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Ernie

| met Ernie in 1965 on the wrestling mats of our high school in North Bergen,
New Jersey, atownship on top of the plateau overlooking Hoboken and across the
Hudson River from Manhattan. Hoboken then was still the Hoboken of EliaKazan's
“On the Waterfront” (1954).1 Even though the Hudson was less than a mile across
at that point, it was awide spiritual divide. We were Jersey boys, not New Yorkers.

Ernie was as ambitious as | was about wrestling, and, so, after the season was
over, we used to take a bus to Journal Square in Jersey City, and then walk about
eight city blocks to a gym to lift weights. In those days, high schools didn’t have
weight rooms; and gyms were scarce, men only, quite filthy, and entirely devoid
of cardio equipment and Nautilus machines. They were all sweat, grunts, groans,
and clanking iron. By 1968, on Tuesdays and Thursdays, after a grueling wrestling
practice at the high school, we would take a bus to New York City (it took about a
half hour to get into “the City” by bus, lessif the Lincoln Tunnel was not crowded),
and then a short subway ride up to the New York Athletic Club on 59th street, across
from Central Park, to spend a couple of hours working out with former university
wrestling stars—qguys in their mid-twenties from places like Oklahoma, Nebraska,
and lowa—who were training to make the Olympic team. Even with al of this
wrestling time, we were frustrated by the fact that there was nowhere to work out on
Sundays. We investigated and found out that the Jersey City Y MCA had awrestling
mat and was open on Sundays. We then spent our Sunday afternoons working out
there, so as not to miss aday of wrestling. Wrestling was our savior: a healthy way
to get out anger.?

But it wasn't all wrestling. We did something el se too: We talked. We spent many
hours together introspecting out loud, and just trying to make sense of things. Ernie
has mentioned in print one early topic of discussion: “We spent yearstrying to solve
variouslogical conundra like how on earth the Virgin Mary could have been avirgin

1 Thefilm has special meaning for me. My family lived near the building in which aman is thrown
from the roof in an early scene, and my big brother Mike was an atar boy in the church in which
the dock workers had their meeting. We moved from Hoboken to Union City and then, when | was
13, to more “upscale’ North Bergen—the home town of the Cinderella Man, James J. Braddock.

2 \We are now faculty advisors to the Rutgers wrestling team.
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and still have given birth to Jesus”® Being Irish and Italian, respectively, we were,
of course, Catholic boys, even though not quite good Catholic boys.

Ernie came up the hard way. He is part of our meritocracy, not our aristocracy.
His father left when he was an infant. On welfare until he was 18 years old, he was
raised by his mother, Irma, an Italian immigrant who never learned to read and write
English. She loved him dearly. But at home at night no one nagged him to do his
homework. He made sure he did his homework. In high school, during wrestling
season, he did it after an exhausting 2-hour practice. And he did it even though he'd
gone the whole day without much to eat, not because he needed to make weight for
wrestling, but because he didn’t have any money. There were no free school lunches
in those days. Making weight was easy.

Not that we never had money. There was plenty of work in the area, which was
why it was so heavily populated. One way we earned money off-season was by
working in a frozen food warehouse that was directly next to the Holland Tunnel in
Jersey City. My cousin Riche McEnroe was the night foreman, and he let us work
there part-time, from 8:00p.m. until midnight; we either loaded trucks or pulled carts
full of boxes of frozen food out of the warehouse to be loaded onto trucks. It wasthe
warehouse that Helene Stapinski’s father worked in.* He must have been working
there when we worked there; in fact, | seem to remember him, but it may be afalse
memory. The full-time workers were members of the Teamster’s Union, and so we
al got a twenty-minute break every hour and forty minutes. That made the ware-
house awonderful placeto study. You could work on atextbook for twenty minutes,
taking notes, and then spend the next hour and forty minutes mulling over what you
had read while doing mindless labor, occasionally even pulling a crumpled piece of
paper out of your pocket to glance at the notesyou wrote. | can't speak for Ernie, but
of all the textbooks that | worked through in high school, | remember most the ones
that | studied in the warehouse. We weren’t the only ones who treated the breaks as
study hall. I remember one guy, Greg, who worked full time in the warehouse and
also went to college full time; he slept about 4 hours a day. | also remember one
early April night when we were both in the backroom of the warehouse, and he took
off his boot and dropped the corner of a heavy box on his big toe to break it, so that
he could go on disability and have time to write his final papers and study for his
exams. He aced all of his courses that semester.

