s interpretation of an utterance to determine what the utterance
implicates; Saul 2002b.) It is not hard to see why this happens. Questions of
generation and recovery are closely related, and the answers to one set may be
relevant to the other. Implicatures are typically recoverable by competent human
hearers, and any theory of implicature generation that would make their recovery
impossible or extremely hard for humans can be ruled out. Thus considerations of
recoverability constrain theories of implicature generation. Moreover, implicature
recovery must be sensitive to whatever factors make it the case that implicatures
exist, so a theory of implicature generation sets the target for a theory of
implicature recovery. This probably accounts for why questions about generation
and recovery are often run together in a ‘theory of implicature’. (I shall expand on
these points later, in Chapter 4.) Indeed, implicature generation might be, in a
sense, dependent on the recovery process. It might be that an utterance carries an
implicature just because hearers are typically disposed to interpret it as doing so,
and speakers can rely on this. (The ‘neo-Gricean’ theories discussed in Chapter 5
can be interpreted in this way.)

Thus, theories of implicature generation and implicature recovery are not as

independent as they seem at first sight. However, they are conceptually distinct

4 Of course, theories about implicature generation may also be in a sense psychological. It may

be that implicatures exist in virtue of certain psychological states of the speaker or hearer, or both.
That is to say, an answer to the philosophical question of what implicatures are may mention

psychological states. However, that does not make the question itself a psychological one.
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and involve different methods of investigation, and it is important not to confuse

them or to judge a theory of one by the standards appropriate to the other.

2.3 Normative issues

We can also ask normative questions about implicature. In the case of literal
meaning we can make a distinction between what a speaker means and what their
words mean. Suppose Mr Bronston had said explicitly, ‘I did not have a bank
account in Switzerland.” Then if he had later been presented with evidence that he
had had such an account, he would have had difficulty defending himself against
a perjury charge by saying that he had really meant that he had not had a bank
account in Swaziland. There are established norms of literal meaning, and
witnesses are expected to respect them. Even if a witness accidentally misspeaks,
they may still be held responsible for their carelessness.

Are there similar norms for implicature, which would determine what, if
anything, Mr Bronston’s utterance implicated? We use implicature widely, and it
can be used to convey important messages, such as invitations and consent. (Think,
for example, of how a question such as, ‘Shall we go upstairs?’ might, in certain
circumstances, be used to convey an invitation to sexual intercourse.) Implicit
communication of this kind is open to abuse (as, arguably, in Mr Bronston’s case),
and may lead to serious misunderstanding and confusion. Having clear norms
governing its use would, therefore, be very useful.

Questions about norms of implicature are obviously closely linked to questions
about implicature generation. In asking how implicatures are generated we are in
effect asking when it is correct to attribute implicatures to utterances. When the
conditions for a certain utterance to generate a certain implicature are met, then it
will be correct to say that the utterance carries that implicature. However, whether
this yields socially useful norms will depend on what the generation conditions
are. If the condition for an utterance to implicate a proposition p is simply that the
speaker intends it to implicate p, then this would not give us speaker-independent
norms of implicature, like those of literal meaning. Speakers would, potentially,
be able to make their utterances implicate anything they liked. (We might call this
the Humpty Dumpty view of implicature, after Lewis Carrol’s Humpty Dumpty,
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who claimed he could make his words mean anything he liked.)’ Such norms
would be of little use in regulating communication, and speakers could always
plead that any supposed implicatures of their utterances were unintended and
hence non-existent.

On the other hand, if the conditions for implicature generation are independent
of, or at least not wholly determined by, the speaker’s intentions, then this might
(depending on the details) support a substantive normative theory of implicature.
Speakers might be held responsible for implicatures generated by their utterances,
even if they had not intended them or been aware of them. If the generation
conditions are also independent of the hearer’s mental states, then an utterance
might generate an implicature that neither speaker nor hearer notice (just as a
sentence might carry a conventional meaning that neither speaker nor hearer

recognize).

2.4 Ethical questions
Another set of questions concerns the ethics of implicature. What responsibility do
speakers have for the implicatures their utterances carry? Was the Supreme Court
right to reverse Mr Bronston’s conviction for perjury? Even if it was as a matter
of law, what about speakers in ordinary conversational contexts? Do speakers have
a moral responsibility for beliefs their hearers form as a result of implicatures
carried by their utterances? Does it matter how obvious the implicatures are? What
if a speaker does not notice that their words carry an implicature? (If that is
possible; if implicatures depend on the speaker’s intentions, it might not be.) Are
they still morally responsible for any effects the implicature has on their hearers?
What about hearers? If a hearer misses an implicature, have they been negligent?
Can it be negligent to trust an implicature (as the lawyer questioning Mr Bronston
did)? What if different hearers disagree about what implicature, if any, an utterance
carries?

Although these ethical questions can be considered on their own, we cannot
deal with them fully until we have good theories of how implicatures are generated

and recovered. In order to properly assess speakers’ responsibility in this area, we

5 Carroll, 2009, p.190 (originally published in 1880).

18



need to know when and how implicatures come to exist, and what control speakers
have over the factors involved. For example, if implicatures depend on the
speaker’s intentions, then speakers have a greater degree of control over (and thus,
arguably, greater responsibility for) what their words implicate than if implicatures
depend on conventions or other aspects of the situation that are not under the
speaker’s control. Similarly, understanding how implicatures are recovered will
help us to assess the extent of hearers’ duties with regard to the detection of
implicatures and to decide when they have been negligent in missing them.

I shall return briefly to questions about the ethics of implicature in the final
chapter, but for the most part I shall focus on the preliminary questions about
generation and recovery. In this respect the current thesis prepares the ground for

further work on the ethics of implicature.

3. Theories

3.1 Grice’s account and some alternatives

More than any other person it was the philosopher Paul Grice (1913-1988) who
brought implicature to the attention of philosophers and linguists, and Grice’s own
account of the nature of implicature generation (first presented in a 1967 lecture
series and published in 1975) has provided a hugely influential framework for
thinking about implicature (Grice 1975). The core idea of the account is that the
link between utterances and the implicatures they carry is not arbitrary or
contingent, based on the speaker’s intentions or general conventions, but a rational
one, grounded in general principles of cooperative behaviour. Grice argues that an
implicature arises when an utterance would be uncooperative if taken literally,
violating one or more maxims about how a cooperative speaker should convey
information. Since a presumption of cooperation is essential to communication,
Grice argues, in such cases the speaker must be understood to be conveying
something other than the literal meaning of their utterance, and this is the
implicated meaning. On this view, implicatures can be calculated from general
communicative principles, although Grice does not claim that hearers must
actually go through this calculation process in order to recover them. This

approach aims to provide a unified account of both generalized, context-
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independent implicatures and particularized, context-specific ones, and it has been
the dominant approach to implicature in the philosophical literature.

Grice’s work has also inspired psycho-linguistic theories that approach
implicature through the recovery process (for example, Levinson 2000). These so-
called ‘neo-Gricean’ theories hold that when hearers interpret utterances they
automatically apply certain heuristics, related to the maxims Grice proposes,
which transform and enrich the literal meanings of the utterances in various ways,
creating a new level of meaning which speakers can exploit and which makes
communication more efficient. According to neo-Griceans, implicatures of the
generalized kind belong to this level of meaning. This account does not, however,
extend to particularized implicatures, and requires us to make a sharp division
between generalized and particularized implicatures.

A radically different approach to implicature generation, advocated by Wayne
Davis, completely rejects the Gricean view that implicature depends on general
principles of communication (Davis 1998). By contrast, Davis argues that
particularized implicatures depend on the speaker’s intentions, and that
generalized implicatures depend on linguistic conventions. On this view, then, the
link between an utterance and the implicature it carries may be to a large extent
arbitrary, and implicature detection may require specific knowledge of the speaker
or relevant linguistic conventions.

The chief alternative to neo-Gricean theories of implicature recovery is
relevance theory (for example, Carston 2002; Sperber and Wilson 1995). This
‘post-Gricean’ approach agrees that interpretation involves the application of
general communicative principles, but it posits only one of these: that speakers
aim to be maximally relevant (in a certain technical sense). Since the literal
meaning of a sentence may not be the most relevant one in the context, this often
dictates non-literal interpretations, and implicatures are cases of these. This view
does not make a sharp distinction between generalized and particularized

implicatures, but treats them all as context-dependent, particularized ones.

3.2 The present thesis
Grice’s approach to implicature (the Gricean framework, as 1 shall call it) is

elegant and powerful, and (as we shall see) it promises to establish norms of
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implicature of the kind I suggested it would be useful to have. Despite these and
many other attractions, however, the framework faces problems. Some important
interpretative questions remain unsettled, including questions about the role of
speaker intentions in implicature and about the aims of Grice’s theory. Moreover,
attacks on the Gricean framework have been mounting in recent years. Wayne
Davis, in particular, has presented many powerful counterexamples to the view
that implicatures can be calculated in the way Grice proposes. And post-Gricean
pragmatists have attacked neo-Gricean accounts of implicature recovery, drawing
support from a growing body of experimental work on implicature processing.
Perhaps, for all its elegance, Grice’s approach was too ambitious, and implicature
is a messier, more context-dependent, and less rational phenomenon than Grice
supposed?

This is, then, a good time at which to reassess the Gricean framework. This
thesis attempts such a reassessment. It is structured as follows. Chapter 2 provides
a detailed exposition of Grice’s theory of implicature. It discusses key distinctions,
claims, and applications, and introduces Grice’s well-known three-part definition
of implicature, according to which what is implicated by an utterance is (roughly)
whatever supposition is required to make sense of it as a cooperative contribution
to the conversation. In addition, the chapter explores a tension in Grice’s views
concerning the role of speaker intentions in implicature. I argue that the issue is
not resolved in Grice’s work and that we should for the moment distinguish two
possible versions of Grice’s account. Later chapters will return to this issue.

Chapter 3 turns to the detailed assessment of the Gricean framework. Drawing
in part on Davis’s work, it sets out a number of problems for each of the three
clauses of Grice’s definition, showing how Gricean theory conflicts with our
intuitions about what implicatures various utterances carry. The chapter then goes
on to look at a possible response to these problems based on a proposal by Jennifer
Saul (Saul 2002a). Saul argues that Grice’s notion of implicature is a normative
one, parallel to Grice’s notion of sentence meaning, and that additional descriptive
notions (of utter-implicature and audience-implicature) are needed in order to
account for our intuitions about implicature. This reinterpretation, I point out,
gives Griceans a line of reply to the problem cases discussed earlier: They can hold

that our intuitions in these cases are simply wrong, and that they refer to utter-
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implicatures or audience-implicatures rather implicatures proper. This is an
attractive option, but the normative reading is not wholly in line with Grice’s
definition of implicature and some problem cases remain. In response, I go on to
propose a revised two-clause version of Grice’s definition that is fully in line with
the normative reading and which avoids many of the remaining problems. The
final section of the chapter then returns to the issue of the role of speaker intentions
in implicature. Drawing on Saul’s parallel between implicature and sentence
meaning, | argue that the tension in Grice views can be resolved by making a
distinction between what a speaker implicates and what their utterance implicates,
where the former, but not the latter, depends on the speaker’s intentions. The
chapter concludes that the reinterpreted and revised version proposed is the most
charitable and consistent form of the Gricean framework.

Having identified the most promising version of the Gricean framework, I go
on in Chapter 4 to argue that even this version has a serious flaw. As a normative
theory, its aim should be to provide a speaker-independent notion of implicature.
Although implicatures may depend on features of the context of utterance, they
should not depend on the intentions, beliefs, and values of the individual speaker.
Otherwise, the theory would threaten to collapse into a Humpty Dumpty one. Yet,
I shall argue, the Gricean framework does not provide such an account. It holds
that implicatures can be calculated from information about utterances and their
context, together with general principles of communication. Yet — I shall argue
— there is no way to specify the appropriate premises for such calculations without
appealing to the speaker’s beliefs, intentions, and values. Thus, although a
speaker’s mental states do not directly determine what is implicated, they
indirectly determine it by establishing the background assumptions relative to
which implicatures are calculated. The chapter goes on to examine the
consequences of this conclusion, arguing that it seriously undermines the Gricean
framework and proposing instead an intention-centred account of implicature,
which abandons the requirement of calculability and allows a direct role for
speaker intentions. | argue that this account need not collapse into a Humpty
Dumpy view, since a normative element can be preserved by requiring that an
appropriate audience can work out what is being implicated. Moreover, by

employing the notion of a meaning being made available to an audience, I argue,
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we can draw a distinction between what a speaker implicates and what an utterance
does, thus allowing for the possibility of unmeant implicatures. The third section
of the chapter supplements the case against the revised Gricean framework by
examining the notions of utterer-implicature and audience-implicature proposed
by Saul and arguing that they cannot play the role required of them. The last section
looks briefly at some of the implications of Grice’s theory of implicature
generation for the process of implicature recovery, arguing that here too the theory
has some unattractive consequences.

Chapter 5 turns to implicature recovery and neo-Gricean theories. Such
theories hold that hearers derive generalized implicatures by applying
interpretative principles similar to those proposed by Grice, but (I shall argue),
they can also be seen as offering an account of how generalized implicatures are
generated. Thus, if the neo-Gricean approach is sound, then the Gricean
framework will be at least partially vindicated. The chapter focuses on Stephen
Levinson’s influential version of neo-Griceanism (Levinson 2000), comparing and
contrasting it with rival approaches, including relevance theory, a cognitive
version of convention theory, and a weakened form of neo-Griceanism. Levinson
identifies three core interpretative principles from which generalized implicatures
can be derived, and the chapter examines each of these in turn. In each case |
highlight numerous problem cases, arguing that they indicate that implicature
recovery is more context-sensitive than Levinson supposes and that a rival
approach may offer a more attractive explanation. This chapter also surveys recent
work in experimental pragmatics and shows that its results do not fit well with the
predictions of neo-Griceanism. The chapter concludes that the prospects for neo-
Griceanism are not bright, although Gricean principles may have a limited role to
play in implicature recovery. It does not attempt to adjudicate between alternative
non-Gricean theories, however, and suggests that a pluralistic approach to
implicature recovery may be called for.

A short final chapter reviews the previous chapters, pulling threads together
and drawing some tentative conclusions concerning the various questions raised
earlier. The chapter and the thesis concludes with some speculations about the

social function of implicature and related ethical issues.
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3.3 Methodological remarks

I shall add some brief remarks on methodology. First, I shall assume that
propositional attitudes and reasoning involving them can be, and often are,
nonconscious. So when I describe a speaker as having certain beliefs or intentions,
or a hearer as making certain inferences, I should not be understood to be claiming
that the attitudes and processes in question are conscious (though I should not be
understood to be claiming that they are not conscious either). There are interesting
questions about the relative roles of conscious and non-conscious processing in
implicature recovery, but for the most part I shall not address them here (for some
discussion of the topic within the context of ‘dual-process’ theories of reasoning,
see Frankish and Kasmirli 2010).

Second, I shall assume that implicatures are psychologically real for us — that
we typically intend them, notice them, and act on them. Thus, as suggested earlier,
theories of implicature generation cannot ignore psychological questions about
how utterances are interpreted and implicatures recovered. This is not to deny that
claims about implicatures may have a normative aspect and that speakers and
hearers can make mistakes about what implicature an utterance carries, or even
fail to notice an implicature altogether. But I assume that most of us are good at
detecting implicatures and that our careful judgements about them are usually
sound. Thus, our intuitions about particular cases can provide evidence for our
theories of implicature.

Third, and relatedly, in arguing for my position, I shall employ a mixture of
philosophical analysis (drawing on our intuitions as data) and psychological
theorizing. The former is primarily relevant to questions of implicature generation
and the latter to questions of implicature recovery, but since the answers to one set
of questions bear on those to the other, the two methodologies overlap. I do not
think this mixture of methods is objectionable. It is common nowadays for
philosophers of mind and psychology to adopt an eclectic approach, combining
conceptual analysis with reflections on experimental results and broad

psychological theorizing.
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Conclusion
With this introduction, I turn now to exposition of Grice’s theory of implicature,
which, whatever faults it may or may not have, is a masterly piece of philosophical

analysis.
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Chapter 2

The Gricean framework

The term ‘implicature’ was coined by Paul Grice, who was one of the first to
identify and analyse the phenomenon. Grice proposed a theory of how implicatures
are generated, according to which they arise from general principles of rational
communication. This account forms the background to all subsequent work on the
topic, and in this chapter I shall set it out and discuss a problem concerning its

interpretation.

1. Saying and implicating
Grice’s first detailed presentation of his views on implicature was in his 1967
William James lectures, given at Harvard. The ideas appeared in print in his 1975
paper ‘Logic and Conversation’ (Grice 1975), which was later reprinted, together
with the rest of the William James lectures, in his 1989 collection Studies in the
Way of Words (Grice 1989).! An earlier 1961 paper ‘The Causal Theory of
Perception’ (Grice 1961/1989) also contains some discussion of implicature. Grice
expressed his views tentatively, so it is not always easy to pin hard-and-fast
commitments on him.? I shall discuss an important interpretative issue later in this
chapter (see section 5), but for the most part I shall be concerned with the view of
implicature that is proposed in Grice’s writing and that he is commonly taken to
endorse, without worrying whether Grice himself would in fact have endorsed it
without qualification. I shall refer to this view as the Gricean framework.

Grice introduces the notion of implicature by contrasting it with that of saying.
According to Grice, what a person says by an utterance is ‘closely related to the

conventional meaning of the words (the sentence) he has uttered’ (Grice

' Where a paper is reprinted in the 1989 collection, I shall cite it 19XX/1989, where 19XX is
the original publication date. Where page numbers follow, they refer to the 1989 reprint edition.

2 For examples of Grice’s caution in expressing his views about implicature, see Turner 2001.
Grice himself humorously notes the suggestion that his remarks employ a new form of speech act,

to be represented by an operator called quessertion, read as ‘It is perhaps possible that someone

might assert that ...". (Grice 1982, reprinted in Grice 1989, p.297).
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1978/1989, p.25), and for a hearer to grasp what is said, he or she will need to
know these conventional meanings (and resolve any ambiguities), together with
any relevant references (of proper names, indexicals, and so on). For many
purposes, what a speaker says by an utterance can be identified with the
proposition they express. Strictly speaking, however, in order to say something, in
Grice’s terms, it is not sufficient to produce an utterance with an appropriate
conventional meaning. As Stephen Neale stresses (Neale 1992, p.523), for Grice
an utterer counts as saying that p only if they mean that p — which for Grice
involves having a self-referring intention of the sort described in Grice’s theory of
meaning (Grice 1957, 1968, 1969, all reprinted in Grice 1989). Omitting many
complications, a speaker S means that p by utterance x, if S intends to get their
hearer H to believe that p (or to believe that S believes that p), and to achieve this
in part via the hearer’s recognition of this very intention. If an utterer does not have
an appropriate intention of this kind (for example, because they are being ironic),
then they merely make as if to say p, rather than saying p (Grice 1978/1989, p.41,
p-53). In short, the speaker must both have meant what they say and have found
words with the correct conventional meaning to convey it. The utterer’s meaning
(or speaker’s meaning) fixed by their communicative intention must coincide with
the sentence meaning conventionally associated with the words used (Grice
1969/1989, pp.87-8, 1968/1989, pp.120—1). I shall return to the distinction
between saying and making as if to say later in this chapter.

On the one hand, then, we have what a speaker literally said (or made as if to
say) by an utterance. However, this may not exhaust what is communicated by the
utterance. In the exchange discussed in the previous chapter, Mr Bronston said that
his company had an account in Zurich, but additionally implied that he himself had
not had an account there. Thus, on the other hand, we have what (if anything) the
speaker additionally implied by it. Grice notes that various everyday words might
be used in this context, including ‘imply’, ‘suggest’, ‘indicate’, and ‘mean’ (1989,
p.86, also 1975/1989, p.24, 1968/1989, p.118). To avoid choosing between these
terms, he introduces the semi-technical term ‘implicate’ and the nouns
‘implicature’ (the act of implicating) and ‘implicatum’ (what is implicated).

For Grice, what a speaker says (or makes as if to say) is the vehicle of

implicature. From the speaker’s point of view, what is said is, in part, the means
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to successfully implicating something, and from the hearer’s point of view
grasping what is said is, in part, the means to recovering the secondary meaning
that is implicated. (‘In part’ since it will not be possible to infer what is implicated
solely from what is said; other factors too will play a role, such as knowledge of
conversational principles, context, background knowledge, and so on.) Speakers
implicate one thing by saying another, and hearers recover what is implicated by
understanding what is said. Although the implicata of our utterances are often
essential to our communicative exchanges, they do not affect the truth conditions
of the utterances, which are determined only by what we say. In this respect
implicatures differ from the presuppositions of an utterance (that is, propositions
which must be true in order for the utterance to have a truth value), and from
entailments of utterances (propositions whose falsity entails the falsity of the
utterance). (Of course, implicata have truth values; but their truth values are
independent of those of the utterances that generate them.)

In ‘Logic and Conversation’ Grice introduces two broad categories of
implicature, which he calls conventional and conversational. These are similar in
that neither affects the truth-conditions of the utterance that is used to convey them,
but in other respects they are very different. Consider the following example,

which is Grice’s own:

(1) He is an Englishman; he is, therefore, brave. (Grice 1975/1989, p.25)

This conveys (a) that the person referred to is both an Englishman and brave, and
(b) that the person’s bravery follows from his being an Englishman. But, Grice
claims, what is said is simply (a). From a truth-functional perspective, ‘therefore’
functions simply as a conjunction, and, strictly speaking, an utterance of (1) would
not be false if it turned out that the person’s bravery was not a consequence of his
being an Englishman (Grice 1975/1989, pp.25-6). Hence, (b) is implicated rather
than said. However, this implicature is different from ones such as Mr Bronston’s,
since it is determined by the conventional meaning of the words used. It is part of
the meaning of the word ‘therefore’ that it carries the implicature that the second
thing followed from the first. This implicature would be recognized by any

competent hearer, no matter what the context, and it cannot be stripped away or
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cancelled. This is what Grice calls a conventional implicature. Thus, knowledge
of the conventional meaning of an uttered sentence (together with knowledge of
relevant references) suffices to fix both what is said and what (if anything) is
conventionally implicated by the utterance. As Stephen Levinson puts it,
commenting on Grice’s programme, ‘what is coded by the linguistic system is the
sum of what is said (roughly the truth-conditional content) and what is
conventionally implicated’ (Levinson 2000, p.14).

Now contrast (1) with an utterance of:

(2) Some Englishmen are brave.

Taken literally, this says that there exist brave Englishmen, which is compatible
with all Englishmen being brave. However, (2) would normally be taken to imply
that not a/l Englishmen are brave. Unlike the implicature in (1), however, this
implicature is not part of the conventional meaning of the words used, and it could
be cancelled — for example, by adding ‘In fact, all Englishmen are’.

Or take the following sentences:

(3)  You obviously think tenacity pays.

4) Jones has beautiful handwriting.

Taken out of context, (3) makes a claim about the hearer’s attitudes. But if uttered
in response to a curious and persistent colleague, it will convey something about
the speaker’s attitude — namely, that the speaker finds the hearer tiresome and
won’t cooperate. Similarly, in many contexts (4) would simply express praise for
a talent Jones possesses. However, if it were uttered by a professor of philosophy
in response to a request for an opinion of a student’s academic ability, it would
convey the message that Jones is a poor philosopher. (This now famous example
was first used by Grice in his 1961, p.130.)

Examples (2) to (4) are cases of what Grice calls conversational implicatures.
These are nonconventional, pragmatic implicatures, which are not part of the

conventional meaning of the words used. Unlike conventional implicatures,
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conversational implicatures are at least to some degree context dependent, and they
can be cancelled by a subsequent utterance. (I shall say more about cancellability
below.) Grice allows that there may be other types of nonconventional implicature,
in addition to conversational ones, but says little about them.

My focus in this thesis is on conversational implicatures, which are defeasible
and not determined by the conventional meaning of the words used. (I shall,
however, consider the suggestion that some of these implicatures are themselves
conventional in another sense; see Chapter 5.) When I use the word ‘implicature’
without qualification, it should be understood to refer to conversational

implicature.

2. Implicature generation

How is ‘going beyond what is said’ supposed to work in the case of conversational
implicature? Grice claims that hearers can arrive at the implicated meaning by a
process of inference, guided by the assumption that the speaker is trying to be

cooperative. He points out that conversational exchanges are typically cooperative:

Our talk exchanges do not normally consist of a succession of
disconnected remarks, and would not be rational if they did. They are
characteristically, to some degree at least, cooperative efforts; and each
participant recognizes in them, to some extent, a common purpose or set
of purposes, or at least a mutually accepted direction. (Grice 1975/1989,
p.26)

He proposes a ‘rough general principle’ which speakers are expected to observe:

Make your conversational contribution such as is required, at the stage at
which it occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange

in which you are engaged. (ibid.)

Grice calls this the Cooperative Principle (henceforth CP), and he claims that
adhering to it involves respecting various maxims, which he assigns to four broad

categories: Quantity, Quality, Relation, and Manner (1975/1989, pp.26-7).
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Quantity concerns the amount of information provided and includes the
submaxims: ‘Make your contribution as informative as is required (for the current
purposes of the exchange)’, and ‘Do not make your contribution more informative
than is required’. Quality includes the supermaxim: ‘Try to make your contribution
one that is true’ and the submaxims ‘Do not say what you believe to be false’ and
‘Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence’. Relation comprises the
general maxim ‘Be relevant’, the application of which may be very complex.
Finally, Manner includes the supermaxim ‘Be perspicuous’ and the submaxims
‘Avoid obscurity of expression’, ‘Avoid ambiguity’, ‘Be brief (avoid unnecessary
prolixity)’ and ‘Be orderly’.

Grice suggests that these conversational maxims are instances of more general
maxims which govern other kinds of purposive behaviour, such as helping to fix a
car or bake a cake. In such cases, too, the parties involved are expected to be
cooperative and to make contributions that are appropriate in quality, quantity,
relevance, and manner. Grice also speculates that it is not a contingent fact that we
observe the CP and its maxims, but that anyone engaging in communication is
rationally required to observe them (Grice 1975/1989, pp.29-30).

Grice allows, of course, that on occasions a speaker may fail to follow these
maxims. He mentions four cases (1975/1989, p.30). First, the speaker may covertly
violate a maxim, usually in order to mislead their hearer. Second, a speaker may
explicitly opt out of a maxim, for example by indicating that they are unwilling to
tell all they know. Third, a speaker may find that two maxims clash, forcing them
to choose between them. For example, if a speaker has information that is
important but of doubtful reliability then they will not be able to simultaneously
respect the maxims of Quantity and Quality. Finally, a speaker may openly flout a
maxim in a way that is obvious to their hearer. Cases of the last type, Grice
proposes, are the ones that typically generate conversational implicatures. By
openly flouting the CP in what they say, yet without ceasing to observe the CP by
opting out, a speaker signals to their hearer that they wish to convey some further
message that is consistent with the CP. Thus, even though the speaker seems to be

flouting the maxims, they are in fact following them at another level. As Grice puts
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it, they are exploiting the conversational maxims for the purposes of generating a
conversational implicature (1975/1989, p.36).

Take the following example:

5) Ada: Do you like my new outfit?
Bea: You shouldn’t be allowed to buy clothes.

Bea’s utterance appears to violate the CP — specifically the maxims of Quantity
and Relation (and probably Quality too). Bea must know that more, and more
relevant, information, is required, and she ought to be able to provide it, since the
question was about her personal opinion. But Ada has no reason to think that Bea
has opted out of the conversational exchange; Bea is her friend and knows that
choices of outfit are important to her. Ada can reconcile these facts only by
supposing that Bea is seeking to convey something else — that Ada’s outfit is
horrible — which is informative and relevant but which for some reason Bea does
not wish to say explicitly. Ada assumes that Bea thought Ada could work this out,
and concludes that Bea is implicating that her outfit is horrible.*

In the case just described a maxim is actually flouted (exploited), but actual

flouting is not necessary in order to generate a conversational implicature, in

3 Grice also allows that implicatures can also be generated by other maxims, such as aesthetic,

social, and moral ones. Such implicatures form the class of nonconversational, nonconventional
implicatures mentioned earlier. However, he holds that the conversational maxims and implicatures
are the most important ones as far human communication is concerned (Grice 1975/1989, p.28).

4 It might be objected that, taken literally, some of the maxims do not allow for indirect
adherence of this kind, at the level of what is implicated rather than what is said. For example, the
maxim of Quality tells us not to say something that we believe to be untrue, so a speaker cannot
follow it by saying something they believe to be false, even if they thereby implicate something
they believe to be true. Neale responds on Grice’s behalf that this probably reflects a looseness of
phrasing, and that adherence to the maxim at the level of what is implicated should be allowed to
compensate for a violation of it at the level of what is said. Thus ‘blatantly violating a maxim at

the level of what is said but adhering to it at the level of what is implicated would not necessarily

involve a violation of the Cooperative Principle’ (Neale 1992, p.526).
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Grice’s view. In some cases, a conversational implicature is generated in order to
avoid flouting. To borrow an example from Grice, suppose someone asks me
where they can get petrol, and I reply ‘There is a garage round the corner’
(1975/1989, p.32). Here, what 1 say would flout the maxim of Relation (‘Be
relevant’) if I didn’t believe that the garage round the corner has petrol and is
currently open. Thus, my hearer must assume that I believe those things in order
to preserve the assumption that I am following the CP, and I thereby implicate
those propositions. However, what I said didn’t actually flout the maxim of
Relation, since it is relevant that the station is round the corner. This contrasts with
the case where Ada says that Bea should not be allowed to buy clothes, which is
neither true nor relevant. In the latter case the implicature serves to repair a
flouting by supplying a relevant meaning where one was lacking, whereas in the
petrol station case it serves to prevent a flouting, by supplying additional
information which makes the literal meaning relevant. Both cases, however, fit the
same broad pattern, in that the implicated meaning must be presupposed in order
to maintain the assumption that the speaker is being cooperative, and this is the
heart of Grice’s account.

More formally, Grice offers the following three-part definition of the

conditions that must be satisfied for a conversational implicature to occur:

A man who, by (in, when) saying (or making as if to say) that p has
implicated that ¢, may be said to have conversationally implicated that g,
provided that (1) he is to be presumed to be observing the conversational
maxims, or at least the Cooperative Principle; (2) the supposition that he
is aware that, or thinks that, g is required in order to make his saying or
making as if to say p (or doing so in those terms) consistent with this
presumption; and (3) the speaker thinks (and would expect the hearer to
think that the speaker thinks) that it is within the competence of the hearer
to work out, or grasp intuitively, that the supposition mentioned in (2) is

required. (Grice 1975/1989, p.30-1)

Simplifying slightly, for a speaker to implicate q by saying p, it must be the case
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that (1) the speaker is presumed to be being cooperative;® (2) this presumption
requires the supposition that the speaker thinks that q, and (3) the speaker thinks
that their hearer can work this out. I shall follow Wayne Davis in referring to these
three conditions as, respectively the cooperative presumption, determinacy (since
it is the condition that q specifically is required), and mutual knowledge (Davis
1998, p.13). Grice’s definition does not explicitly state who does the presuming in
(1), but the natural interpretation is that it is the hearer.

Note that Grice says that the speaker need only make as if to say that p. Though
they utter a sentence that conventionally means p, they themselves need not mean
that p — the sentence meaning does not need to be backed by a speaker meaning
(which for Grice would be constituted by an intention to get their audience to
believe that p by recognizing this intention). Thus, for example, when Bea utters
the sentence ‘You shouldn’t be allowed to buy clothes’, she does not really mean
that Ada should not be allowed to buy clothes, and so (in Grice’s terminology)
does not say it, but merely makes as if to say it. What Bea makes as if to say is
merely the means to implicating that Ada’s outfit is horrible, which is Bea’s real
communicative aim. The same will go in many cases where a speaker actually
flouts a maxim as a way of generating an implicature, and it will almost always be

the case where they flout the maxim of Quality.

3. Calculability
Grice claims that, in the process of working out what a speaker is conversationally
implicating (that is, determining what is required to maintain the cooperative

presumption), a speaker will draw on the following pieces of information:

(1) the conventional meaning of the words used, together with the identity
of any references that may be involved; (2) the Cooperative Principle and
its maxims; (3) the context, linguistic or otherwise, of the utterance; (4)

other items of background knowledge; and (5) the fact (or supposed fact)

5 This is how Grice’s first condition is often stated (and even misquoted), though he actually

says that the speaker is ‘to be presumed’ to be being cooperative. I will say more about this issue

in the next chapter.
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that all relevant items falling under the previous headings are available to
both participants and both participants know or assume this to be the case

(Grice 1975/1989, p.31).

And he suggests that the process will involve a calculation of the following general

kind:

[The speaker] has said that p; there is no reason to suppose that he is not
observing the maxims, or at least the Cooperative Principle; he could not
be doing this unless he thought that ¢; he knows (and knows that I know
that he knows) that I can see that the supposition that he thinks that g is
required; he has done nothing to stop me thinking that ¢; he intends me
to think, or is at least willing to allow me to think, that ¢; and so he has

implicated that ¢g. (Grice 1975/1989, p.31)

An argument which derives an implicated meaning in this way is sometimes
referred to as a Gricean calculation.

It is not clear what kind of argument a Gricean calculation is supposed to be.
The way Grice sets out the calculation and the fact that he uses the word ‘required’
in clause (2) of the preceding definition of implicature (‘the supposition that he is
aware that, or thinks that, g is required in order to make his saying or making as if
to say p ... consistent with this presumption’) suggest that the argument is meant
to be deductive — that the cooperative presumption and the other items of
information mentioned entail that the speaker is implicating that q. But, as Wilson
and Sperber note, the third stage in the Gricean calculation (‘he could not be doing
this unless he thought that q”) does not follow from the claims before it, and Grice
does not explain how it is derived (Wilson and Sperber 1991, p.378). Moreover, it
is doubtful that we could construct a deductive argument for it — at least without
giving a complete list of the speaker’s background beliefs. (Given suitably strange
background beliefs, a speaker could regard any utterance as cooperative under its
literal meaning.) Accordingly, many writers hold that the process of deriving an
implicature is not one of deductive, demonstrative inference, but of abductive

inference — inference to the best explanation of the data (Bach and Harnish 1979,
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pp-92-3; Brown and Yule 1983, p.34; Leech 1983, pp.30-1; Levinson 1983,
pp-115-6). On this view the conclusion that the speaker has implicated q is not
logically required by what they have said (or made as if to say), given the context,
the assumption that they are following the CP, and so on; rather, it is the most
likely hypothesis given that information. It is not clear whether Grice would accept
this, but for interpretative purposes I shall adopt a pluralistic position on which a
Gricean calculation can be either deductive or non-deductive (or include both
deductive and non-deductive elements), and I shall treat ‘required’ in this context
as meaning ‘required or highly probable’. (I shall say more about implicature
recovery in Chapter 5.)

Grice adds that the hearer need not actually go through a process of inference
of this type in order to see that a particular conversational implicature is present.
They may just ‘grasp intuitively’ that it is (Grice 1975/1989, p.31). However, he
insists that the implicature must be ‘capable of being worked out’ — the intuition
must be replaceable by an argument. Otherwise, it will count as a conventional
implicature, not a conversational one (1975/1989, p.31; 1978/1989, p.43).¢ The
thought seems to be that if an implicature could not be calculated in the way
described, then it could only arise from the conventional meaning of the words
used (assuming, that is, that it is not some other kind of nonconventional
implicature, derivable from maxims of a different sort).

The claim that the intuition must be replaceable by an argument accords with
Grice’s wider views about reasoning, as set out in his posthumously published
Aspects of Reason (Grice 2001). Here Grice distinguishes a laborious ‘hard” way
of reasoning, in which every step is spelled out, and an easier ‘quick’ way, which

leaves gaps. The quick form still counts as reasoning, Grice argues, provided that

6 Compare the following passage from a 1981 paper, in which Grice makes the same point:

[T]the final test for the presence of a conversational implicature had to be, as far
as I could see, a derivation of it. One has to produce an account of how it could
have arisen and why it is there. And I am very much opposed to any kind of
sloppy use of this philosophical tool, in which one does not fulfill this condition.

(Grice 1981, p.187, quoted in Cummings 2009, p.137)
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the agent intends that each step could be filled out in such a way as to create a valid

argument and has the ability to do this filling out:

we could say (for example) that x reasons (informally) from A to B just
in case x thinks that A and intends that, in thinking B, he should be
thinking something which would be the conclusion of a formally valid
argument the premisses of which are a supplementation of A. ... The
possibility of making a good inferential step (there being one to be made),
together with such items as a particular inferer’s reputation for inferential
ability, may determine whether on a particular occasion we suppose a
particular transition to be inferential (and so to be a case of reasoning) or

not. (Grice 2001, p.16)

As Richard Warner notes in his introduction to the volume, this offers an
attractive view of the nature of the reasoning Grice attributes to speakers and
hearers in his theory of speaker meaning (reasoning about the speaker intentions,
the hearer’s recognition of these intentions, and so on). People do not go through
this reasoning in the hard way, but they can be regarded as doing so in the quick
way, provided they intend their interpretations of each other’s utterances to be
rational and have the ability to produce reasoning of the relevant kind. The
arguments Grice sets out can be thought of as the ones they would construct if they
were to fill in the steps (Warner in Grice 2001, pp.xxxii-v). (It might be objected
that most people do not have the ability to construct these arguments, and that it
took a highly trained philosopher of Grice’s talents to produce them. Grice might
reply that it is sufficient that people would recognize and endorse the arguments
when presented with them.) We can take a similar view of the reasoning involved
in deriving implicatures. Hearers may not actually go through a Gricean
calculation when they interpret an utterance as carrying an implicature, but they
intend their interpretation to be a rational one and the calculation sets out the sort
of argument they would produce if they were to rationalize their interpretation.

To sum up, according to the Gricean framework, if an utterance U carries a
conversational implicature q, then it must be possible to construct an argument

(deductive or nondeductive) that derives the claim that the speaker is implicating
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q from the conventional meaning of U, the CP, the context, background
knowledge, and the fact that all this information is openly available. Following
Davis, I shall refer to this claim as the Calculability Assumption (Davis 1998,
p.14). The assumption serves as a supplement to the definition of conversational
implicature, expanding on clause (2). To say that a proposition is required in order
to make a speaker’s utterance consistent with the cooperative presumption is to

say that it is the one that would be uniquely identified by a Gricean calculation.

4. Particularized and generalized implicatures

Grice introduces a further distinction among conversational implicatures, between
two sub-categories: particularized and generalized. Particularized implicatures are
one-offs — cases where a person implicates a particular message by saying that p,
but there is, as Grice puts it, ‘no room for the idea that an implicature of this sort

is normally carried by saying that p’ (1975/1989, p.37). For example, take:

(6) It’s chilly here.

Uttered by a person stepping off an aeroplane into the suffocating heat of a tropical
country, this might carry the implicature ‘It is extremely hot here’. Given the
conditions, the speaker cannot really believe that it is chilly, so their utterance
would flout the maxim of Quality if taken literally. To preserve the assumption
that the speaker is observing the CP, the hearer must suppose that they are speaking
ironically and expressing the thought that it is the very opposite of chilly. However,
the reasoning depends on particular facts about the context of the utterance (that it
is suffocatingly hot) and in other contexts the same sentence would generate a
different implicature, or none at all. For example, if uttered in response to the
question ‘Do you want to go home?’ it might generate the implicature that the
speaker does want to go home. The implicatures generated by uttering this
sentence are particularized, context-dependent ones.