In high school, Ernie was determined to be alawyer someday. What made college
financially possible for him was a wrestling scholarship, student loans (which he
researched and applied for al on his own), and a scholarship from the Italian-
American Club. The men in the Club kept an eye on the smart Italian kids in the
neighborhood and loved it whenever one of them wanted to be a doctor or alawyer.

3 LePore, Meaning and Argument (Oxford: Blackwell, 2000), p. Xiii.

4 Helene Stapinski, Five-Finger Discount: A Crooked Family History (New York: Random House,
2002). This is a wonderful book if you have any interest in Jersey City. It is loaded with infor-
mation about the Hague political machine. The only mistake in the book is that she confuses the
Immaculate Conception with the Virgin Birth. (She describes North Bergen as “a scary place.”)
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They wanted the kids to be able to |eave the city, to have houses instead of apart-
ments, and to be able to wear suitsinstead of the blue uniforms most of the factories
in Hoboken and Jersey City required their workers to wear. There's a better life,
they’d say. Although Ernie never became a lawyer, doesn’t wear suits, and now
once again lives in an apartment in North Bergen, I’m sure he hasn't disappointed
them. He's auniversity professor, they’d brag.

Not all the kids from the neighborhood have done well. We know from first-hand
observation the sorts of horror stories you'd expect poor inner-city kids to know.
Growing up on mean streets can make you sentimental. A favorite film of ours
is the 1938 “Angels with Dirty Faces,” which starred James Cagney, Pat O’ Brien,
Humphrey Bogart, and the Bowery Boys. It starts with two kids running away from
the police; one makesit over the fence, the police catch the other kid's ankle before
he makes it over. The kid who makes it over the fence, the Pat O’ Brien character,
grows up to become a priest, Father Jerry. The kid whose ankle gets snared, the
James Cagney character, Rocky Sullivan, grows up to be public enemy number one.
In that role, he is the hero of the Bowery Boys, a bunch of teen-aged hoods from
Rocky’s old neighborhood. Rocky is eventually captured and sentenced to death in
the electric chair. Father Jerry visits him in his cell at Sing Sing, on the Hudson,
and asks a favor of his childhood friend. He asks him to go to the chair looking
like a coward, so that the Bowery Boys will no longer view him as a hero. Rocky
explains why he just can’t do that. But when the time comes for him to walk to the
chair, he is sobbing and has to be dragged kicking and screaming. The newspapers
report the cowardly way “tough guy” Rocky went out, and the Bowery Boys are
crushed. Father Jerry visitsthem in their basement hangout. He talks to them gently,
and the last line of the movie, which he utters as he leads them from the basement,
is, “Let’s go say a prayer for a kid who couldn’'t run as fast as | could.” Ernie and
| weren't quite good Catholic boys, and now we are no longer boys or Cathalic.
But we still sometimes say a prayer for the kids who couldn’t run as fast as we
could.

During hisfirst year at the University of Massachusetts, someone told Ernie that
philosophy is the best major for law school; and so he became a philosophy major.
He soon loved philosophy for its own sake. | visited him one weekend after he had
become a philosophy major, and we spent aimost the entire time walking around
talking about a metaphysics course he was taking with Bruce Aune. | returned from
that weekend thinking about his new fascination, philosophy, something | knew
only a little bit about from my mother, who, as an English major at Seton Hall
University, had taken an epistemol ogy course when she was pregnant with me. | felt
Ernie’s involvement with philosophy was making us drift apart. So | signed up for a
philosophy course for the following semester to find out what it was all about. The
course was taught by Chris Hill, now of Brown University.