Generalized conversational implicatures, on the other hand, are not context-
dependent in this way; the words used ‘would normally (in the absence of special
circumstances) carry such-and-such an implicature or type of implicature’ (Grice

1975/1989 p.37). For example, sentences of the form ‘Some F are G’ will normally
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generate an implicature of the form ‘Not all F are G’. If the speaker believed that
all F were G, they would have flouted the maxim of Quantity by not saying that
they all were. Given the presumption that the speaker is observing the CP, the
hearer therefore infers that the speaker does not believe that all F are G. Here the
inference does not depend on facts about the particular context of utterance and
will go through by default in all contexts.

Levinson helpfully provides a more explicit formulation of the difference

between the two types of implicature:

a. An implicature i from utterance U is particularized iff U implicates 1
only in virtue of specific contextual assumptions that would not
invariably or even normally obtain

b.An implicature i is gemneralized iff U implicates 1 unless there are
unusual specific contextual assumptions that defeat it.

(Levinson 2000, p.16)

Grice acknowledges that it may not be easy to distinguish generalized
conversational implicatures from conventional implicatures (Grice 1975/1989,
p.37), but as a noncontroversial example of the former he offers expressions with
the form ‘an X’, which, he notes, normally generate the implicature that the X in
question ‘does not belong to, or is not otherwise closely connected with, some
identifiable person’. For example, an utterance of ‘John is meeting a woman this
evening’ would normally carry the implicature that the woman in question was not
John’s wife, relative, or close friend. However, this is not a conventional
implicature of the phrase ‘an X’, since there are some contexts in which the phrase
does not generate the implicature, and ones in which it generates the opposite one.
(Grice cites ‘I broke a finger yesterday’, which implies that the finger does belong
to the speaker.) It is better, Grice argues, to see this as a case of generalized

conversational implicature, generated by the mechanisms described above:

When someone, by using the form of expression an X, implicates that the
X does not belong to or is not otherwise closely connected with some

identifiable person, the implicature is present because the speaker has
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failed to be specific in a way in which he might have been expected to be
specific, with the consequence that it is likely to be assumed that he is not

in position to be specific. (Grice 1975/1989, p.38)

That is, by not being more specific about the identity of the X referred to, the
speaker has seemingly violated the maxim of Quantity, and the assumption that he
or she is being cooperative can be preserved only on the supposition that he was
not in a position to be specific — that is, did not think that the X belonged to or
was closely connected with some identifiable person. (I shall discuss this example
further in Chapter 5.)

Grice identifies some other properties that are distinctive of conversational
implicatures as opposed to conventional ones. The two most important of these (in
addition to calculability and nonconventionality, discussed above) are
cancellability and nondetachability (Grice 1975/1989, pp.39-40, 1978/1989,
pp.43—4). Grice sometimes refers to these as tests for the presence of a
conversational implicature (1981/1989, pp.270-1), though he says they are more
like prima facie indications than knock-down tests (1978/1989, p.43). I shall
consider them in turn.

First, cancellability. Because conversational implicatures depend on the
assumption that the speaker is observing the CP, and because a speaker can
explicitly opt out of doing this, it follows that a conversational implicature can be
cancelled. This can be done either explicitly, by adding a further statement which
indicates that one is opting out, or implicitly, by the context. For example, using
‘somebody’, rather than a more specific expression, normally generates the
implicature that the speaker cannot identify the person referred to (following a
similar line of reasoning to that for ‘an X”), but this implicature can be cancelled,

as the following examples illustrate (the examples are my own):

(7) Explicit cancellation. 1 heard somebody robbed you yesterday. In fact,

it was your brother.
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(8) Implicit cancellation. Somebody forgot to turn the headlights off.
(Uttered in a context and with a tone of voice that makes it obvious that

the speaker is referring to the hearer.)

Here the second sentence in (7) and the context in (8) make it clear that the
speaker’s use of ‘somebody’ was genuinely uncooperative (the speaker could have
used a more specific term but didn’t, presumably for stylistic reasons), and the
usual implicature is cancelled.

The second indicative feature of implicature is nondetachability. Since
conversational implicatures are generated by general inferential principles applied
to the conventional meanings of the sentences uttered (together with context and
background information), utterances with equivalent conventional meanings will
generate the same implicature in the same context. Thus in most cases ‘it will not
be possible to find another way of saying the same thing, which simply lacks the
implicature in question’ (Grice 1975/1989, p.39). That is, conversational
implicatures are typically not detachable from the content of the utterance. An
exception is where the implicature is generated by flouting the maxim of Manner,
in which case how a content is expressed will be crucial. Grice gives the following
example: ‘Miss X produced a series of sounds that corresponded closely to the
score of “Home Sweet Home™’ (1975/1989, p.37). Because of the roundabout way
it is expressed, avoiding use of the word ‘sing’, this implicates that Miss X’s
singing was very bad. Saying the same thing in a simpler way would not generate
this implicature.

A final feature of conversational implicature mentioned by Grice is
indeterminacy. What is implicated by an utterance is, according to Grice, what
must be supposed in order to preserve the assumption that the speaker is being
cooperative. But in any given case there may be many different suppositions that
could play this role. For example, Bea’s utterance of ‘Y ou shouldn’t be allowed to
buy clothes’ might be taken to implicate that the outfit Ada has chosen is dull, or
that it is extravagant, or that it is too young for Ada, or that it is too old for Ada,
or that it possesses some other negative feature. More generally, it might implicate
that Ada’s taste in clothes is poor, or that Ada should listen to Bea’s advice, or

some other, related claim. Grice accepts this point. In such cases, he claims, the
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implicatum will be the disjunction of the various possible suppositions, and if this
disjunction is open-ended, the implicatum will be simply indeterminate

(1975/1989, p.40).

5. Implicature and speaker meaning

We saw earlier that a speaker S counts as saying that p, by uttering an appropriate
sentence, only if they also mean that p — that is, only if they have an appropriate
communicative intention. Otherwise, they merely make as if to say that p. This
naturally raises the question of whether implicatures, too, must be backed by
speaker meanings. For a speaker to implicate that ¢, must they also mean that q,
on Grice’s view? (And if they go through the motions of implicating q without
actually meaning q, do they just make as if to implicate q7) Although this is a basic
and important question, Grice himself does not address it directly, and says nothing
about speaker meaning in his account of implicature in ‘Logic and conversation’.
In fact, there is a dispute over the correct interpretation of Grice here (Davis 2007;
Neale 1992; Saul 2001, 2002a), and a case can be made for both positive and
negative answers to the question, as I shall now explain.

There are several reasons for holding that Grice thought that speakers must
mean what they implicate. When a person implicates something, it is natural to say
that the implicated content is what they really meant, in contrast with what they
literally said. Indeed, ‘mean’ is one of the everyday words (along with ‘imply’,
‘suggest’, and ‘indicate’) for which Grice introduces ‘implicate’ as a technical
replacement (1975/1989, p.24, 1989, p.86). It is notable, too, that in Grice’s
general schema for working out an implicature, quoted earlier, the hearer’s train
of thought concludes with ‘he [the speaker] intends me to think, or is at least
willing to allow me to think, that ¢; and so he has implicated that ¢’ (Grice
1975/1989, p.31) — which suggests that the speaker’s intentions (or at least their
wishes) are relevant in deciding whether or not an implicature is present (for more
discussion of this passage, see Davis 2007, p.1659). Moreover, in ‘The Causal
Theory of Perception’ (Grice 1961) Grice specifically says that an implicature
must be backed by a communicative intention. Discussing an imaginary case
where he has reported on the abilities of a student, Jones, by saying simply ‘Jones

has beautiful handwriting and his English is grammatical’, Grice comments:
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I (the speaker) could certainly be said to have implied that Jones is
hopeless (provided that this is what I intended to get across) ... (Grice
1961, p.130)

(It is true that the section in which this passage appears was not included when this
paper was reprinted in Studies in the Way of Words, but there is no reason to think
this was because Grice had changed his mind. In the reprint Grice says that the
section was omitted because the material it contained was ‘substantially the same’
as that in ‘Logic and Conversation’ (Grice 1989, p.229)).

Another reason for thinking that conversational implicatures must be meant
comes from Grice’s views about the role of the presumption of cooperation in
generating them. Hearers posit implicatures in order to preserve the assumption
that speakers are being cooperative. But if speakers need not mean what they
implicate, how does what they implicate support the presumption that they are
being cooperative? How can behaviour that is unmeant and unintended be
genuinely cooperative?

Finally, on the basis of a reading of Grice’s other work, Stephen Neale argues
that Grice held that what a speaker implicates is a part of what they mean overall
(Neale 1992, pp.523—4). Neale points out that in ‘Utterer’s Meaning, Sentence-
Meaning and Word-Meaning’, Grice introduces the notion of what a speaker
conventionally means, which breaks down into what they say and what (if
anything) they conventionally implicate, and which is part of what they mean
overall (Grice 1968/1989, p.121). Neale suggests that Grice would also have
recognized the parallel notion of what a speaker nonconventionally means, which
breaks down into what (if anything) they conversationally implicate and what (if
anything) they nonconversationally nonconventionally implicate.
(Nonconversational nonconventional implicatures are ones that are dependent on
nonconversational maxims, such as aesthetic or moral ones.) Neale concludes that
it is reasonable to think that Grice would have accepted the breakdown of what an

utterer U means illustrated in Figure 1.
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what U meant

conventionally nonconventionally
meant iAot
what U what U what U what U _
said conventionally  conversationally nonconversationally
implicated implicated nonconventionally

implicated

Figure 1: The breakdown of what a speaker means, according to Stephen Neale’s

interpretation of Grice. (Adapted from Neale 1992, p.523.)

On Neale’s view, then, Grice’s theory of conversational implicature is part of
his wider project of explaining the conventional and nonconventional components
of what a speaker means, and the reason there is no mention of speaker meaning
in ‘Logic and Conversation’ is simply that Grice’s theory of speaker meaning is
assumed as part of the background.

There is a strong case, then, for thinking that Grice held that implicatures must
be backed by speaker meanings. However, there are also objections to this view.
The main objection is that there is no mention of speaker meaning in Grice’s three-
part definition of conversational implicature in ‘Logic and Conversation’
(discussed above), which, as Jennifer Saul stresses, focuses on the attitudes of the
hearer, not the speaker (Saul 2001, pp.632-3, 2002a, p.241). According to the
definition, the hearer must presume that the speaker is observing the
conversational maxims (clause 1), and be able to work out that the supposition that
the speaker has a certain belief is required in order for his utterance to be consistent
with that presumption (clause 2). The only attitude of the speaker that is mentioned
is the belief that the hearer can work out that the supposition mentioned in clause
2 is required (Grice 1975/1989, p.30—1). There is no mention of the speaker’s
intentions at all.

It may be replied that Grice does not offer this definition as a complete account
of the conditions necessary for conversational implicature, but only of those

conditions necessary for an implicature to count as a conversational implicature,
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as opposed to a conventional or nonconversational nonconventional one. (The
definition begins ‘A man who, by (in, when) saying (or making as if to say) that p
has implicated that g, may be said to have conversationally implicated that g,
provided that...’; ibid). On this interpretation, other conditions will have to be met
in order for an implicature to be present at all, and it may be that Grice took these
to include the presence of a corresponding speaker meaning. This reading of Grice
is adopted by Wayne Davis (Davis 2007, p.1660). It is true, however (as Davis
acknowledges), that Grice elsewhere speaks of conversational implicatures being
generated by, or present because of, or arising from the conditions mentioned in
the definition, which suggests that those conditions are sufficient for the presence
of a conversational implicature, rather than merely necessary for an implicature to
count as conversational (for example, Grice 1975/1989, p.28, p.38, 1989, p.370).
This reading, on which the conditions are sufficient, is often adopted in the
subsequent literature (for example, Harnish 1991, p.330; Levinson 1983, p.100,
p.103; Sadock 1991, p.366).

There is another reason for doubting that Grice would have accepted that
implicatures must be backed by speaker intentions. Suppose that speakers must
mean what they implicate — that is, they must have an appropriate communicative
intention. But then why couldn’t implicatures be recovered simply by recognizing
these intentions, rather than going through Gricean calculations? Indeed, on
Grice’s view, for a speaker to mean q, they must intend to get their hearer to believe
that q in part by recognizing this very intention. So, it seems, if implicatures must
be meant, then a speaker who implicates q intends their hearer to come to believe
q at least in part by recognizing their intention to communicate q, and not by going
through a Gricean calculation. Thus, the speaker’s conception of how the
implicated message is to be recovered seems to be different from the one suggested
by Grice. Finally, if a speaker intends their hearer to recover the implicated
message by recognizing their intention to communicate it, why is it necessary for
them also to believe that the hearer can work out that the implicated message is
required to uphold the presumption that they are being cooperative (clause 3)?

It may be replied that Grice claims only that implicatures must be calculable,
not that they must actually be calculated. Perhaps they can also be recovered by

recognizing the speaker’s intentions straight off, without any actual calculation

45



(though Grice himself does not mention this possibility). Moreover, the belief that
the implicated message will be recovered by detecting the intention to
communicate it is not incompatible with the belief that the message can be
recovered by a Gricean calculation. The Gricean calculation could be the means to
recognizing the intention; the speaker might (a) intend to get the hearer to believe
that q in part by recognizing this very intention and (b) believe that the hearer can
recognize this intention by going through a Gricean calculation. Indeed, in his
informal description of the process of working out an implicature Grice makes it
clear that he expects the hearer to move from the supposition that the speaker

thinks that q to the belief that the speaker intends him (the hearer) to think that q:

he knows (and knows that I know that he knows) that I can see that the
supposition that he thinks that ¢ is required; he has done nothing to stop
me thinking that ¢; he intends me to think, or is at least willing to allow

me to think, that ¢; and so he has implicated that g. (Grice 1975/1989,

p.31)

We might compare the role of sentence meaning in saying. Understanding what
someone says involves recognizing the speaker’s communicative intentions, but it
also involves recognizing the meaning of the sentence the speaker utters, and
recognizing the latter is typically the means to recognizing the former.

This is a possible position, but, as it stands, it is still rather puzzling. Why
should it be necessary for the speaker to believe that their communicative intention
can be recognized by a Gricean calculation if it is not necessary for them to believe
that it can be recognized only by that means (as Grice must allow, given that he
denies that the hearer must actually go through the calculation process)? It is
plausible that the speaker must believe that the hearer has some means of
recognizing their intention, but it is unclear why they must believe that the hearer
can do so specifically by a Gricean calculation.

What should we conclude from this discussion? There are cases for both
positive and negative answers to the question about Grice’s view of the role of
speaker meaning in implicature, and I do not think we are justified in attributing

to him a settled view on the matter. (Here, perhaps, we should take notice of what
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he says about the tentative nature of his proposals.) However, lack of an answer
constitutes a serious gap in the Gricean framework, and I shall return to the
question in the next chapter, where I shall suggest a way of reconciling this tension

in Grice’s theory of implicature.

6. Applications

Grice’s theory is primarily an account of what we might call commonsense
implicatures — cases where it is intuitively obvious that an utterance conveys
something beyond its literal meaning, as in the examples we have considered.
However, the theory also has applications to more technical issues in philosophy
of language and linguistics. In particular, it can offer an economical account of the
conventional meanings of particular words. By making a distinction between what
is said and what is further implicated, it is possible to hold that a word has a single
conventional meaning while at the same time explaining how it typically conveys
a further meaning. Grice uses ‘or’ as an example (1978/1989, pp.44—7). Sometimes
‘or’ is used in a ‘weak’ way equivalent to logical disjunction. In this sense, to say
that p or q is simply to rule out the claim that both p and q are false, and a person
could legitimately assert ‘p or q’ because they knew that p was true or that q was
true or that both were true. Thus if one knows that p, then one can assert that p or
q for any q at all. However, we typically use ‘or’ in a stronger sense, to indicate
that we have a reason for thinking that p or q other than the fact that we think one
or both of p and q are true, such as evidence that p and q are the only possible
alternatives. In this sense, a person could not legitimately assert ‘p or q’ just
because they knew that p was true or that q was true or that both were, and they
could legitimately assert it without knowing any of those things. Faced with these
different uses, we could say that ‘or’ is ambiguous, with two different conventional
meanings, but Grice points out that we could instead explain the stronger meaning
as a generalized implicature. If a speaker knows that p (or that g, or that p and q),
then in most communicative contexts it will be more informative to assert it, rather
than asserting that p or q. Thus if a speaker says that p or g, the hearer can uphold
the presumption that they are observing the CP (and thus the maxim of Quantity)
only by supposing that they do not believe that p (or that g, or both), and thus that

they have some reason for asserting the disjunction other than the fact that they
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believe one or both of the disjuncts to be true — which corresponds to the stronger
sense of ‘or’. Thus in normal circumstances this meaning is generated
automatically by conversational implicature.

Grice suggests that we should prefer such explanations to ones that posit
further conventional meanings, and he proposes a principle he calls ‘Modified
Occam’s Razor’ (and which has subsequently become known as ‘Grice’s Razor’):
Senses are not to be multiplied beyond necessity (1978/1989, p.47). That is, we
should not treat a word as having multiple conventional meanings unless there is
no other way of explaining the different ways in which it is used. In particular, if
we can explain one of a word’s meanings as due to a generalized conversational
implicature arising from the word’s conventional meaning, then we should prefer
that explanation to treating the meaning as a second conventional meaning. As
Frangois Recanati notes, because the implicature explanation derives from general
assumptions and principles that are independently motivated, it is more
economical than positing an extra sense, which would be an ad hoc move (Recanati
1989, p.296). Applying Grice’s Razor in a particular case involves showing how
the mechanisms of implicature could generate the secondary meaning in question,
and also applying the various °‘tests’ for implicature, in particular, non-

detachability and cancellability. In Stephen Levinson’s words, this approach

allows one to claim that natural language expressions do tend to have
simple, stable and unitary senses (in many cases anyway), but that this
stable semantic core often has an unstable, context-specific pragmatic

overlay — namely a set of implicatures. (Levinson 1983, p.99)

Grice argues that this approach can be applied to deal with objections to some
philosophical theories that use terms in a way that seems to clash with everyday
usage. For example (a case that played a role in prompting Grice to develop his
theory of implicature), some theories of perception characterize the sort of
experience one has when seeing (say) a red object as the experience of seeming to
see something red, and it may be objected that this conflicts with ordinary usage.
One can have the experience in question when one is sure that one is seeing

something red, but we would not normally say that we seem to see something red
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unless we had some doubt about whether we really were seeing something red. In
response, Grice argues that we can treat the indication of doubt, not as part of the
conventional meaning of ‘seems to see’, but as a generalized conversational
implicature, like the strong sense of ‘or’, which is generated by apparent violation
of the maxim of Quantity. If one is sure one is seeing something red, one would
normally say that one is seeing something red, not that that one seems to see
something red. Thus in saying the latter, one implicates that one is not sure that
one is seeing something red (Grice 1961/1989, ch.15). In this way, the objection
is removed. Since implicatures do not affect the truth conditions of the utterances
to which they attach, the existence of this implicature does not affect the truth of
the statement that one seems to see something red, or of the theory to which it
belongs.

Grice suggests there are many other contexts in which this approach might be
applied to reconcile philosophical theories with the existence of layers or shades
of meaning not accounted for by the theory. As examples he mentions claims
involving the terms ‘see’, ‘know’, ‘cause’, responsible’, ‘actual’ (1961/1989,
p-237). He also sketches an application to the word ‘true’ (1978/1989, p.55—7) and
considers (without fully endorsing) the suggestion that the existence claims
implicit in utterances such as ‘The present king of France is bald’ are
conversational implicatures, rather than presuppositions (1981/1989, ch.17). Later
theorists have followed these hints, applying the Gricean framework (or an
extended, revised version of it) to various other problems in philosophy of
language (for example, Neale 1990; Recanati 1993; Salmon 1989).

These applications of the Gricean framework differ from the earlier uses of the
framework to explain commonsense cases of conversational implicature, such as
(5) and (6) above. First, the implicatures in the application cases are all generalized
ones and arise from the use of particular words or concepts. Second, as Recanati
notes, the applications extend the scope of the phenomenon of implicature
(Recanati 1989, p.327). In the commonsense cases, it is intuitively obvious that
something is implied beyond what is actually said, whereas in the application cases
this is not so, and argument is required to establish that an implicature is present.
The fact that the Gricean framework can be extended and applied in this way

suggests that it is a fruitful research programme, and thus offers further support for
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it. However, the applications depend on the soundness of Grice’s basic account of
how conversational implicatures are generated, in both particularized and

generalized cases, and I shall focus primarily on that.

Conclusion
This completes my introduction of the Gricean framework. The framework has
been, and continues to be, hugely influential in theorizing about the nature of
implicature and (as we shall see in Chapter 5) about how implicatures are
recovered. There are attractions to the idea that implicatures can be derived from
general principles of communication, as opposed to being, on the one hand, one-
off psychological interpretations or, on the other hand, conventions of language or
of language use. The Gricean framework suggests that implicature is a rational
phenomenon, which can be universally understood, and it thus holds out hope for
an ethics of implicature based on general principles.

The framework faces many problems, however. In particular, there are some
basic issues with Grice’s definition of conversational implicature and the

supplementary Calculability Assumption. The next chapter will look at these.
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Chapter 3

Problems, reinterpretation, and revision

This chapter will examine some fundamental issues concerning Grice’s account of
implicature generation. I shall begin by setting out some problems for Grice’s
definition of conversational implicature and the Calculability Assumption, and
arguing that they are serious ones. I shall then consider a proposal by Jennifer Saul,
who argues that Grice’s notion of conversational implicature is a normative one,
and that additional notions are needed in order to capture all the psychological
aspects of implicature. I shall argue that this is an attractive reading of Grice, and
that the resulting enriched Gricean framework avoids many of the problems
discussed. I shall then go on to propose some further modifications to the Gricean
definition in order to bring it still more closely in line with the normative reading
and to avoid some remaining problems. The aim will be to set out the most

plausible version of the Gricean framework, revised as necessary.

1. Problems for Grice’s definition
This part of the chapter will consider some problems arising from Grice’s account
of the way implicatures are generated. Recall Grice’s three-part definition of

conversational implicature (with Davis’s terminology added in brackets):

A man who, by (in, when) saying (or making as if to say) that p has
implicated that ¢, may be said to have conversationally implicated that ¢,
provided that (1) he is to be presumed to be observing the conversational
maxims, or at least the Cooperative Principle [‘the cooperative
presumption’]; (2) the supposition that he is aware that, or thinks that, ¢
is required in order to make his saying or making as if to say p (or doing
S0 in those terms) consistent with this presumption [‘determinacy’]; and
(3) the speaker thinks (and would expect the hearer to think that the
speaker thinks) that it is within the competence of the hearer to work out,
or grasp intuitively, that the supposition mentioned in (2) is required

[‘mutual knowledge’]. (Grice 1975/1989, pp.30-1)
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This definition is supplemented with the Calculability Assumption, which says
that q can, in principle, be identified by a Gricean calculation, as described in the
previous chapter. I shall treat this assumption as a supplement to the determinacy
clause.

As we saw, there is debate about whether these conditions are sufficient for the
existence of a conversational implicature (perhaps speaker intentions are needed
as well), but it is clear that Grice thinks they are necessary, and this in itself creates
problems. (Again, in what follows I shall often drop the qualification
‘conversational’; unless otherwise indicated, ‘implicature’ always means

‘conversational implicature’.)

1.1 Problems with the cooperative presumption.

The first of the three conditions for the presence of an implicature is the
cooperative presumption: the speaker is presumed to be being cooperative
(observing the CP).

Before going on, I want to mention an interpretative issue. The cooperative
presumption is standardly quoted or paraphrased in the way I have just done, as
the descriptive claim that the speaker is presumed to be being cooperative
(following the maxims or at least the CP).! However, Grice actually says that the
speaker is to be presumed to be cooperative (see the quotation above). This
phrasing is not easy to interpret, but it seems to indicate a normative claim: the
hearer ought to presume the speaker to be being cooperative. The standard version,
by contrast, makes a descriptive claim: the hearer does presume the speaker to be
being cooperative. Whether this interpretation is right and exactly how much
importance should be placed on the wording is not clear (for some discussion, see
Davis 2007; Green 2002; Saul 2010). Since my aim here is to evaluate the Gricean
framework as it is commonly understood, I shall focus primarily on the descriptive
version, but I shall also indicate how things might differ if the normative reading

were adopted (though, given the uncertainty surrounding the interpretation of

' Writers who use this wording in quoting or summarizing Grice’s definition include, among

many others, Davis (1998, p.13, 2014), Levinson (2000, p.15, 171), Saul (2002a, p.231), and

Soames (2009, p.26, p.299).
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Grice’s words, these remarks should be taken as tentative). With this preliminary
point made, I shall now argue that the cooperative presumption has several
counterintuitive consequences.

The first problem is that, assuming it is the hearer who is supposed to do the
presuming (and it is unclear who else it could be), then this means that implicatures
are dependent for their existence on something hearers do. This is counterintuitive.
Usually, we do not think that the meaning of an utterance depends on the particular
person hearing it, and this seems to go for non-conventional meaning as much as
conventional. In trying to work out whether a speaker is implicating something,
our sense as a hearer is that we are trying to ascertain a fact that is independent of
us, not one that is dependent on what we ourselves do. This assumes the standard
descriptive reading of the condition, of course, but a similar problem threatens to
arise on the normative reading of it. For it is no more plausible to think that
implicatures depend on what the hearers ought to do than on what they actually
do. (Note that the normative claim is not that speakers are to be cooperative, but
that they are fo be presumed to be cooperative, where the presuming is to be done
by (I assume) the hearer.)* Whether or not a hearer ought to presume that a speaker
is being cooperative plausibly depends on what the hearer believes about the
speaker. If they believe that the speaker is trying to mislead them, then they ought
not to presume that they are being cooperative. But this means that whether or not
the cooperative presumption holds in any given case, and thus whether or not there
is an implicature, depends on facts about the hearer.

A second problem is that the cooperative presumption has the consequence that
if the speaker is not presumed to be cooperative (or ought not to be) — say, if
because the hearer has reason to think they are lying — then the speaker cannot be
implicating something. And this seems wrong. Davis gives the following examples

(Davis 1998, p.116):

(1) Karen: Were you out with Jennifer last night?

George: I was out drinking with the boys.

2 Compare ‘The prisoner is to be watched closely’, which is the passive form of the statement

that someone should watch the prisoner closely.
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(2) Alice: Do you like my new dress?

Brett: I like all your dresses.

Karen may suspect, or even know, that George is trying to deceive her, and
therefore not presume that he is observing the CP. Nevertheless, she will still
interpret his words as carrying an implicature to the effect that he was not out with
Jennifer. Similarly, Alice may believe that Brett is merely being polite, and thus
not cooperative (in the sense that involves being truthful); yet she will still interpret
him as implicating that he likes her new dress. Indeed, a speaker can openly refuse
to cooperate, yet still implicate something (Sterelny 1982, p.189). Rather than
answering Alice’s question, Brett might try to change the subject by saying ‘Is that
the time?’. Though this utterance is clearly not cooperative, it still carries an
implicature: namely, that it is late and that Brett must leave (and perhaps that he
does not wish to talk about Alice’s dress).

This problem with the cooperative presumption can be stated in a more general
way. People often use implicature in order to mislead. They say something that is
strictly true but that implicates a falsehood, hoping to get their hearer to believe
the falsehood without having actually said anything untrue. (This, of course, is
what Mr Bronston was accused of doing in the case discussed in Chapter 1.) Now
in itself this is not incompatible with Grice’s definition. The cooperative
presumption does not say that speakers are cooperative, only that they are
presumed to be (or ought to be presumed to be). However, there is still a difficulty
for Grice. For it is common knowledge that people often implicate falsehoods, and
when we detect an implicature we may wonder whether we can trust it. If T ask my
son, ‘Did you eat all the chocolates?’ and get the reply, ‘I ate some of them’, I
might wonder whether I can trust the implication that he did not eat them all. Yet
on Grice’s view, questions of this sort should not arise. Given the cooperative
presumption, if one ceases to regard a speaker as being cooperative (or has good
reason to think one ought not to regard to them as being cooperative), then one
should cease to regard them as implicating anything. In interpreting an utterance,
the only options should be that it carries no implicature or that it carries a sincere

implicature, which the speaker believes to be true (though it might, of course,
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actually be false). But in fact we can, and often do, interpret utterances in a third
way, as carrying insincere implicatures.

It might be suggested that we could avoid this problem by weakening the CP.
For example, we might say that an utterance is cooperative if it is informative,
relevant, and suitably expressed, regardless of whether or not the speaker believes
it to be true or has evidence for it. (That is, we might drop the commitment to the
maxim of Quality.) The problem with this, however, is that it would threaten to
undermine the second condition of Grice’s definition, determinacy, which is that
there should be a unique proposition required to preserve the cooperative
presumption. For if all that cooperativeness requires is informativeness, relevance,
and appropriate expression, then this condition will be met in few cases, if any. In
general, if ‘p’ is an informative, relevant, well-expressed contribution to a
conversation, then ‘It is not the case that p’ would be an equally informative,
relevant, and well-expressed contribution. So the supposition that the speaker
believes the latter would preserve the presumption of cooperation just as well as
the supposition that they believe the former, and thus neither of them could be
singled out as required to preserve the presumption.

It is likely that any other attempted weakening of the CP cooperation would
suffer from similar problems. As we shall see in the next sub-section, there are
problems with the determinacy clause as it stands, and weakening the notion of
cooperation would only make these worse. Besides, even if a weaker notion of
cooperation were adopted, the cooperative presumption would still fail for cases
where the speaker blatantly fails to cooperate by changing the subject.

Another problem case for the cooperative presumption is monologue, in which
there is no audience at all and hence no one to make the presumption (or to be
under an obligation to make it). Grice’s definition implies that in such cases

speakers cannot implicate at all, and Grice explicitly endorses this conclusion:

I take it as being obvious that insofar as the presence of implicature rests
on the character of one or another kind of conversational enterprise, it
will rest on the character of concerted rather than solitary talk production.
Genuine monologues are free from speaker’s implication. (Grice 1989,

p.369).

55



However, this is counter-intuitive. Suppose Inspector Clouseau is talking to
himself, trying to reason out the chauffeur’s motives. ‘The chauffeur is clearly not
the murderer’, he says, ‘But some of his statements were lies... Perhaps he is
covering up for the real murderer.’ Intuitively, his second sentence carries the
implicature that not all of the chauffeur’s statements were lies. Similarly, in his
reasoning Clouseau might employ figures of speech which depend on implicature,
such as metaphor or irony. He might say to himself, ‘Maria Gambrelli cannot be
the murderer; she is a saint!” — meaning that she is virtuous, not that she has been
canonized. Grice might reply that Clouseau’s reasoning does not constitute a
genuine monologue; perhaps in this case Clouseau is his own hearer, or there is an
imagined hearer. But if this is not a genuine monologue, then it is not clear what
would count as one.

It might be suggested that Grice could accept the possibility of implicature in
monologue if he were to allow that the presumption of cooperation can be made
by speakers themselves. However, this would threaten to make the first clause of
his definition of implicature redundant. For speakers will always (and probably
should always) presume that they are being cooperative with themselves.

A final problem with the cooperative presumption is that in making implicature
hearer-dependent, it also seems to make it hearer-relative. Suppose speaker S has
two hearers, A and B. S says that p, aiming to implicate that q and thinking that A
and B will realize this. A has no reason to distrust S, and therefore presumes (and
ought to presume) that S is being cooperative. B, however, has been told (on
seemingly good authority, that S is untrustworthy, and therefore does not presume
(and ought not to presume) that S is cooperative. Has S implicated that q?
Assuming the other conditions are met, it seems that they have done so as far as A
is concerned but not as far as B is concerned. But this would mean that implicature
is hearer-relative — something which Grice’s definition does not acknowledge or

allow for.

1.2 Problems with determinacy and calculability.
Grice’s second condition for the existence of an implicature with content q is that

the supposition that the speaker believes q is required to preserve the cooperative
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presumption. This condition is supplemented by the Calculability Assumption,
according to which a hearer can work out that this supposition is required from
general principles and background knowledge.

The first thing to say here is that this further extends the hearer-dependency of
implicature. If the supposition that the speaker thinks that q is required in order to
make their utterance consistent with the presumption that they are following the
CP, then if the hearer has not identified q, they cannot consistently continue to
presume the speaker to be observing the CP (and surely ought not to either). But
according to (1), that presumption is necessary for the existence of the implicature.
Thus, it seems, the identification of an implicature by the hearer is necessary for
the existence of the implicature itself. This again is counterintuitive. Common
sense tells us that a hearer may fail to spot an implicature. A third party, listening
to our account of an earlier conversation, may alert us to an implicature we had
missed. (‘How could you be so silly?’, we might say to a friend, ‘He was implying
that he wanted to ask you out!”) Likewise, common sense tells us that a hearer
might believe that a speaker is implicating something without being able to work
out exactly what. (I shall give an example shortly.) It may be objected that this is
an uncharitable reading of Grice’s definition, but it follows from the wording as it
stands, and it is in line with the hearer-dependency of implicature indicated by
condition (1).

Another problem with the determinacy condition is the role it gives to the
demands of consistency. The condition says that a speaker S implicates q in saying
p only if one must suppose that S thinks that q in order to make the claim that S
said p consistent with the claim that S is observing the CP. The problem is that
such a supposition, attributing a specific belief to S, will never be required; a hearer
can always reconcile the two claims simply by supposing that S believes (and is
trying to communicate) some, unidentified, proposition that would be a
cooperative contribution to the conversation.* The demand for consistency would
never push us to go beyond this general supposition — with the consequence that
no one ever implicates anything specific! Obviously, this is not what Grice

intended — though, again, it follows from his wording. To get the intended result,

3 Thanks to Keith Frankish, who pointed this out to me.

57



the required supposition should be one that does not merely make S’s saying that
p consistent with their being cooperative, but one that explains how it manifests
their cooperativeness — what cooperative contribution it makes. That is, (2)

should be something like the following:

(2°) the supposition that he is aware that, or thinks that, ¢ is required to
explain how his saying or making as if to say p (or doing so in those

terms) reflects his presumed observance of the CP.

Having noted this, for convenience I shall continue to use Grice’s original wording
in what follows; none of the points I make will be affected by this.

Further problems arise from the Calculability Assumption. As we saw in the
previous chapter, this states that for an utterance U to carry an implicature, q, it
must be possible to arrive at the supposition that the speaker believes that q by a
process of inference from information mutually available to speaker and hearer,
including the CP and its maxims, the conventional meanings of the words used
and the identity of any references involved, the context of the utterance, and
appropriate background knowledge. This assumption has been the subject of much
discussion, and a large number of problem cases have been described, in which a
Gricean calculation appears to produce the wrong result — either predicting an
implicature that intuitively isn’t there (a false positive, as Davis calls it; 1998,
p.63), or failing to predict one that intuitively is there (a false negative). The latter
cases are the more problematic ones for Grice, since Grice does not hold that
calculability is sufficient for implicature (condition 3, mutual knowledge, must be
met too), but only that it is necessary. The hard cases for Grice are ones where a
hearer believes that an implicature is present (and may even be able to identify it)
but cannot calculate it by Gricean means. Grice must deny that there is any
implicature in such cases, but, as we shall see, this is often highly counterintuitive.
I shall not summarize this literature here (for a careful presentation of many
problem cases, see Davis 1998, Chapters 2—-3). Rather, I shall focus on certain core
cases that highlight fundamental problems with the Calculability Assumption. (In
addition, some problems concerning the calculability of generalized implicatures

will be considered in Chapter 5.)
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One problem lies with the starting point of the calculation process. According
to Grice, the process begins when a hearer detects an apparent violation of the CP
— when a speaker says something that, taken literally, flouts one or more of the
conversational maxims. The problem is that in some cases it may not be clear
whether or not a speaker is doing this. Some utterances can be taken either literally
or figuratively, and yet be equally cooperative either way. (Davis calls this ‘the
rhetorical figure problem’; Davis 1998, pp.65—70.) For example, suppose Danny
has taken Candy to the cinema to see Quentin Tarantino’s latest violent action
movie. Throughout the movie Candy sits silent and emotionless. When it is over,

the following exchange takes place:

3) Danny:  What did you think of the movie?
Candy: It was sublime and beautiful.

How should Danny interpret Candy’s reply, given the assumption that she is
observing the CP? Intuitively, there are two options: Candy might be speaking
literally, or she might be being ironic — saying the opposite of what she believes
(flouting the maxim of Quality) in order to implicate that the movie was brutal and
ugly. Either message would be an informative and relevant reply to Danny’s
question, so the assumption that Candy is observing the CP does not distinguish
between the two interpretations. Given Candy’s lack of response during the movie,
the context of the conversation does not help to decide between them either. It
might be argued that further contextual information or background knowledge
could settle the matter. For example, if Danny knows that Candy dislikes violent
action movies and was reluctant to see this one, then he might suspect she is being
ironic. But even so, Candy might still be speaking literally. She might have been
so impressed by Tarantino’s film that she had changed her mind about action
movies. And if Danny himself thinks that the film really was sublime and beautiful,
then he might regard this as an equally plausible reading of Candy’s remark.

It is true that there might be further items of information that would settle the
matter. Suppose that Candy did in fact intend her words to be taken ironically (and
believed that Danny could work this out). And suppose Danny, who knows Candy

well, senses this, and concludes that she thinks the movie was brutal and ugly.
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Still, this does not mean that the implicature is calculable in Grice’s sense. For
Danny can work out what Candy thinks from the literal meaning of her words
together with the fact that she meant them ironically, without appealing to the CP
at all. Since the calculation does not depend on the assumption that Candy is
observing the CP, it does not show that the supposition that Candy thinks the movie
was brutal and ugly is required in order to preserve the assumption that she is
observing the CP.* This is not surprising. Since her utterance would be cooperative
under both literal and figurative readings, the assumption that she is being
cooperative cannot help Danny decide which interpretation to prefer — which
means that a Gricean calculation is not possible.

Since Grice holds that calculability is necessary for implicature, he must deny
that there is an implicature in this case; the ironic reading is not required, so there
is no irony. This clashes with our intuition that there might be an implicature, with
Candy’s intentions that there should be one, and with Danny’s conclusion that
there was one. The example here involves irony, but similar examples could be
generated for other figures of speech — understatement, overstatement, metaphor,
and so on.

A second type of problem case is one where a Gricean calculation can at best
show that something is being implicated without being able to identify what.
Consider the following example (based on an actual exchange between the author
and a former colleague). Jill enters her workplace and greets a colleague Finn,

whom she hasn’t seen for several days:

(4) Jill: How are you feeling?

Finn: I need to find Suleiman again.

Jill knows that Suleiman is someone Finn met on a recent holiday in Turkey. Finn

has mentioned him several times and shown her a photo of him. So she knows the

4 Davis makes the same point: if facts about the figures of speech speakers are using are treated

as part of the context of their utterances, then implicatures can be calculated directly from this
context and what is said, without establishing that they are required to maintain the cooperative

presumption (Davis 1998, p.70).
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reference of ‘Suleiman’. But she thinks it is unlikely that Finn literally means that
he needs to find this person again, and, even if he does, the information is not
relevant to her question. Now Jill knows that Finn has a liking for non-literal uses
of speech, so she suspects that he is implicating something. And she can confirm
this by Gricean reflections. Finn’s utterance appears uncooperative, violating the
maxims of Relation and Quantity. However, Jill thinks it is unlikely that Finn is
being uncooperative or that he has produced an uncooperative utterance by
mistake, so she infers that Finn means to convey some relevant information, and
that he thought she could and would work out what this was. However, Jill cannot
do this. She can infer that the relevant information must concern Finn’s state of
physical or mental well-being, and perhaps further that he is lacking something
that Suleiman could provide. But she cannot move beyond this, since she has no
idea what Suleiman could provide. She cannot identify the relevant attribute of
Suleiman.’