Irma never got to see Ernie as a philosopher, or even as a philosophy mgjor. She
died at the age of 47. Ernie was at school in Amherst, Massachusetts when he heard
that she had to be rushed to a hospital. He took a bus to the Port Authority in New
York City, a bus from there to North Bergen, and then walked a number of city
blocks. He made it to the hospital to see her just before she passed away. He was
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heartbroken, all on his own, and 18 years old. He mourned deeply. Then, he picked
himself up by his own bootstraps and embraced life.

Ernie is my remaining friend from high school. But ‘my remaining friend from
high school’ would be an improper description in Ernie’s mouth. Once Ernie’'s
friend, you're his friend for life. You don’t need to make the effort to stay in touch.
He'll take the initiative to stay in touch with you. By the early 1970s, Ernie had a
network of correspondence that | matched only after | got email in the 1990s. But
by then Ernie had gotten email too, and his correspondence reached astronomical
proportions. Friends of Ernie might not reach the cardinality of Friends of Bill, but
| wouldn’t bet on that. I’ve had a number of philosophers tell me with a smile how
Ernie emails them regularly. They are part of a large crowd. Ernie also stays in
regular email contact with Steve Herman, his beloved undergraduate mentor, who
has been out of philosophy for over twenty five years. He keeps up with Michael
Keating, a high school friend who also went on to major in philosophy at college,
but then moved into the world of business. And he keeps tabs on the two Tabs: Ernie
and Tony Tabbacinno, fellow high school wrestlers who have devoted their lives to
teaching high school students. | could go on and on. When | wonder how some
mutual high school friend isdoing, | ask Ernie.

Ernie genuinely enjoys the successes of hisfriends: it makes him feel larger. And
he tries to make his friends sharers and partners in his own successes. He loves to
help people, and does so from respect, feeling and affection.

Ernie is completely devoted to his students. His sphere of caring, however,
extendswell beyond his students. Since 2004 he has been one of the twelve members
of the New Jersey State Board of Education. He spends over 40 Wednesdays a
year in Trenton fighting for resources for inner-city schools. And he aso finds
time to mentor young professorial philosophers. He remembers how Barry Loewer
and others helped him when he was a struggling young assistant professor, and
he passes it on. He has a keen, unfailing eye for genuine philosophical talent, and
is adways on the lookout for it. He has called me up many times to talk excit-
edly about some talented young philosopher he just met at a conference or whose
article he just read, saying: “I’'m going to invite him/her to the workshop.” For over
a decade, he has been running an annual (and occasionally semiannual) philos-
ophy of language workshop at the Rutgers Cognitive Science Center, where he is
Associate Director. The workshop brings together promising young philosophers of
language and leading senior figures in the field such as Gilbert Harman and James
Higginbotham. Most of the contributors to this volume have participated in one or
more of Ernie’s workshops, affectionately called “ Erniefests”

What goes around comes around. Some of the good Ernie has spread around has
now come back to him in this superb, richly deserved volume on his philosophical
work. Irmawould be proud.

September 28, 2007 Brian P. McLaughlin
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“1f, “Unless”, and Quantification

Sarah-Jane Leslie

Abstract Higginbotham (1986) argues that conditionals embedded under quanti-
fiers (as in ‘no student will succeed if they goof off’) constitute a counterexample
to the thesis that natural language is semantically compositional. More recently,
Higginbotham (2003) and von Fintel and latridou (2002) have suggested that
compositionality can be upheld, but only if we assume the validity of the principle of
Conditional Excluded Middle. I argue that these authors’ proposals deliver unsatis-
factory results for conditionals that, at least intuitively, do not appear to obey Condi-
tional Excluded Middle. Further, there is no natural way to extend their accounts to
conditionals containing ‘unless’. | propose instead an account that takes both ‘if’
and ‘unless’ statements to restrict the quantifiers in whose scope they occur, while
also contributing a covert modal element to the semantics. In providing this account,
| also offer a semantics for unquantified statements containing ‘unless’.

Keywords Conditionals - quantification - compositionality - modality - “unless’

1 Introduction: Quantified Conditionals and Compositionality

A language is semantically compositional if the meanings of its complex expres-
sions are wholly determined by the meanings of their parts, and the manner in
which those parts are combined. The belief that natural languages are semantically
compositional has played a central role in contemporary semantics.