It may be objected that Jill lacks some crucial background knowledge. If she
knew more about Suleiman and Finn’s relationship with him, then she could make
the calculation. But even if Jill did have more background knowledge, she still
might not be able to make the calculation. Suppose she knows that Suleiman is an
amusing conversationalist, a skilled masseur, a good cook, and that he makes
herbal teas to treat headaches. Then, perhaps, she can narrow down what Finn is
implicating. It may be that Finn is bored and wants to be diverted, or that his back
is hurting, or that he is hungry, or that he has a headache. But, even so, Jill cannot
work out which; she doesn’t know which of Suleiman’s attributes is the relevant

one.

> In the actual conservation on which this example is based, my colleague said ‘I need to find

myself a Suleiman’, and in previous presentations of this material I used this form of words. I have
changed the wording in the present version in order to avoid the objection that in the phrase ‘a
Suleiman’, ‘Suleiman’ serves, in the speaker’s idiolect, as a common noun (meaning, say, ‘an
interesting conversational partner’) and thus that if the hearer knew its literal meaning they would
be able to work out the implicature. The objection does not apply to the present version, where

‘Suleiman’ is a singular term. (Thanks to André Gallois for drawing my attention to this point.)
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Of course, there is information that would allow Jill to work out what Finn is
implicating. She could simply ask Finn why Suleiman would help. If he mentions
Suleiman’s conversational talents, then Jill will conclude that Finn is implicating
that he is bored. But this would still not establish the sort of rational connection
between literal meaning and implicature that Grice requires. Even if Jill could now
work out that Finn was expressing the belief that he is bored, she still wouldn’t be
in a position to establish that he must have been doing this (or even that it is
probable that he was), in order to preserve the assumption that he was observing
the CP. For, given the range of Suleiman’s talents, Finn’s utterance would have
been equally cooperative if it had expressed the belief that his back hurt, or the
belief that he was hungry, or the belief that he had a headache.

Again, then, it seems that Grice must deny that there is an implicature here. If
a Gricean calculation cannot identify a unique belief that must be attributed to Finn
to make sense of his utterance, then the determinacy condition fails to hold and
there is no implicature, despite the fact that Gricean considerations would lead a
hearer to believe that he is implicating something.

It might be objected that Grice allows that implicatures can be indeterminate.

He writes:

Since, to calculate a conversational implicature is to calculate what has to
be supposed in order to preserve the supposition that the Cooperative
Principle is being observed, and since there may be various possible
specific explanations, a list of which may be open, the conversational
implicatum in such cases will be a disjunction of such specific
explanations; and if the list of these is open, the implicatum will have just
the same kind of indeterminacy that many actual implicata do in fact seem

to possess. (Grice 1975/1989, pp.39—40)

Thus, since there are various equally plausible explanations for Finn’s utterance
(that Finn is bored, that his back is hurting, that he is hungry, that he has a
headache), perhaps his utterance should be interpreted as the disjunction of these

claims: that Finn is bored or has a sore back or is hungry or has a headache.
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There are problems with this suggestion, however, which illustrate a general
difficulty for the determinacy condition. It is true, as Grice notes, that many
implicata are indeterminate; many metaphors, for example, are effective precisely
because they express an open-ended range of related thoughts (Martinich 1991).
However, as Davis points out, a metaphor is not equivalent to a disjunction of the
thoughts it expresses. We would not regard a metaphor as appropriate if only one
of the many thoughts it expressed were true, even though that would be enough to
make the disjunction true. ‘My love is like a red rose’ would not be an apt metaphor
if its subject possessed only one of the many properties which a human might share
with a rose — say, being sweet-smelling — while being utterly unlike a rose in
every other respect (Davis 1998, pp.71-2). Moreover, it is very unlikely that a
speaker who uses a metaphor believes that their hearer will construct a disjunction
of all the ideas their words express and attribute a belief in it to them. Yet if they
do not, then the determinacy clause will not hold and there will be no implicature.
For example, in Finn’s case it is very unlikely that he is seeking to convey a
complex disjunctive proposition to the effect that he has at least one of a series of
needs, and thinks Jill can work this out. And even if he were, it would be hard to
reconcile the supposition that he is doing so with the presumption that he is being
cooperative. Since Finn must know which of the disjuncts is true (all the claims
are about his own feelings), it would be uncooperative of Finn not to indicate
which of them it is (violating the maxim of Quantity). And if more than one of the
disjuncts is true, then it would be uncooperative not to indicate that their
conjunction was true (again violating the maxim of Quantity).

Another problem with Grice’s approach is that it makes some implicatures
dependent on the hearer’s state of knowledge. Suppose Finn wants to implicate
that he is bored. He thinks that all Jill knows about Suleiman is that he is a good
conversationalist, and so believes she will work out what he means. And if that
were all Jill knew about Suleiman, then the implicature would succeed. Jill
presumes that Finn is observing the CP, and, given what she knows about
Suleiman, the only way to make sense of his utterance is to suppose that he is
indicating that he is bored. And Finn believes that she can work this out. So the
three conditions are met, and Finn successfully implicates that he is bored. Now

consider another case. Everything is the same except that Jill knows more about
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Suleiman: that he is a skilled masseur, a good cook, and so on. Now there are other
equally plausible suppositions available to Jill, and the disjunctive reading is
required. But since Finn does not know that Jill has this additional knowledge, he
still believes she will suppose that he is indicating that he is bored, and he doesn’t
even consider the disjunctive reading. So the determinacy condition does not hold,
and nothing is implicated at all. This is counterintuitive, and it leaves us with a
puzzle as to what to say about cases where a speaker has multiple hearers. What if
Finn’s remark had been addressed to a group of people, each of whom had a
different level of knowledge about Suleiman? For Finn to successfully implicate
that he was bored, would it be sufficient that one of his hearers was required to
attribute that belief to him (given their particular background knowledge) or must
all of them be required to do so (given their different levels of background
knowledge)? Neither option seems plausible. It seems too weak to allow that one
hearer is sufficient (especially as that hearer might be the one with the least
background knowledge), but too strong to require that all are necessary, since then
the addition of one new poorly informed or over-informed hearer could undermine

an implicature that everyone else agreed existed.

1.3 Problems with mutual knowledge
The third of Grice’s conditions for the existence of an implicature with content q
is that the speaker should think (and expect the hearer to think that they think) that
the hearer can work out, or grasp intuitively, that the supposition that the speaker
believes q is required to make their utterance consistent with the presumption that
they are observing the CP. (For simplicity I shall omit the parenthesis in what
follows; nothing will turn on it.) Again, there are problems with this condition.
One problem is that the condition requires speakers to possess a sophisticated
understanding of the role that (according to Grice) cooperation plays in the
generation of implicatures. Yet, it seems, young children can implicate things
without having this understanding. When my five-year old son says he ate some
of the chocolates or asks me if I can find his shoes, he implicates things, though I
doubt if he believes I can work out what these things are from the presumption that
he is observing the CP (despite his having overheard me talk about this at great

length!). Likewise, a person can doubt that hearers can derive implicatures from
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the CP without thereby becoming unable to implicate. Wayne Davis notes that his
rejection of Gricean theory has not reduced his power to implicate things (Davis
1998, p.121).

Moreover, even if speakers do sometimes form the beliefs Grice mentions, it
seems possible to implicate without them. I implicate things to my five-year old
(for example, in saying that he can have some of the sweets), without believing
that he can work out that the supposition that I believe that he may not have all the
sweets is required in order to preserve the assumption that [ am being cooperative.
And though I do believe that he can grasp my meaning intuitively, I do not believe
that he can do this in the ‘quick’ way Grice describes, which involves having the
ability to construct, or at least recognize, the full Gricean calculation (see the
discussion in Chapter 2, section 3).

There are many other cases where a speaker implicates something without
believing that their hearer can calculate or intuitively grasp the implicatum. A
speaker might say something with the intention that it should carry an implicature
that they do not expect their hearer to recognize. Talking to a particularly annoying
acquaintance, I might say something that carries a subtle and insulting implicature
just for my own satisfaction and with the intention that it should go over my
acquaintance’s head. Or a speaker might say something with the hope that their
hearer will get the implicature but without being confident that they will or even
believing that they won’t. (Think of a relative talking to a coma patient in the hope
of triggering a response.) Or a person might say something without realizing that
it carries an implicature until it is pointed out to them later — an embarrassing
situation with which most of us are familiar. Or, finally, as noted earlier, one might
use implicatures in a monologue, where there is no hearer involved at all.

It might be objected that the beliefs Grice mentions need not be conscious ones,
and that in the cases mentioned the speakers have nonconscious beliefs of the
required kind, which in some cases conflict with their conscious beliefs (for the
view that we have separate conscious and nonconscious systems of belief, whose
contents may conflict, see, for example, Frankish 2004). However, without
independent evidence for the existence of implicit beliefs with the contents in

question, this looks like an ad hoc move designed to save the theory. Moreover, it
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is hard to see how the suggestion could be extended to cases of unintended or

solitary implicature.

2. A normative reading

Many of the problem cases considered above are ones in which Grice’s theory of
conversational implicature seems to conflict with our intuitions as to whether an
implicature is present or what its content is. But it may be that the conflict is only
apparent. Perhaps the theory and the intuitions concern different things. In
particular, it may be that our intuitions concern what speakers infend to implicate
by their utterances or what hearers take utterances to implicate, whereas Grice’s
theory concerns what utterances actually do implicate, in a normative sense. If so,
then many of the supposed problems for Grice will disappear. This approach has
been proposed by Saul (Saul 2002a), and I shall look at it in this section of the
chapter.

2.1 Speaker meaning, implicature, and an extended taxonomy

Saul proposes that Grice’s notion of conversational implicature is intended to
capture a normative aspect of language use, parallel to his notion of sentence
meaning. Grice holds that for a speaker to succeed in saying p by uttering sentence
S, it is not enough for the speaker to mean that p (to have the right communicative
intentions); it must also be the case that the sentence S means that p — which, for
Grice, is, roughly, to say that people typically use it to mean p. The sentence’s
meaning must match the speaker’s meaning. Similarly, Saul proposes, for a
speaker to implicate that q it is not enough for them to mean q; they must also
produce an utterance that implicates q, where this is not determined by the
speaker’s intentions. The idea is that as speakers we do not have complete control
over what we implicate, any more than we have complete control over what we
say. We cannot implicate whatever we like by a given utterance, any more than we
can say whatever we like by it. (I cannot say that I am dyslexic by uttering the
words ‘I am dialectic’, even if that is what I mean to say, and even if I think that
that is what the sentence means.) To implicate that q by uttering S, an objective,
normative condition must be met as well as a subjective, psychological one.

However, this normative condition cannot be that S is typically used to implicate
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q (as the parallel with sentence meaning would suggest), since many implicatures
are context dependent. So, Saul suggests, Grice identifies it instead with the
meaning that the hearer is required to attribute to the speaker in order to preserve
the assumption that the speaker is being cooperative. This may vary from context
to context, but it is not controlled by the speaker’s intentions, and so gives the
required objective condition (Saul 2002a, p.241).

On this reading, implicature is not a form of speaker meaning, and we must
reject the view (which Saul suggests is close to being an orthodoxy) that for Grice
what a speaker means divides into what they say and what they implicate. (This is
the view by defended Stephen Neale, discussed in Chapter 2.) Saul argues that this
is an implausible reading of Grice, given that his definition of speaker meaning is
framed wholly in terms of the speaker’s intentions, whereas his definition of
implicature focuses on what the hearer presumes and supposes. It follows that a
hearer’s attitudes cannot constrain what a speaker means but can constrain what
they implicate, which suggests that the two can diverge. Saul argues that one can
mean things that one does not implicate (and does not say either), and she suggests
that it may be possible to implicate things one does not mean.

Saul illustrates the former case (meanings that are not implicated) with variants
of'an example used by Grice, in which a philosophy professor is writing a reference
letter for a student who is applying for an academic job (Grice 1975/1989, p.33).
In the first variant, the professor is writing a reference for Fred, who is a poor
philosopher and a thief. She doesn’t wish to say this explicitly, however, so she
devotes her reference letter to praising Fred’s genuine typing skills, intending to
implicate that Fred is a poor philosopher. However, her audience does not interpret
her letter in the way she expects. Fred is in fact applying for a typing job, and the
employer takes the letter literally. In the second variant, the professor writes a
similar letter for Cedric. Again she focuses on irrelevant matters, such as Cedric’s
typing skills, intending to implicate that Cedric is a poor philosopher. Again, she
fails, however. For the appointing committee have been told that she disapproves
of writing reference letters, and they therefore assume that she is simply being
uncooperative, and do not search for an implicated meaning. In both cases, then,
the speaker means something that is not successfully implicated (and not said

cither) (Saul 2002a, p.230, pp.234-5).
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As a possible case of unmeant implicature, Saul uses another variant of the
same example. This time, although the student, Roland, is a poor philosopher, the
professor likes him and wants him to get the job. So she writes a long and detailed
letter containing lots of information about Roland’s academic career but no
judgements on his ability. Since the letter lacks important information, it can be
read as cooperative only on the supposition that the professor thinks that Roland
is a poor philosopher, and the professor believes that the audience can work this
out. So the letter implicates that Roland is a poor philosopher (in the example it is
the letter that implicates rather than any particular sentence in it). However, the
professor does not intend the audience to form this belief; in fact, she hopes that
they will read the letter superficially and form a positive impression of Roland. So
she does not intend the audience to form the belief that Roland is a poor student
and so does not mean that, though her letter implicates it (Saul 2002a, p.237-8). If
this is right, then speakers can mean things that they do not implicate (or say either)

and implicate things that they do not mean. This is illustrated in Figure 2.

the Spﬁak 2]
conversationally implicates

Figure 2: The relation between speaker meaning, sentence meaning, and
conversational implicature, on Saul’s reading of Grice. A given proposition may
fall in any of the circles or their defined overlaps. (The Roland case would fall in

the unshaded area on the far right.)
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Saul notes that if there are aspects of meaning that are neither said nor
implicated, then Grice’s taxonomy is incomplete. To rectify this, Saul introduces
the notion of utterer-implicature. The definition of utterer-implicature is the same
as that of conversational implicature, except that it is not necessary for conditions
(1) (the cooperative presumption) and (2) (determinacy) to hold, but only for the
speaker to think they hold.® That is (1) and (2) are replaced by:

(1*) The speaker thinks that he is presumed to be following the

conversational maxims, or at least the Cooperative Principle.

(2%) The speaker thinks that the supposition that he [the speaker] is aware
that, or thinks that, g, is required to make his saying or making as if to say

p (or doing so in those terms) consistent with this presumption.

(From Saul 2002a, p.235)

In the Fred and Cedric cases, the professor utterer-implicates that their student is
a poor philosopher, without conversationally implicating it.

Saul also proposes a corresponding notion of audience-implicature, which
replaces clauses (2) and (3) in the definition of conversational implicature with the

following:

(2A) The audience believes that the supposition that he [the speaker] is
aware that, or thinks that, ¢, is required to make his saying or making as

if to say p (or doing so in those terms) consistent with this presumption.

(BA) The audience takes the speaker to think that it is within the
audience’s competence to work out that the supposition mentioned in (2)

is required. ’

(From Saul 2002a, p.242)

6 Saul adopts the usual descriptive phrasing of the cooperative presumption, rather than Grice’s

own normative one, and I shall follow her in this in what follows.
7 Saul says ‘the supposition mentioned in (2)’ but to make the definition more self-contained we

could change this to ‘the supposition mentioned in (2A)’.
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As an example of an audience-implicature, Saul uses another reference-letter case.
This time the professor is writing a letter for a student, Felix, who she thinks is
applying for a job as a typist. Although Felix is an excellent philosopher, the
professor says nothing about his philosophical abilities and writes about his typing
skills and punctuality. However, Felix is in fact applying for a philosophy post,
and the audience interpret the letter as implicating that Felix is a poor philosopher.
This is not a genuine conversational implicature, since, although conditions (1)
and (arguably) (2) are met, condition (3) is not.® However, it is an audience-
implicature, since (2A) and (3A) hold (Saul 2002a, p.242).

As Saul notes, an utterer-implicature is (roughly) what the speaker is trying to
implicate, and an audience-implicature is what the audience takes the speaker to
be implicating (Saul 2002a, p.243). Thus, if a claim q is both utterer-implicated
and audience-implicated, then it will have been successfully communicated. This
might suggest that a conversational implicature is simply a combination of the two:
q is conversationally implicated if it is both utterer-implicated and audience-
implicated. Saul rejects this suggestion, however, arguing that something can be
conversationally implicated without being audience-implicated. She illustrates this
with two final examples, in which a professor writes reference letters for two
students, Trigby and Wesley. In both cases, the professor seeks to implicate that
the student is a poor philosopher by writing about irrelevant matters, such as their
rock-climbing skills or wide knowledge of illegal drugs. The letters can be read as
cooperative only on the assumption that the professor thinks that the students are
poor philosophers and believes the audience will realize this, so the conditions for
conversational implicature are met. However, the audiences fail to interpret the

letters as intended. In Trigby’s case, they see that the supposition that Trigby is a

8 (2) is met if it is assumed that the writer understood who they were addressing and why.

Although this assumption may be false (as in the Felix case), it seems reasonable for hearers to
make it when deciding how to interpret an utterance. If it is not made, then a non-literal reading of
an utterance will be required only if there is no conceivable misunderstanding on the speaker’s part
which would make the utterance cooperative on a literal reading — with the consequence that non-

literal readings are required far less often than we think.

70



poor philosopher is needed, but don’t realize that the professor intended them to
work this out. (They think she was trying to trick them into forming a positive
opinion of Trigby.) Hence (3A) is not met. In Wesley’s case, the audience read the
letter quickly, notice some positive words, and think that the professor is
recommending Wesley. Here (2A) is not met. Thus in these cases the claim that
the student is poor is conversationally implicated but not audience-implicated
(Saul 2002a, p.244).

Saul uses the Wesley case to illustrate what the role of conversational
implicature actually is, on the interpretation she proposes. Suppose the audience
(the hiring committee) complain that the professor misled them about Wesley. It
would not be sufficient, Saul argues, for the professor (who in the examples is Saul
herself) to reply that she utterer-implicated that Wesley was a poor student — that
she believed that the supposition that she thought he was a poor student was
required in order to make sense of her letter. For if her belief was not justified,

then she could still be blamed for the miscommunication.

Saying that I utterer-implicated that Wesley is a poor philosopher is not
much of a defense: I could have utterer-implicated that Wesley was Elvis
if I was crazy enough to suppose that attributing this belief to me was
required to make sense of my utterance, and that the audience could work

this out. (Saul 2002a, p.244)

But (Saul continues) it would be a good defence to claim that she conversationally

implicated that Wesley was a poor student:

What I can do, however, is maintain that I conversationally implicated it:
It was required in order to understand me as cooperative, and my audience

was capable of working it out. (ibid.)
By conversationally implicating something, Saul argues, one has made it available

to one’s audience, and thereby fulfilled one’s communicative responsibilities in

the matter — whether or not one’s audience actually grasps it. Grice’s notion of
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conversational implicature, Saul concludes, is designed precisely to play this

normative role.