The belief is not stipulative, but is an empirical claim. It thus is conceivable
that we might discover a counterexample to the thesis that natural languages are
semantically compositional. We might, for example, discover that there are complex
natural language constructions whose meanings do not depend solely on their
parts, and the way in which those parts combine. A few such putative counterex-
amples have been discussed over the last thirty years, and one highly influential
example was discussed by James Higginbotham in 1986. Higginbotham argued

S.-J. Leslie
Department of Philosophy, 1879 Hall, Princeton, NJ 08544, USA

R.J. Stainton and C. Viger (eds.), Compositionality, Context and Semantic Values, 3-30 3
DOI: 10.1007/978-1-4020-8310-5_1, © Springer Science+Business Media B.V. 2009



4 S.-J. Leslie

that, when a conditional containing either “if” or “unless” is embedded under a
quantifier, as in “no student will succeed if they goof off”, the meaning of the
conditional varies depending on the nature of the quantifier in whose scope it occurs.
Much discussion has come in the wake of Higginbotham’s 1986 article, such as
Pelletier (1994a, b), Janssen (1997), von Fintel (1998), von Fintel and latridou
(2002), and Higginbotham (2003). That quantified conditionals pose a challenge
to the idea that natural languages are semantically compositional has acquired an
almost folkloric status, and is frequently discussed in surveys and encyclopedia
entries on compositionality. Pelletier discusses the possibility in his 1994 survey
article on compositionality (1994b); in his Handbook of Logic and Language paper
on compositionality, Janssen discusses the possibility that quantified conditionals
may constitute a counterexample to the thesis that natural languages are compo-
sitional, and in a Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy entry on compositionality,
Zoltan Szabo discusses quantified conditionals as a possible counterexample to this
thesis.

I do not believe that quantified conditionals behave in a non-compositional
manner. | will begin by considering conditionals that contain “if”, and consider a
very simple account of their compositional structure. This simple account, which
treats embedded conditionals as predicates of their quantified subjects, delivers
satisfactory truth conditions for the most part, but runs into difficulties with condi-
tionals that do not obey the principle of Conditional Excluded Middle. For that
reason, | reject this simple account, and instead argue that an account that takes
“if”-clauses to restrict quantifiers delivers the desired results, so long as we recog-
nize that there is a covert modal element in the semantics of quantified
“if”-statements.

I then consider quantified “unless”-statements, and propose a parallel account.
We should understand quantified “unless”-statements as restricting the quantifying
determiners in whose scope they occur, while also contributing a covert modal
element to their semantics. In order to provide such an account, however, we need to
understand the semantics of the unquantified versions of these statements, and so |
develop a semantics for unquantified “unless”-statements. The account of quantified
“if” and “unless”-statements | propose here provides a uniform meaning of “if” and
“unless™; their semantics do not vary depending on the nature of the quantifier in
whose scope they occur. We need not ascribe any sort of chameleon-like semantics
to “if” and “unless”, which would have their meaning depend on the nature of the
quantifier under which they are embedded.

Some of the discussion of Higginbotham’s claim has centered on the question
of whether a chameleon-like semantics for conditionals would constitute a genuine
counterexample to compositionality, or whether the principle of compositionality is
sufficiently vague as to absorb the possibility (Pelletier, 1994a ,b; Janssen, 1997).
The principle of compositionality is sufficiently vague so as to encompass a variety
of precisifications. Some of the more liberal formulations of the principle are
arguably compatible with an item’s possessing a chameleon-like semantics, though
the stricter formulations are not. | will not take up the question of whether composi-
tionality is compatible with a chameleon-like semantics for an item, but will rather
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argue that the proposed chameleon-like semantics does not even accurately capture
the truth conditions of the relevant English sentences, and will offer a uniform
semantics in its place.

2 The Puzzle of Quantified Conditionals

Higginbotham (1986) claims that “if” makes a different semantic contribution in (1)
and (2) below, as does “unless” in (3) and (4):

(1) Every student will succeed if they work hard.
(2) No student will succeed if they goof off.

(3) Every student will succeed unless they goof off.
(4) No student will succeed unless they work hard.

He claims that, while the “if” and “unless” in (1) and (3) have the semantic values
they would have were they not embedded under quantifiers, the “if” and “unless”
in (2) and (4) have different semantic values altogether. It is important to notice
here that Higginbotham (1986) is assuming that indicative conditionals have the
semantics of material conditionals:

Elementary inferences involving these [subordinating conjunctions] proceed very well
when they are understood as truth functional connectives, the material conditional [for “if’]
and the non-exclusive ‘or’ [for ‘unless’] ... The puzzle that | wish to discuss is independent
of the issues of most prominent concern in that literature [on the semantics of conditionals],
and it will be just as well to state it initially with the understanding that these classical terms
of logical theory are truth functional. The puzzle is this: the words ‘if” and ‘unless’ seem to
have different interpretations, depending on the quantificational context in which they are
embedded.

Higginbotham claims that (1) can be understood to contain a material conditional,
and (3) an inclusive logical disjunction, and so no puzzle arises for those sentences.
But if (2) were to contain a material conditional, then (2) would be true if and only
if every student goofed off and didn’t succeed. Similarly, if (4) were to contain a
disjunction, it would be true if and only every student both failed to work hard
and failed to succeed.® Those truth conditions are not appropriate to the English
sentence, however: (2) does not seem to entail that every student goofs off, and

1 No student will succeed if they goof off is equivalent to: for every student, it’s false that he will
succeed if they goof off, which in turn is equivalent to: for every student, he will goof off and he
won’t succeed. Similarly, No student will succeed unless he works hard is equivalent to: for every
student, it’s false that he will succeed unless he works hard, which, on the assumption that “unless”
means or, is equivalent to: for every student, he will not succeed and he will not work hard. Here
and for the rest of the paper | will make occasional reference to the truth functional equivalence of
‘no x (A)’ and ‘every x (not A)” when both quantifiers have wide scope over the sentence, as do
Higginbotham (2003) and von Fintel and latridou (2002). This is not intended as a claim about the
semantics of ‘no’, nor as a claim that the two constructions are everywhere intersubstitutable, but
merely as the observation that they are truth functionally equivalent when they have wide scope
over the sentence in which they occur.
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(4) does not entail that every student will fail to work hard. In fact both (2) and
(4) are intuitively compatible with every student’s recognizing them to be true and
working hard as a result. Higginbotham (1986) notes this, and suggests that the truth
conditions of (2) and (4) are rather given by (2') and (4):

(2") No student goofs off and succeeds.
(4) No student succeeds and doesn’t work hard.

These truth conditions contrast with the truth conditions of (1) and (3), where “if”
and “unless” contribute a material conditional and an inclusive “or” respectively.
Higginbotham concludes then that “if” and “unless” make different contributions
depending on the nature of quantifier they are embedded under. This, he claims, is
a counterexample to compositionality.

We should wonder whether Higginbotham’s (1986) analysis adequately captures
the truth conditions of (1)—(4). He proposes that (1) and (2) can be analyzed as (1')
and (2'):

(1) Every student will succeed if they work hard.

(1) Every student will either succeed or not work hard.
(2) No student will succeed if they goof off.

(2) No student goofs off and succeeds.

(For clarity, 1 have formulated the material conditional in (1') as a disjunction.)
These putative paraphrases do not adequately capture the truth conditions of the
English sentences (1) and (2).2

To see the intuitive non-equivalence of (1) and (1), consider poor Bill, who, no
matter how hard he works, will never succeed at calculus. Bill knows this, and does
not in fact try hard in his calculus class since he knows it is futile. Bill will then
satisfy the material conditional in (1'), since he does not satisfy its antecedent —
the equivalent disjunction “will either succeed or not work hard” is satisfied by Bill
in virtue of his failing to work hard. Thus (1) may be true of a class containing
Bill, since Bill presents no obstacle to its truth. But is (1) true if Bill is among the
relevant students? The answer is quite clearly no. Bill is a student in that class, and
so it is simply not true that every student will succeed if they work hard. Bill is a
clear counterexample to this; no matter how hard he works, he won’t succeed in this
class.