2.2 An enriched Gricean framework
By treating (conversational) implicature as a normative notion, and by introducing
the additional concepts of utterer-implicature and audience implicature, Saul
enriches the Gricean framework and enables it to avoid some of the problems
discussed earlier. In particular, the enriched framework provides at least partial
solutions to the problems concerning determinacy and calculability. If we
understand implicature as normative, then it becomes easier to accept that there is
no implicature present in cases like those of Candy and Finn, where calculability
fails. We can agree that the utterer has not done enough to make the information
available. Our intuitions that there is an implicature in place in these cases (or that
there is a more determinate one than we can calculate) can be vindicated by the
existence of appropriate utterer-implicatures. Thus, Candy utterer-implicated that
Tarantino’s movie was ugly and brutal, and Finn utterer-implicated that he was
bored, since they believed that those interpretations were required to make sense
of their utterances as cooperative and they thought their hearers could work that
out. However, they were wrong about this, since in neither case was the intended
meaning required in the Gricean sense. Candy’s utterance did not require a non-
literal reading at all, and although Finn’s did require such a reading, he did not do
enough to narrow down the possible non-literal meanings to the one he had in
mind. Thus, neither conversationally implicated the things they utterer-implicated.
However, Saul’s account doesn’t resolve all of the problems for Grice. First, it
does not address the problems that arise from condition (1) (the cooperative
presumption). As noted earlier, it is plausible to think that an utterance can carry
an implicature even if the hearer does not (or should not) presume the speaker to
be being cooperative (for example, where the hearer thinks the speaker is trying to
mislead them, or where the speaker is changing the subject or engaging in
monologue). We might respond by saying that in such cases there is only an
utterer-implicature, not a conversational one. That is, though (1) does not hold,
(1*) does: the speaker thinks that he or she is presumed to be being cooperative.

However, this is not adequate. For in many of the cases discussed earlier, even
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(1*) will not hold: typically, speakers who openly change the subject or engage in
monologue will not even think that their hearers presume them to be being
cooperative.

Second, the enriched framework still faces the problems created by condition
(3), mutual knowledge, which says (simplifying somewhat) that a speaker thinks
that the hearer can work out the implicated message in the Gricean way. As we
saw, intuitively it is possible for an utterance to carry an implicature even where
this condition is not met (for example, where the speaker is a child, or where an
implicature is intended to go over a hearer’s head, or where the speaker is engaged
in monologue or talking to a coma patient). And the enriched framework still
cannot explain this. There cannot be an utterer-implicature in these cases any more
than there can be a conversational one, since the definition of utterer-implicature
includes condition (3) unchanged. Nor is it plausible to think that there is an
audience-implicature. For an audience-implicature exists only if the audience
thinks that condition (3) holds (that is, if they take the speaker to think that they
can work out the implicated content in Gricean fashion) and in the problem cases
discussed (where the speaker is a child, or the hearer uncomprehending or
comatose or non-existent) this is no more likely than it is that condition (3) will

actually hold.

3. Some modifications

Despite its attractions, there are also some difficulties for Saul’s reading of Grice,
and in this section I shall highlight these and propose some modifications to the
definition of conversational implicature in order to bring it more in line with the
normative view proposed by Saul. Although this means departing from the letter
of Grice’s account, the modified version will remain broadly faithful to his
approach, and, as we shall see, the modifications will also remove some of the

remaining problems for the Gricean framework mentioned in the first section.

3.1 The cooperative presumption revised
The first difficulty concerns condition (1), which runs against the spirit of the
normative reading. If implicating something involves making it available to one’s

hearer, then it should not depend on the searer’s doing something. A content might
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be made available to a hearer even if they did nothing to pick it up — not even
presuming that the speaker was being cooperative. From a normative perspective,
it doesn’t matter whether anyone actually makes the presumption that the utterer
is being cooperative.” What matters is what is rationally required to make their
utterance consistent with that presumption, and this is captured by (2) on its own,

with slight rephrasing as follows:

(D (=1 & 2 revised) The supposition that the speaker is aware that, or
thinks that, ¢, is required to make his saying or making as if to say p (or
doing so in those terms) consistent with the presumption that he is

observing the CP.

This suggests that if implicating involves making a content available, then we
should revise its definition, dropping (1) altogether and replacing (2) with (I)
above. This would be more consistent with the idea that the notion of implicature
is a normative one. Moreover, it has the additional advantage that it removes all
the problems for the Gricean framework arising from clause (1). On the modified
view, a speaker can conversationally implicate something (make it available) no
matter what attitude their audience takes towards them and even if there is no
audience at all. (In the latter case, the content will be made available to merely

potential hearers.)

3.2 Mutual knowledge revised

The second difficulty concerns condition (3), which also does not fit in well with
the normative approach. If implicating something involves making it available
according to an objective standard (fulfilling one’s communicative responsibilities
with regard to it), then there ought to be more to it than the speaker merely
believing that certain conditions are met. Thus, when discussing clauses (2) and

(2A), Saul points out that if a speaker is accused of not properly communicating a

Asimilar point holds on the ‘to be presumed’ reading of the cooperative presumption. Whether

or not a speaker makes a piece of information available should not depend on the hearer’s

obligations.
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piece of information, p, it would not be enough for them to reply that they had
believed that attributing the belief that p to them was required in order to make
sense of their utterance (Saul 2002a, p.244). If attributing that belief to them was
not in fact required, then they had not made p available. Similarly, I suggest, it
would not be enough for a speaker to say that they believed their audience could
work out that attribution of the belief that p was required: their belief about their
audience's abilities must be a reasonable one. To see this, consider another
reference letter example. Again, the professor wants to implicate that one of her
students, Dido, is a poor philosopher. This time, however, she tries a different
tactic. She writes a glowing letter full of relevant details, but closes the letter with
the sentence ‘In closing, it is of the utmost importance to stress that [ am a biscuit’.
She believes that the only way to make sense of this surreal comment is as
conveying the belief that all she has just written about Dido is unreliable, and she
believes that her audience are able to work this out. It is not implausible to think
she is right about the first point (how else could one make sense of the comment?),
so the conditions for implicature are met (the message that Dido is a poor
philosopher is required to make sense of the speaker’s utterance and the speaker
believes the audience can work this out). As it turns out, however, the professor
has overestimated her audience’s inferential abilities. Her tactic is too subtle for
the hiring committee, who are simply baffled by the closing sentence. So although
the conditions for implicature are met, the professor has not made the relevant
information available, since she had a mistaken view about her audience’s ability
to work out what is required to make sense of her utterance. (This resembles Saul’s
Wesley case, where the audience read the professor’s letter quickly and failed to
work out that the intended meaning was required in order to make sense of it.
However, in that case the professor was right to think that the audience could work
out the intended meaning (they could have worked it out if they had read the letter
more carefully), and responsibility for the failure of communication lay with the
audience. In the Dido case, by contrast, the professor is wrong to think that the
audience can work out that the intended meaning is required, and responsibility
for the failure of communication lies with her. Thus, in the Wesley case the

professor made her meaning available, whereas in the Dido case she did not.)
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Since (3) is the cause of the problem here, this suggests that we should revise
it so that it becomes a claim about what the audience can do, rather than about

what the speaker believes they can do:

(3’) It is within the audience’s competence to work out, or grasp

intuitively, that the supposition mentioned in (I) is required.

Together with the previous modification, this change has the effect of making
the notions of utterer-implicature, audience-implicature, and conversational
implicature more clearly parallel to each other: the first concerns what the utterer
thinks is the case, the second concerns what the audience thinks is the case, and
the third concerns what is in fact the case. Thus, an utterance U carries the
utterance implicature q if the utterer thinks that the supposition that they think q is
required to make sense of U and that the audience can work this out. U carries the
audience-implicature that q if the audience thinks that the supposition that the
utterer thinks that q is required to make sense of U and that the utterer thinks they
can work this out. And U carries the conversational implicature q if the supposition
that the utterer thinks that q is in fact required to make sense of U and the audience
can in fact work this out. Or, more concisely, q is utterer-implicated if the utterer
thinks U makes q available; q is audience-implicated if the audience thinks U
makes q available, and q is conversationally implicated if U does make q available.

There are problems with this suggestion, however. If (3) was not demanding
enough on speakers, the revised version, (3’), seems foo demanding. For it would
mean that an implicature could fail for reasons outside the speaker’s control. A
speaker might produce an utterance which is designed to implicate that q and
which most hearers would interpret as implicating that q, yet fail to implicate that
q because their actual hearer is unable to work out that q is implicated — say,
because they are confused, ill, or suffering from some mental disability. A
normative standard which requires speakers to take account of the specific abilities
of individual hearers seems too strict. After all, on the normative reading,
implicature is supposed to have a similar role to that of sentence meaning, and that
is not relativized to individual hearers. Moreover, many of the original problems

for condition (3) would still remain on the revised version. For example, it would
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still be impossible to implicate something when talking to a coma patient or in
monologue, or to implicate something that went over the hearer’s head.

One option here would be to drop condition (3) altogether, and say that an
utterance implicates a proposition q if the supposition that the speaker thinks that
q is required to make sense of the utterance, regardless of whether the speaker
thinks the audience can work this out or whether the audience can in fact work it
out. This would of course solve all the problems arising from condition (3), and it
seems to get at the core of Grice’s account, as reflected in his briefer presentations
of it.!°

However, dropping (3) would again give us a rather loose normative standard,
as the unrevised version of (3) did. There could be cases where a certain
supposition is required to make sense of an utterance, but where it is beyond the
scope of a typical audience to work this out, and in such cases the speaker would
not have done enough to convey the supposition. The Dido reference letter serves
again as an example. Perhaps the best option, then, would be to revise (3) further,
so that it becomes a claim about what a typical, or normal, audience would be

capable of:

10" For example:

[W1hat is implicated is what it is required that one assume a speaker to think in
order to preserve the assumption that he is observing the Cooperative Principle
(and perhaps some conversational maxims as well), if not at the level of what is

said, at least at the level of what is implicated. (Grice 1989, p.86)

and
Implicatures are thought of as arising in the following way; an implicatum ... is
the content of that psychological state or attitude which needs to be attributed to
a speaker in order to secure one or another of the following results; (a) that a
violation on his part of a conversational maxim is in the circumstances justifiable,
at least in his eyes, or (b) that what appears to be a violation by him of a
conversational maxim is only a seeming, not a real violation ... (Grice 1989,

p.370)
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(IT) (= 3 revised) It would be within the competence of a typical audience
to work out, or grasp intuitively, that the supposition mentioned in (I) is

required.

(I call the revised claim (IT) to match (I), which is our revised version of (1) and
(2)). Here ‘typical’ means something like ‘alert, averagely informed, competent
adult speaker of the relevant language’. (This definition will do for the present, but
in the next chapter I shall argue that we must define the typical hearer more
narrowly, to take account of the background assumptions and other information on
which the hearer is expected to draw.) This also has the advantage of avoiding the
other problems for (3). A speaker can implicate things even if their hearer cannot
calculate the implicatum or even if there is no hearer at all, provided a typical
hearer could make the calculation. Thus, one can implicate something in

monologue or while talking to a coma patient.

3.3 Unmeant implicatures

Another consequence of this revision of clause (3) is that there will be clear cases
of unmeant implicatures. Although Saul suggests that there may be unmeant
implicatures, she does not commit herself and says that the issues are ‘incredibly
tricky’ (2002a, p.247 n.28). This is true so long as we stick with Grice’s definition,
with the original clause (3). On the one hand, if conversational implicature is the
pragmatic parallel of sentence meaning, then it should be possible to produce
utterances with implicatures one does not intend, just as it is possible to utter
sentences with meanings one does not intend. On the other hand, it is not easy to
think of cases where a speaker believes that their audience can work out that the
supposition that they (the speaker) believe that q is required to make sense of their
utterance and yet does not intend to express the belief that q. This is not to say that
implicature conceptually requires intention. As we saw in the previous chapter,
Grice’s views on that are not clear. The point is that it is not easy to find

psychologically plausible cases where a person fulfils the conditions for
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implicating that q without also intending to communicate p. (Saul offers the
Roland case as a possible example, but does so only tentatively.)!!

The revised version of Grice’s definition, with (II) instead of (3), avoids this
problem. Since (II) does not make reference to what the speaker believes, there is
no obstacle to a speaker’s producing an utterance that carries an unmeant
implicature. If a certain reading is required to make sense of a given utterance as
cooperative, and if a typical audience would work out this meaning, then it is
implicated, regardless of whether or not the speaker intended it.

This is, I suggest, an intuitively desirable result. The following example may
help to illustrate this. A professor, Donald, phones a colleague, Rita, to ask her
opinion of one of her former students, Omar, who has just applied to Donald’s
institution. As it happens, Rita thinks that Omar is an excellent philosopher.
However, she also knows that he is an exceptionally kind, caring, and inspiring
human being, who spends all his spare time on voluntary work and charitable
activities, and on the spur of the moment she is so eager to say what a wonderful
person Omar is that she forgets to say anything at all about his philosophical
abilities. Donald interprets this failure to mention Omar’s philosophical work as
implicating that Omar is a poor philosopher, and decides to reject his application.
Here I think we would intuitively say that Rita (or perhaps her utterance — see
below) had implicated that Omar is a poor philosopher, and if she were later to
reflect on what she had said, she might well come to that conclusion herself and
feel guilty for misrepresenting Omar, albeit unintentionally. But Grice’s definition
does not support this intuitive conclusion, since clause (3) would not be met. Rita
would not count as having implicated that Omar was a poor student, since she did
not believe that Donald was able to work out that that belief must be attributed to
her to preserve the supposition that she was being cooperative. (If she had believed
that, she would have spoken very differently.) However, the revised definition,

with (II) instead of (3), does support the intuitive conclusion, since it does not

""" To recap: The professor writes a reference letter that clearly implicates that Roland is a poor

philosopher, yet she does not intend the hiring committee to form the belief that he is a poor

philosopher, and hopes they will not notice the implicature (Saul 2002a).
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mention Rita’s beliefs at all. Since (plausibly) attributing to Rita the belief that
Omar was a poor philosopher was required to uphold the presumption that she was
observing the CP and following the maxims, and since it was within the power of
a typical hearer to work that out, Rita (or her utterance) implicated that message.
Although implicatures like Rita’s are unintended, the speaker may still be held
responsible for them, since they neglected to consider the way in which their
utterance would be understood. The recognition of the possibility of unmeant

implicatures may have consequences for questions about the ethics of implicature.

4. Implicature and speaker meaning again

I now want to return to the role of speaker meaning in implicature. As we saw in
the previous chapter, Grice does not clearly commit himself as to whether
implicatures must also be meant, and we left the question open. However, Saul’s
normative reading, revised as proposed, suggests a way to resolve this issue, as |

shall now explain.

4.1 Normative and psychological conditions for implicature

Saul proposes that Grice’s notion of implicature is intended to play a normative
role, similar to that of sentence meaning. Now, for Grice, uttering a sentence which
means that p (sentence meaning) is only one of two necessary and sufficient
conditions for saying that p. The other condition is that the speaker must mean that
p (speaker or utterer’s meaning) — where this is a matter of the speaker being in
a certain psychological state (having certain communicative intentions, as
previously discussed). If the notion of implicature plays the same role as that of
sentence meaning, then this suggests that for a speaker to implicate that q it is not
enough for them to produce an utterance that implicates that q; in addition, the
speaker must meet some psychological condition, parallel to having an appropriate
speaker meaning (see Table 1).

But what is this psychological condition? One option would be to say that it is
the existence of an utterer-implicature (in Saul’s sense) with content q. Utterer-
implicature is defined in terms of speaker’s beliefs, so this is a psychological
condition. However, it does not seem to be the right psychological condition.

Roughly speaking, to say that a speaker S utterer-implicates q is to say that S thinks
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that their utterance implicates q — that is, S thinks that the normative condition
holds. But in the case of saying the two conditions are not related in this way. To
say that a speaker S means that p is not to say that S believes that the sentence they
utter means that p. Speaker meaning is a matter of having certain communicative
intentions, and it is more basic than sentence meaning and independent of it.

A better view, I propose, is that the psychological condition is simply that S
means that q in Grice’s standard sense — that is (roughly), S intends to get their
hearer H to believe that q (or to believe that S believes that q) and to achieve this
in part by getting H to recognize this very intention. As we saw in the previous
chapter, there are several reasons to think that Grice held that implicatures need to
be backed by speaker meanings, and these reasons all support the present proposal.
Thus, I propose that the conditions for the performance of speech acts with,
respectively, conventional and nonconventional meaning are as in Table 1. (For
simplicity, I have assumed that conventional meaning is limited to what is said,
and nonconventional meaning to what is conversationally implicated; the table
could easily be extended to accommodate conventional implicature and

nonconversational nonconventional implicature.)

Act Psychological Normative
condition Condition
Conventional S says that p S means that p S uses a sentence
meaning (speaker meaning) that means p

(sentence meaning)

Nonconventional S implicates that q S means that q S produces an
meaning utterance that meets
the Gricean
conditions for
implicating q

Table 1: Saying and implicating. A psychological condition and a normative
condition are individually necessary and jointly sufficient for each act.

Of course, as we also saw in the previous chapter, there are also reasons to think

that Grice held that implicatures do not need to be backed by speaker meanings.

However, from our present position we can explain this, as I shall now show.
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4.2 Speaker implicature and utterance implicature

If what has been said in the previous section is correct, then a speaker might meet
the normative condition for implicating that q without meeting the psychological
one. In the case of conventional meaning, Grice holds that a speaker says that p
only if both conditions are met, so by parallel, we should say that a speaker
implicates that q only if both relevant conditions are met. In the case where only
the normative condition is met, we might say that the utterance, but not the
speaker, implicates that q. (The parallel with conventional meaning would suggest
that we should say it is the sentence that implicates. But although this might be
appropriate for generalized implicatures, where the same sentence generates the
same implicature in most contexts, it does not allow for particularized
implicatures, which are context-dependent. To accommodate both kinds, we need
to consider sentences as uttered in particular contexts — that is, utterances.) Thus,
we need to distinguish between an utterance implicating something and a speaker
implicating something. An utterance U implicates that q when the normative
condition holds (that is, on the proposed revised account, when (I) and (II) hold),
whether or not the speaker means that q. A speaker S implicates q when both the
normative and psychological conditions hold (that is, when (I) and (II) hold, and,
in addition, S means that q)."? I shall refer to these as utterance implicature and
speaker implicature respectively. (The latter should not be confused with utterer-
implicature as defined by Saul. A person utterer-implicates that q in Saul's sense
if they think that their utterance meets the Gricean conditions for implicating q. A
person speaker implicates that q in my sense if (a) their utterance meets the Gricean

conditions for implicating that q (or my revised versions, (I) and (II)), and (b) they

12 As a reminder, conditions (I) and (II) are:

(I) The supposition that the speaker is aware that, or thinks that, g, is required to
make his saying or making as if to say p (or doing so in those terms) consistent

with the presumption that he is observing the CP.

(IT) It would be within the competence of a typical audience to work out, or grasp

intuitively, that the supposition mentioned in (I) is required.
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mean that q.) Cases of unmeant implicature, like Rita’s, are ones of utterance
implicature but not speaker implicature. The relation between utterance
implicature and speaker implicature, and the parallel relation between sentence

meaning and what is said, are set out in diagram form in Figure 3.

What the speaker means
(speaker meaning)

What the
speaker implicates
(speaker implicature)

What the
speaker says
(what is said)

What the utterance implicates
(utterance implicature)

What the sentence means
(sentence meaning)

Figure 3: The relation between sentence meaning and what is said, and between
utterance implicature and speaker implicature, on the view proposed here. The

Roland and Rita cases fall in the unshaded crescent on the far right.

The cases of unmeant sentence meaning (those in the crescent on the far left)
will include both ones where the speaker misspeaks, choosing the wrong words
for their meaning, and ones where they deliberately say something they do not
mean in order to convey something else (where they make as if to say it, as Grice
puts it). Similarly, the cases of unmeant utterance implicature (in the crescent on
the far right) will include both unwitting ones, in which the speaker is unaware
that their utterance carries an implicature (as in Rita’s case) and ones where the
speaker deliberately creates an implicature they do not mean, as in Saul’s Roland
case (in which the professor deliberately writes an irrelevant reference letter but
hopes no one will spot the implicature). In cases of the latter kind, we might say

that the speaker makes as if to implicate.

83



4.3 The role of intention

This distinction between utterance implicature and speaker implicature enables us
to resolve the apparent conflict in Grice’s views about the role of speaker meaning
in implicature. As we saw in the previous chapter, a case can be made for thinking
both that Grice did and did not hold that implicatures must be backed by speaker
meanings. Now, on the view proposed here, an utterance can implicate something
without the speaker meaning it, as in Rita’s case, but a speaker cannot implicate
something without meaning it (though that is not all there is to implicating it;
meaning that q is necessary but not sufficient for implicating that q). Thus, the
apparent tension in Grice’s views can be resolved. The two contrasting positions
on the role of speaker meaning can be thought of as corresponding to two different
questions: what is required for an utterance to implicate something and what is
required for a speaker to implicate something. Since the requirements for a speaker
to implicate that q differ from those for saying that q only in that they involve
producing an utterance which implicates that g, it is natural that Grice’s discussion
of implicature focuses almost exclusively on the conditions for utterance
implicature and makes little or no mention of intentions. However, when we set
Grice’s theory of implicature in the wider context of his theory of meaning, we
need to bring in the further psychological conditions for a person to communicate
something, and thus to focus on the broader notion of speaker implicature. Thus,
the distinction between utterance and speaker implicature makes sense of what is
otherwise a mysterious conflict in Grice’s views.

I am not claiming that Grice would have endorsed this explanation. For one
thing, he does not distinguish between speaker implicature and utterance
implicature, and indeed it is difficult to make that distinction while working with
the unrevised Gricean definition, which does not easily accommodate unmeant
implicatures. Moreover, Grice’s definition of implicature is framed in terms of the
conditions for a person (indeed, a man) to implicate something (‘A man who, by
(in, when) saying (or making as if to say) that p has implicated that g [etc.]’
(1975/1989, p.30). This is not, however, strictly incompatible with the proposal
made here. Grice’s definition might give only necessary conditions for speaker
implicature, while at the same time giving sufficient conditions for utterance

implicature. At any rate, I suggest that the interpretation I have proposed makes
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the best sense of Grice’s comments on the topic, which, as noted in the previous
chapter, are often tentative and exploratory.

A final comment on the role of intention in implicature. The view just outlined
is similar to the hybrid one suggested in the previous chapter, which tried to link
Grice’s accounts of implicature and speaker meaning by proposing that when a
speaker S implicates that q, S must both (a) intend to get their audience to believe
that q in part by recognizing this very intention and (b) believe that the audience
can do this by going through a Gricean calculation. (These conditions were not
supposed to be sufficient for implicature; the other Gricean conditions for
implicature were also required.) I noted, however, that the suggestion created a
puzzle as to why it should be necessary for condition (b) to hold, given that it is
not necessary for S to believe that their intention can be recognized only by means
of a Gricean calculation. The proposal set out in the present chapter is similar to
this, but also significantly different. For if the revisions to the Gricean definition
in section 3 above are accepted, it is no longer necessary for (b) to hold. Condition
(b) followed from clause (3) of Grice’s definition, but we have revised this so that
it no longer requires the speaker to believe that the implicated message can be
recovered by a Gricean calculation. It is sufficient that the message can be
recovered (by a typical audience) by a Gricean calculation (condition (I)), and the
reason for including this condition is simply that (together with condition (I)) it

provides the normative element highlighted by Saul.

Conclusion

In this chapter I have considered some fundamental problems for Grice’s definition
of (conversational) implicature and set out a response which involves adopting a
normative reading of Grice and introducing new psychological notions of utter-
implicature and audience-implicature. I showed how this enriched Gricean
framework avoided many, but not all, of the problems raised. In the spirit of the
normative reading, I then went on to propose further modifications and extensions,
replacing Grice’s three-part definition with a shorter two-part one, and introducing
a distinction between speaker implicature and utterance implicature. I argued that
these revisions removed many of the remaining problems for Grice and also

resolved a persistent problem concerning the role of intention in implicature. I
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suggest that the resulting account is the most charitable and consistent formulation
of the Gricean framework, and that it affords the best line of reply to the problems
raised in section 1 of this chapter. Finally, construed in this way as a normative
theory, the framework promises to provide us with norms of implicature, of the
sort discussed in Chapter 1, which may help us to avoid misunderstandings and
resolve disputes. So far, the Gricean framework is standing up well, then.

However, as we shall see in the next chapter, a serious problem remains.
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Chapter 4

Where the Gricean framework fails

The previous chapter argued that, if interpreted as a normative theory and enriched
and revised in certain ways, the Gricean framework can avoid many of the
objections raised against it. However, some problems remain, and in this chapter I
shall set them out and argue that they seriously undermine the framework.

The first section of the chapter deals with the issue of speaker-dependency. On
the normative reading of Grice we have been considering, what is conversationally
implicated should be independent of the intentions and attitudes of the particular
speaker involved. I shall argue, however, that conversational implicature, as
defined by Grice, is not speaker-independent in this way. Although speaker
intentions do not directly determine what is implicated, they indirectly determine
it via their role in fixing relevant background knowledge, cooperative standards,
and other inputs to the interpretative process. The next section of the chapter looks
at the implications of this argument for the Gricean framework. It argues that they
are serious and that the appropriate response is to adopt a different approach to
implicature, which drops the requirement of calculability and gives a greater role
to speaker intentions. This intention-centred account, I argue, can still retain a
normative element, at least of a weak kind. Section 3 of the chapter looks at the
concepts of utterer-implicature and audience-implicature, introduced by Saul as
part of her revision of Grice’s account. I noted that these notions might be
employed to prop up the Gricean framework, but I shall argue that they cannot do
the work required of them. The final section of the chapter looks at the implications
of Grice’s theory of implicature generation for the process of implicature recovery,
arguing that here, too, it faces problems.

Although I proposed some (sympathetic) modifications to the Gricean
definition of implicature in the previous chapter, the problems I shall highlight in
this chapter will not depend on these modifications being accepted and would
remain even if they were rejected. Where it is important, I shall indicate how the

problems apply to both the original and revised versions.
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1. The argument for speaker-dependency

1.1 Normativity and speaker dependency

As we saw in the previous chapter, it is plausible to interpret Grice’s notion of
conversational implicature as a normative one. On this view, speakers cannot make
their utterances implicate whatever they want, any more than they can make them
carry whatever conventional meaning they want. There is a standard of correctness
for implicature that is independent of the speaker. What is implicated by an
utterance is what is required to make sense of it as cooperative, where this is
determined by general communicative principles, not by what the speaker intends
to implicate, and it may differ from what the speaker and hearer think is required
— notions for which Saul introduces the terms utterer-implicature and audience-
implicature, respectively.

This is supposed to apply to particularized, context-dependent, implicatures as
much as to generalized ones — if not to a greater degree. In the case of generalized
implicatures, a normative, speaker-independent notion could be defined by
generalizing across speakers. We could say that ‘Some F are G’ conversationally
implicates ‘Not all F are G’ if speakers typically use it to implicate that (as they
do). But this tactic cannot be used with particularized implicatures, since these
depend heavily on context, and, Saul argues, Grice included audience-related
criteria in his definition of implicature precisely in order to provide a speaker-
independent element in such cases.! What is implicated by an utterance is what the

audience is rationally required to believe in order to make sense of it as cooperative

' Saul writes:

Despite his focus on speaker intentions, [Grice] wanted what is said not to be
entirely subject of the whims of individual speakers. Instead, he defined ‘saying’
in terms of both speaker meaning and sentence meaning, and defined sentence
meaning by generalising across speakers. ... Grice’s inclusion of the audience in
his definition of ‘conversational implicature’ serves a similar purpose. ... With
conversational implicature, generalising across speakers would be inappropriate
given the importance of context. Instead, he looked to the other participant in the

conversation — the audience. (Saul 2002a, p.241)
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in the context — where again this may not be the same as what the speaker or
hearer actually think is required. Thus, if a sentence carries a certain implicature
in a certain context X (where X includes the language used as well as other factors)
when uttered by speaker A in the presence of speaker B, then it should carry the
same implicature if uttered in X by speaker C in the presence of speaker D, and so
on. What is conversationally implicated should not be dependent on beliefs and
intentions specific to the individual speaker or hearer. This is not to say that none
of the speaker’s or hearer’s beliefs are relevant. In its original form at least, Grice’s
conditions for the presence of a conversational implicature include that the speaker
believes that the hearer can work out that the implicated message is required and
that the hearer believes that the speaker is being cooperative. In the previous
chapter I argued that, in the spirit of Saul’s normative reading, we should remove
or revise these conditions (Chapter 3, section 3). But even if we do not, they are
general conditions for the existence of an implicature; the content of the
implicature does not depend on further beliefs and intentions specific to the
speaker and hearer in question.

In this part of the chapter I shall argue that conversational implicature is not in
fact independent of the speaker’s beliefs and intentions in this way, and thus that
the concept of conversational implicature cannot play the proposed normative role.
The overall argument is as follows. According to Grice, what is required to make
sense of an utterance as cooperative can be inferred from the following items of

information:

(1) the conventional meaning of the words used, together with the identity
of any references that may be involved; (2) the Cooperative Principle and
its maxims; (3) the context, linguistic or otherwise, of the utterance; (4)
other items of background knowledge; and (5) the fact (or supposed fact)

that all relevant items falling under the previous headings are available to
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both participants and both participants know or assume this to be the case

(Grice 1975/1989, p.31).2

That is, what an utterance implicates is what is required to make sense of it as
cooperative, given premises concerning (1) conventional meaning and references,
(2) cooperativeness, (3) context, (4) background knowledge, and (5) mutual
knowledge. Davis refers to these premises as the ‘background constraints’ relative
to which an implicated meaning is required (1998, p.63). Assuming that only one
conclusion can be derived from the premises, this would give a speaker-
independent standard of what is required and hence implicated. However, this
assumes that the relevant premises grouped under (1) to (5) can themselves be
identified without reference to the speaker’s beliefs, desires, and intentions, and
this, I shall argue, is not so. I shall begin with item (4), background knowledge,
which presents the biggest difficulty for Grice, and then look more briefly at items
(1), (2), and (3).

The points that follow apply especially to particularized implicatures, which
are more dependent on background information and contextual detail, though they
apply in principle to all implicatures. (Some problems specific to generalized

implicatures will be discussed in the next chapter.)

1.2 Background knowledge

I take it that the background knowledge employed in a Gricean calculation
includes any information that is not specific to the utterance or its context but that
is still necessary for interpreting the utterance. For instance, take the familiar
example in which a philosophy professor devotes a reference letter to praising their
student’s handwriting skills. This implicates that the student is a poor philosopher,
but this conclusion cannot be derived simply from the premise that the professor
is being cooperative, together with the conventional meaning of the words and the

context. We need to add the background knowledge that handwriting is irrelevant

2 1 assume that Grice says ‘supposed fact’ under (5) because he requires only that the speaker

should believe that the hearer can work out the implicature on the basis of the information listed,

not that they can actually work it out. This was a point on which my revised version differed.
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to philosophical ability. If good handwriting were in fact a highly reliable sign of
philosophical ability, then the utterance would implicate that the student was a
good philosopher, not a bad one. The same holds in many other cases. In general,
inferences about contingent matters depend on a large number of background
assumptions that are not made explicit in our reasoning. But since different sets of
background assumptions will generate different inferences, this raises an important
question: what is the relevant set of background assumptions for the generation of
conversational implicatures? More precisely, since we are adopting a normative
perspective, what is the correct set of background assumptions to use in working
out what, if anything, an utterance conversationally implicates? The implicated
content is the one that is required to make sense of the utterance as cooperative,
but what are the background assumptions relative to which it is required? Given
different background assumptions, different implicata will be required. (I speak of
assumptions rather than knowledge, in order to avoid begging the question of
whether these attitudes must be true.)

One suggestion is that the appropriate background is simply the truth — the
set of all relevant true propositions. This would fit with the idea that what is
conversationally implicated is speaker-independent. There is a problem with this

suggestion, however. Consider the following exchange:

(1) Al Do you think Cally will realize she’s been tricked?

Bea: She’s not Einstein.

We would naturally interpret Bea as implicating that Cally is stupid and will not
realize that she has been tricked (and let us assume that this is the interpretation
that Bea intends). Einstein was a genius, and in saying that Cally is not like him
Bea implicates, by understatement, that Cally is stupid. But now suppose that,
unknown to everyone, the real Einstein was in fact of very low intelligence, and
that all the mathematical and scientific work for which he is known was actually
produced by someone else and was falsely presented as Einstein’s. Then if Bea’s
utterance is to be interpreted in the light of what is in fact true, a very different
interpretation would be required. If the relevant background assumption is that

Einstein was of very low intelligence, then Bea’s utterance requires us to suppose
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that she thinks Cally is actually very smart and will realize that she has been

tricked. Here is another example:

(2) Raj: Do you think the king will win the battle?
Sal: Is the earth flat?

Here Sal answers by asking a rhetorical question, implying that the answer to Raj’s
question is the same as — and as obvious as — the answer to it. But of course what
answer is implicated will depend on what we think is the answer to the rhetorical
question. If Raj and Sal are living in a prescientific society where everyone thinks
that the earth is flat, then Raj will naturally interpret Sal as implicating that it is
obvious that the king will win. (Again, let us assume that this is what Sal intended.)
However, if the relevant background is the truth, then this interpretation would be
wrong, and Sal ought to be interpreted as implicating that it is obvious that the
king will not win.

Now in these cases the speaker would not actually count as implicating the
unintended reading (that Cally is smart, that the king will lose), since clause (3) of
Grice’s definition ((II) of the revised version) would not be met.* The speaker
would not believe that the audience can work out that that reading was required,
nor (on the revised version) would a typical hearer (contemporary to the speaker)
be able to work out that it was required. So in these cases Grice would have to say
that nothing is conversationally implicated, although the intended meaning is both
utterer-implicated and audience-implicated. This is implausible, however. It would
be inappropriate to base a pragmatic interpretation of an utterance on information

unknown, not only to the speaker and the hearer, but to anyone in their society.

3 As areminder, Grice’s clause (3) and my revised version (II) run as follows:

(3) The speaker thinks (and would expect the hearer to think that the speaker
thinks) that it is within the competence of the hearer to work out, or grasp

intuitively, that the supposition mentioned in (2) is required.

(IT) Tt would be within the competence of a typical audience to work out that the

supposition mentioned in (I) [= Grice’s (2)] is required.
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Such a normative standard would be far too strict. Indeed, if the normatively
correct interpretation is the one that is made available to the hearer, then it should
be the other reading (the intended one) that is the normative one. Bea’s utterance
makes available the information that Cally will not realize that she has been
tricked, and Sal’s utterance makes available the information that the king will win
— and these utterances would make these pieces of information available to any
other typical hearer in Bea’s or Sal’s societies.

(Note that the previous paragraph assumes that being able to work out that a
certain reading is required involves being able to identify the appropriate
background assumptions to use as well as being able to make the appropriate
calculation from them. However, if working out the implicature simply involves
being able to make the calculation itself, then Al and Raj (or any other typical
hearer of Bea or Sal) could work out that the truth-based, unintended meaning is
required, since they would be able to make the calculation if they were provided
with the appropriate background information. In this case, clause (3)/(II) would be
met and the utterances would carry the unintended implicatures. However, this
would not make it any more plausible to think that truth is the relevant background
for interpretation. If anything, it is even less plausible to claim that these utterances
do in fact carry the unintended implicatures than to claim that they carry no
implicature at all.)

These examples suggest that the appropriate background assumptions to use
for interpretation are not those that are true but those that are believed to be true in
one’s community. This would mean that in the case of Bea and Sal the speakers’
intended interpretations would be the normatively correct ones, since they are the
ones that would be derived from the background beliefs current in their
communities. However, there are further problem cases. For on many matters,
different and conflicting background beliefs exist within a community, and these
differences will affect the interpretation of utterances. Here is an example (suppose

that Don and Ellie are both American citizens):

3) Don: Do you think Senator Bloggs took the bribe?
Ellie: Well, he’s a Republican.
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Here, how one interprets Ellie’s utterance depends on what background
assumptions one makes about Republicans. If one assumes that Republicans are
corrupt, then Ellie’s remark would seem to implicate that Bloggs did take the bribe.
If one assumes that Republicans are honest, then it would seem to implicate that
Bloggs did not take the bribe. (I say seem to implicate, since, again, we have to
allow for the effect of clause (3)/(II) of the definition. Even if we agree on what
meaning is required to make sense of the utterance, that meaning will not actually
be implicated unless the speaker believes that the hearer can work out that it is
required, or (on the revised version) unless a typical hearer could work out that it
is required.) Given that both views are widespread in Don and Ellie’s community
(assuming that to be the community of American citizens), which is the correct
view to use in interpreting Ellie’s utterances?*

One option would be to say that since there is a diversity of relevant
background views in Ellie’s community, there is no unique proposition required
to make sense of the utterance as cooperative, and hence no conversational
implicature is present at all. Instead, there are just an utterer-implicature and an
audience-implicature, corresponding to what the speaker and hearer think is
required, and reflecting their personal background beliefs. But again, this seems
too strict. Suppose that Ellie is well known to her friends (including Don) for her
strong dislike and distrust of Republicans. Then Don will naturally interpret her as
implicating that the Senator took the bribe. This interpretation would be
particularly natural if Don shares Ellie’s views about Republicans, but even if he
does not, it would be the obvious one to adopt. If Don knows Ellie’s views about
Republicans, then he will assume a negative view of Republicans for the purposes
of interpreting her comment, even if he is himself a Republican supporter.
Moreover, this seems to be the correct interpretation, given Ellie’s beliefs and
Don’s knowledge of them. Ellie has successfully made her opinion available to

Don, and there has been no confusion or lack of attention on either side. Her

4 Keith Frankish has suggested another example to me, as follows. Writing a reference for a

former student, a philosophy professor includes the comment ‘Her impact on professional
philosophy may be similar to that of Ludwig Wittgenstein.” Depending on what we think of

Wittgenstein, this might be taken as either the highest praise or an accusation of charlatanism.
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opinion is not only utterer-implicated and audience-implicated, but
conversationally implicated. There will be many cases like this, where different
people within a community have different background beliefs or make different
value judgements, each of which would generate a different implicature.

Note that Grice’s condition (3) may also be met in this case. We may suppose
that Ellie believes, correctly, that Don knows her background beliefs and can work
out that the anti-Republican reading is required. The revised version of this
condition, (II), might also be met. This says that a typical hearer could work out
that the anti-Republican reading is required. Whether or not this is the case
depends on what we mean by ‘typical’. But since the aim of the revised condition
was to capture our intuitions about implicature, the fact that we have an intuition
that there is a conversational implicature in Ellie’s case indicates that we should
read ‘typical’ in a way that is compatible with this. For example, we might say that
a typical hearer is one that has (among other things) the sort of familiarity with the
speaker’s attitudes that the speaker expects them to have — in other words, one
that is a member of the community to whom Ellie might address this remark. Thus,
we might say that a typical hearer for an utterance is one that is (a) alert, averagely
informed, linguistically competent, and (b) a member of the community to whom
the speaker might address the utterance (with the particular communicative
intentions they have on this occasion). In short, a typical hearer is a competent
potential addressee. In some cases, where the interpretation of an utterance
depends on specific assumptions shared by few people, the pool of potential
addressees might be very small — perhaps including only the person actually
addressed. In such cases, an implicature might serve the function of a private code.

The Ellie example suggests, then, that the appropriate background beliefs for
derivation of a conversational implicature are those of the speaker. It might be
objected that this is covered by the suggestion made earlier in response to the Al
and Raj examples — namely, that the appropriate background beliefs are those
that dominate in the speaker’s community. In this case (the objector may say), the
relevant community is that of people who think that Republicans are corrupt.
However, this does not remove the speaker-dependency, since the relevant
community has to be identified by reference to the attitudes of the speaker. The

reason we pick out the people who believe Republicans are corrupt as the relevant
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community is that that belief is the relevant background assumption made by the
speaker. This is speaker-independency in name only, since it holds only between
people who share the same (relevant) beliefs as the speaker.

I think this is nearly right, but I want to make a modification, which gives
priority to the speaker’s intentions rather than their beliefs. Suppose Don is the
father of Ellie’s boyfriend, and that Ellie is meeting him for the first time. She
knows that Don is a committed Republican, and, although she herself deeply
distrusts Republicans, she is anxious to make a good impression and not to offend
Don. So she conceals her real views, goes along with Don’s comments on political
matters, and intends her answer to his question about Bloggs to be understood in
the light on Don’s beliefs, not her own, and thus to implicate that the Senator did
not take the bribe. Intuitively, this would seem the correct way to interpret Ellie’s
utterance. If she purposely conceals her own background beliefs about
Republicans, then she has not made available her belief that Bloggs took the bribe.
(This would remain true even if Don realizes that Ellie is concealing her real views.
We know that what a person makes available to us may not be what they really
believe.) This suggests, then, that the relevant background assumptions to use in
calculating an implicature are those that the speaker intends to be used — where
these will often, but not always, be ones the speaker actually holds.

If all this is right, then conversational implicature will not be speaker-
independent, since in order to work out an implicature we shall need to know what
background assumptions the speaker intends us to draw on. It may be objected that
this is not a problem for Grice, even on a normative reading. For the speaker’s
intentions regarding the appropriate background assumptions to use could be
treated as part of the context for their utterance. Then speaker-independency will
be preserved, since all hearers who know the context will, by definition, make the
same background assumptions. However, like the previous objection (that the
relevant background assumptions are the ones that predominate in the speaker’s
community), this preserves speaker-independency only in name. On this view,
implicatures are speaker-independent relative to a context, but contexts themselves
are not speaker-independent, since they are defined by reference to the speaker’s

intentions. There will be agreement on what is implicated only between people
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who share the same (relevant) intentions as the speaker, and bundling these
intentions into the context does not change this.’

Finally, note that the background knowledge cases discussed above are similar
to the Suleiman case discussed in the previous chapter, in which different
interpretations are required depending on what background information the hearer
has about Suleiman (that he is a good conversationalist, that he is a skilled masseur,
and so on). The main difference is that in that case it was a matter of choosing from
a range of different but compatible background beliefs (or choosing their
disjunction), whereas in the cases discussed here the choice was between
incompatible background beliefs. In the Suleiman case, I argued that we would
have to say that nothing was implicated, since there were no grounds for picking
out one interpretation over another, and the disjunction of all the possible
interpretations was ruled out by clause (3). (The speaker did not believe that their
hearer could work out that the disjunction was required.) However, given the
discussion above, another option offers itself: namely, that the correct background
information to apply is that which the speaker intends their hearer to apply.
Assuming that the speaker believes their audience can detect these intentions (or,
on the revised version, that a typical hearer could detect them) this would mean
that there is an implicature in such cases after all.

I shall look at some consequences of speaker-dependency later in this section,
and discuss a general objection to it. First, however, [ want to look at other inputs

to the Gricean calculation process and argue that these are speaker-dependent too.

1.3 What is said

The first item of information Grice lists as entering into the process of calculating
what an utterance implicates is the conventional meaning of the words used and
any references. This, fixes ‘what is said’ by the utterance, which Grice identifies

with what is directly communicated — the proposition that is judged true or false

> Note that if we were to regard information about speaker intentions with regard to background

assumptions as part of the context of the utterance, then it becomes uncontroversial that condition
(IT) is met in cases like Ellie’s. A typical hearer could work out such implicatures, since knowledge

of the context including the speaker’s intentions is taken as a given in the working-out process.
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and that is the starting point for the calculation of anything that may be indirectly
communicated by implicature.

There are several issues here. First, as Davis points out, it is not enough to
know the conventional meanings of the words used and their referents; as
interpreters we need to know their ‘applied’ meaning — their meaning on this
particular occasion of use (Davis 1998, p.64). If a word has more than one
conventional meaning, we need to know which one is relevant on this occasion.
(Grice acknowledges that disambiguation is required in order to fix what is said;
Grice 1975/1989, p.25.) However, on Grice’s own view, applied meaning is fixed
by both conventional (sentence) meaning and speaker meaning (Grice 1968, 1969,
both reprinted in 1989). There is, therefore, no completely speaker-independent
way of fixing what is said.

Davis extends this thought further, suggesting that even disambiguated
conventional meanings are not decisive for interpretation. A speaker may misspeak
(for example, saying ‘coroner’ for ‘corner’), or use words in an unconventional
way. Provided the hearer understands what the speaker means by the words on this
occasion, Davis argues, the utterances in question could still generate
conversational implicatures. In such cases, it would be speaker meaning that forms
the premise for implicature calculation, not conventional (sentence) meaning
(Davis 1998, pp.64-5).

A further problem for Grice arises from his identification of what is said with
what is directly communicated. Conventional meaning (even when
disambiguated) and referents determine only a minimal form of explicit content
which does not correspond to our intuitive understanding of what is directly
communicated. Here is an example (borrowed with simplification from Carston

and Hall 2012)

(4) Max: How was the party? Did it go well?

Amy: There wasn’t enough drink and everyone left early.

Here what Amy says (in Grice’s sense) is simply that there was not enough
drinkable liquid and everyone left early — which would be false if there had been

plenty of lemonade and if someone somewhere did not leave early. But this is not
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what Max will take Amy to be directly communicating. Rather, he will understand

her to be saying something like:

(%) There wasn’t enough alcoholic drink to satisfy the people at the party

and so everyone who came to the party left it early.

This is the proposition Max will judge to be true or false, and it is from this that he
will work out the implicated answer to his question — namely that the party did
not go well. Cases like this are very common (for more examples, see Carston and
Hall 2012).

The process of filling out the explicit content of an utterance in this way is
called ‘explicature’, a term coined by Sperber and Wilson (1995), and relevance
theorists argue that it is a pragmatic process, involving the application of general
communicative principles like those involved in the derivation of implicatures
(see, for example, Carston 2004a; Hall 2008; Recanati 2002; Wilson and Sperber
2002). This view is controversial, and other theorists argue that explicature is a
semantic process involving the filling in of hidden indexicals, demonstratives, and
variables present in the logical form of the utterance (for example, Stanley 2000).
This is a large and complicated debate, which is not directly relevant to my main
topic, and I shall not discuss it here. (The relevance theory approach to implicature
recovery and the relation between explicature and implicature will be discussed
more in Chapter 5.) Rather, I simply want to note that this gives us yet another
reason for doubting that implicature is speaker-independent. If contextualized
pragmatic processes are involved in explicature, then they may draw on
information about the speaker. And if so, then even the basic step of establishing
the explicit content that forms the starting point for implicature calculation will not

be speaker-independent.

1.4 Cooperativeness

Another premise in a Gricean calculation is that the speaker is being cooperative,
following the CP and its maxims. Moreover, there must be a further judgement to
the effect that what the speaker says is not cooperative — that the utterance cannot

be taken at face value, consistently with the premise that the speaker is being
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cooperative. But what counts as being cooperative? A normative account of
implicature will need a standard of cooperativeness to guide our judgements on
this matter. Grice spells out cooperativeness in terms of adherence to the maxims
of Quantity, Quality, Relation, and Manner, but again these need interpretation,
and I shall argue that we cannot determine whether an utterance meets them
without taking into account the speaker’s attitudes. I shall consider each maxim in
turn.

The first is the maxim of Quantity, which says that speakers should be as
informative as is required and no more informative. But what amount of
information is required in any given situation? There is no clear speaker-
independent standard, and the same sentence might be regarded as either
sufficiently or insufficiently informative, depending on who uttered it. Consider a
reference letter case. Suppose a hiring committee receives a reference letter for
Rebecca, an applicant for a philosophy lectureship, which consists simply of the

following sentence:

(6) Rebecca is a good philosopher and I recommend her to you.

Does this violate the maxim of Quantity? It is plausible to think that the answer
depends on who the committee think wrote it. If they think it was the famously
uncommunicative Professor A, who rarely agrees to write reference letters at all
and never writes more than a few words, then they will probably see it as providing
as much information as they can expect and take it at face value. On the other hand,
if they think it was written by Professor B, who usually writes detailed reference
letters running to several pages, then they will regard it as uncooperatively short
and probably read it as implicating that Rebecca is not a very good philosopher
and is not really being recommended. This indicates that cooperativeness with
regard to information quantity is speaker-relative, and that hearers may need to
consider the speaker’s attitudes and intentions in order to judge whether it is being
violated.

The next maxim is the maxim of Quality, which says that speakers should not
say things they believe to be false or for which they lack adequate evidence. The

speaker-dependency here is obvious. Since the maxim makes reference to what the
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speaker believes and what evidence they have, there is no speaker-independent
way of determining whether an utterance violates it. If the speaker believes that p
is false or if they have inadequate reasons for believing p, then they are violating
the maxim of Quality if they say that p, even if p is true and objectively well
supported by evidence. (I assume that what matters is the evidence the speaker
actually possesses. Even if there is good evidence that p, the speaker violates the
maxim of Quality if they are not aware of the evidence.)

There is also room for speaker-dependency in the notion of adequate evidence.
Different speakers may have different conceptions of what counts as adequate
evidence (different evidential standards). Some people are quicker to jump to
conclusions than others. It is not clear that there are any independent norms
available in this area, and even if there were, it is the speaker’s own norms that
matter in determining whether they are respecting the maxim of Quality. If T assert
that aliens exist on the basis of evidence that is in fact flimsy but that I regard as
adequate, then it is plausible to think that I have not violated the maxim and should
not be taken to be implicating something. But if a speaker with the same evidence
but much stricter evidential standards says the same thing, then they would be
violating the maxim and might be appropriately interpreted as being ironic.

Next consider the maxim of Relation, which says that contributions should be
relevant. Now, as we saw in section 1.2 above, what counts as relevant to a
conversation varies with background assumptions. A comment about a student’s
handwriting might be relevant to a philosophical reference if handwriting is taken
to be a good indicator of philosophical ability. Given the right background
assumptions, any comment could be relevant to any exchange. So determining
whether an utterance violates the maxim of Relation involves determining what
background assumptions to apply, and, as we saw, this involves considering the
speaker’s intentions.

Moreover, even given fixed background assumptions, there is still room for
judgements of relevance to vary depending on who the speaker is. For example,

consider this exchange:

(7) Freda: Why should we vote for Smith?

Jack: She has a strong policy on protecting frogs.
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Whether Jack’s reply is relevant depends on Jack’s attitude to frogs. If Jack is an
animal-lover obsessed with protecting amphibians, then his reply is a relevant
response to Freda’s question under its literal meaning. Jack is being
straightforwardly cooperative, and there is no reason to think he is implicating
anything. But if Jack cares nothing for wildlife and regards frog protection as a
trivial issue, then his reply is not relevant under its literal meaning and implicates
that there is no good reason to vote for Smith. Thus, whether or not there is an
implicature in this case depends on the speaker’s attitudes.

In other cases, the speaker’s attitudes may determine an utterance's degree of

relevance or irrelevance, and thus what it implicates. Consider:

() Ed: Do you like this shirt?
Joy: It has lovely buttons.

Here Joy’s reply is not directly relevant to Ed’s question, and its lack of relevance
signals that Joy is implicating something. However, what Joy is implicating
depends on how relevant remarks about buttons are, which in turn depends on
Joy’s attitude to buttons. If she prizes buttons and judges items of clothing by the
quality of their buttons, then she is praising a relevant feature of the shirt and
implicating that she likes it. However, if she regards buttons as trivial, then she is
praising an irrelevant feature and implicating that she dislikes it.

Note that the different interpretations in these cases depend, not on different
background assumptions about animal welfare and clothing accessories, but on
different values or preferences. Joy need not think that buttons are objectively
important, but just have strong personal feelings about them. There will be many
cases like this, where an utterance’s relevance to a conversation depends on what
the speaker values. In the absence of objective standards of value on the matters in
question, there will be no speaker-independent way of interpreting these
utterances.

Finally, similar issues arise with the maxim of Manner, which includes
submaxims requiring speakers to avoid obscurity and ambiguity and to be brief

and orderly. The problem again is that there are no clear speaker-independent
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standards on these matters. For example, what counts as obscurity? It will depend
on context: wording that would be obscure in a teacher’s comment on a third-grade
pupil’s work might not be obscure in a supervisor’s comments on a PhD thesis.
Moreover, there is room for different styles within each type of context. For
example, what is the correct type of language to use in a reference letter? Suppose
a reference letter for Rebecca, a philosopher, concludes with the following

statement:

9) I can sum up my view of Becks by saying that she is one cool

philosophy dude.

Does this violate the maxim of Manner by using obscure, slang terms and phrases
(‘Becks’, ‘one’ (for ‘a’), ‘cool’, ‘dude’)? Whether the hiring committee reading
the letter think so plausibly depends on who they think wrote it. If they think it was
Professor C, who likes to present himself as youthful and hip and usually writes in
an informal style reflecting his (rather dated) ideas of youth culture, then they will
probably take the comment at face value, as expressing high praise of Rebecca. It
they think it was written by the conservative Professor D, who usually writes in a
very formal style, then they will probably read it as deliberately flouting the
obscurity submaxim and implicating that the professor does not take Rebecca
seriously as a philosopher. (We can also imagine the reverse case in which a formal
and old-fashioned reference would implicate a negative evaluation if written by
Professor C but not if written by Professor D.) Thus, as in the case of Quantity,
cooperativeness with regard to Manner is speaker-relative, and judgements on the
matter will depend on facts about the speaker’s attitudes and intentions.

Similar points could be made with respect to the submaxims relating to
orderliness and brevity. Many different styles of speaking and writing are
acceptable (compare the styles of different novelists), and what counts as a
violation of brevity and orderliness in one writer or speaker might be perfectly

normal in another.
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1.5 Context
Another premise in the Gricean calculation is a description of context of the
utterance. Again, I shall argue that this cannot be given in a speaker-independent
way. | want to focus specifically on the /inguistic context — the topic and purpose
of the wider communicative exchange to which the utterance being interpreted
belongs. Identifying this is crucial for establishing whether the Cooperative
Principle is being followed at the level of what is said or what is implicated. For
example, the sentence ‘Fred has excellent handwriting” implicates that Fred is a
poor philosopher only if uttered in the context of a request for an assessment of
Fred’s philosophical abilities, and then only if it has a prominent position in the
assessment (added at the end of a reference letter, following a long series of highly
positive comments about Fred’s philosophical abilities, it would not generate the
implicature).

But how do we determine the context for an utterance? We cannot simply read
it off from the words uttered. Consider the following exchange between Sally and

Sarah, academics who have just listened to a talk by a colleague Phil:

(10)  Sally: What did you think of Phil’s talk?
Sarah: It was OK. By the way, did I tell you about the new air freshener
I bought?

Is Sarah’s second sentence part of her response to Sally’s question or is she
changing the subject? If it is part of her response, then it must be interpreted as
carrying an implicature, to the effect that Phil’s talk ‘stank’. But if it is a new topic,
then it can be taken literally. It is hard to see how to decide without appealing to
facts about Sarah and her intentions. We need to know whether she meant to
change the subject with her second sentence, and to decide this we need to know
more about what Sarah thinks of Phil and his philosophical views, how she reacted
during his talk, whether she has a particular interest in air-freshening products, and
so on. And this means that linguistic context cannot be determined in a speaker-
independent way. Again, it might be suggested that we could treat all this

information about Sarah as included within the context for the utterance, but,
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again, this would preserve speaker-independence in name only. The nature of what

was implicated would still vary from speaker to speaker.

2. Responding to the argument

I have reviewed all the premises for a Gricean calculation — the background
constraints relative to which the implicated meaning is required — and argued that
none of them can be established in a completely speaker-independent way. I will
consider the consequences of this in a moment, but first [ want to deal with a

possible objection.

2.1 Resisting speaker dependency

Griceans might try to resist the argument for speaker-dependency by claiming that
in the cases considered in the previous section the speakers’ attempts at implicature
simply fail. Because their utterances do not meet speaker-independent standards
of interpretation, the speakers do not identify unambiguous implicata and thus
either fail to implicate anything or implicate open-ended disjunctions. We are
simply wrong to think that there are determinate implicatures in these cases. Our
intuition that something specific is being implicated may correspond to an utterer-
implicature or an audience-implicature, but there is no specific conversational
implicature. This is counter-intuitive, but if the Gricean theory is a normative one,
then we should expect that it will correct some of our everyday judgements.

I do not think this reply is satisfactory. First, it would mean that Saul’s notions
of utterer-implicature and audience-implicature will have a lot of theoretical work
to do, and, as I shall argue in section 3 below, it is doubtful that they are up to the
job. Second it means that Grice’s theory becomes a radically revisionary one.
Grice’s aim was, [ take it, to analyse the everyday phenomenon we have in mind
when we talk of a speaker conveying something indirectly — implying,
suggesting, indicating, or meaning one thing by saying another (Grice 1989, p.86).
But on the view just proposed the Gricean notion of conversational implicature is
very strict, and there will be many cases where the Gricean account of what, if
anything, a speaker is implicating is very different from what we would naturally
take them to be indirectly implying (suggesting, indicating, meaning). Where we

detect a clear indirect meaning, Gricean theory often tells us we should see none
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at all, or only a much weaker, disjunctive one. (In many cases, these disjunctive
meanings would be very weak. For example, given different background
assumptions, Ellie’s reply in (3) could be interpreted as indicating either that
Senator Bloggs did take the bribe or that he did not, so if the implicature is the
disjunction of these alternative interpretations, then it is completely
uninformative.) Thus, Gricean theory requires us to revise or abandon a wide range
of everyday interpretations and replace them with ones that are far less rich and
informative. It is hard to see what value such a normative theory has.

Finally, and most importantly, the objection misdescribes the problem. It is not
that in the cases we considered in section 1, the utterances failed to meet speaker-
independent standards. Rather, the cases showed that there are no such standards.
There are no speaker-independent norms for establishing the correct premises to
use in a Gricean calculation. In the case of background assumptions, we saw that
truth cannot serve as the standard, and community-wide belief will not do either,
since there is no speaker-independent way of identifying the relevant community.
Similarly, in the case of cooperativeness and the associated maxims, there are no
objective standards governing the amount of information required, the truth or
probability of the content, the relevance to the topic, and the manner of expression.
As we have seen, the same words may be judged cooperative when uttered by one
speaker and uncooperative when uttered by another, and there is no clear speaker-
independent standard to which we could appeal to correct these judgements.
Similar points hold for linguistic context and explicit (directly communicated)
content. These cannot simply be read off from the words used, and fixing them
involves reference to the speaker’s attitudes.

Griceans might respond that even if there are no speaker-independent
standards for determining background constraints, it does not follow that all
implicatures are speaker-dependent to any significant degree. First, generalized
implicatures are not sensitive to context at all and so should not be speaker-
dependent. Second, even in the case of particularized implicatures, it will often be
obvious what the relevant background constraints are from the non-psychological
context, without considering the attitudes of the particular speaker.

I do not think these points are very strong. I will consider generalized

implicatures in the next chapter, where I will argue that these are more context-
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sensitive than Griceans suppose. But note that even if speaker dependency holds
only for particularized implicatures, this still involves giving up the idea that
Gricean theory provides global speaker-independent norms of implicature that
cover both particularized and generalized varieties. As for the second point, it is
not clear that it is correct. Although it may frequently be obvious what the
appropriate background constraints are, this may be because it is obvious what the
relevant psychological attitudes of the speaker are (perhaps because they are
widely shared in the speaker’s community), rather than because these attitudes are
not relevant. At any rate, the examples used to argue for speaker-dependency in
section 1 were familiar, everyday ones, and many more could have easily been

offered.

2.2 Consequences of speaker-dependency

Suppose we accept, then, that implicatures are not speaker-independent. Although
the notion of what is required to make sense of an utterance as cooperative appears
to offer a speaker-independent standard, it turns out that the background
constraints relative to which an interpretation is required cannot themselves be
identified without reference to the attitudes of the speaker. What are the
consequences of this?

First, it weakens the normative role of the Gricean framework. As we have
seen, the framework is best understood as a