Counterexamples to the paraphrasing of (2) by (2’) also exist. Imagine a student
in a New Jersey high school — let’s call her Meadow — whose father has managed
to scare the life out of her teacher. This teacher has no intention of giving Meadow
anything less than an A in his class, no matter what she does. So it is simply not true
that no student in the class will succeed if they goof off, for Meadow will succeed
no matter what she does. It so happens, though, that Meadow is quite interested in

2 Higginbotham (2003) and von Fintel and latridou (2002) discuss counterexamples of this nature,
though they use them to object to ‘restrictive analyses’, which | will consider below. | am indebted
to them for the structure of the counterexamples presented in this section of the paper.
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the subject matter, and does not in fact goof off. Meadow is no obstacle to the truth
of “no student goofs off and succeeds”, then, since she does not goof off, and so
does not satisfy the conjunction “goofs off and succeeds”. Thus it can be true of a
domain containing her that no student in it goofs off and succeeds. While (2) cannot
be true of a class that includes Meadow, (2') can be, so we must reject (2) as an
analysis of (2).

These same counterexamples tell against Higginbotham’s (1986) analysis of (3)
and (4) as (3') and (4'):

(3) Every student will succeed unless they goof off.
(3) Every student either succeeds or goofs off.

(4) No student will succeed unless they work hard.
(4') No student succeeds and doesn’t work hard.

Intuitively, (3) cannot be true of any class that contains Bill, who will fail no matter
what he does. But if Bill is again aware of his predicament, and so resolves not to
waste his time trying in vain, then (3") may be true of a class containing Bill. Bill
satisfies the disjunction “succeeds or goofs off”, and so poses no obstacle to the
truth of (3"). Thus we might have a class that contains Bill, of which (3) is false but
(3)) is true.

Similarly, if Meadow is amongst the relevant students, (4) cannot be true, since
she will succeed no matter what. It is intuitively false that no student will succeed
unless they work hard, if Meadow is one of the students. If Meadow is once
again interested in the subject matter and so elects to work hard, however, (4)
may be true of a class containing her. If Meadow works hard, then she will not
satisfy the conjunction “succeeds and doesn’t work hard”, and so (4") might still be
true of Meadow’s class. Thus neither (3) and (3), nor (4) and (4’) are equivalent.
Thus Higginbotham’s (1986) non-compositional account does not even adequately
capture the truth conditions of quantified conditionals, and so is untenable.

3 The Semantics of Conditionals Containing “1f”

Let us set aside conditionals that contain “unless” for now, and focus on ones
that contain “if”. “Unless”-statements are considerably more complex than “if”-
statements, so it will be helpful to first formulate an account of “if”-statements. |
will take up “unless”-statements in Part 4 of this paper.

3.1 A Simple Solution

There is a tempting solution to Higginbotham’s puzzle of quantified conditionals,
which would seem to let us deliver a fully compositional account in a most straight-
forward manner. To see this “Simple Solution”, let us put aside worries specific to
conditionals for a moment, and consider the truth conditions of quantified sentences
in general. Standard accounts of quantified sentences of the form “Q Ns VVP” assign
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to them truth conditions that depend on how many of the Ns possess the property
denoted by the VP — in particular on whether the number or portion of Ns required
by the quantifying determiner Q possess the property denoted by the VP. A relevant
question to ask, then, is whether the truth of quantified conditionals depends on how
many of the relevant items possess the conditional property, or — to put it in terms
that do not make reference to conditional properties—how many of the relevant
items satisfy the open conditional in question? Von Fintel and latridou (2002) argue
that we can indeed provide a fully compositional account of quantified conditionals
in this manner, and | argued as much myself in Leslie (2003a, b). While the Simple
Solution offers an elegant, appealing and uniform treatment for the majority of
cases, | will argue in the next section that, if we pursue the Simple Solution, we
will be forced once again to adopt a chameleon-like semantics for “if” in a limited
number of cases. | will take this to be good reason to look for an alternative account.

Let us consider in more detail how the Simple Solution would proceed. We
saw above that the unfortunate Bill raised difficulties for Higginbotham’s non-
compositional account of conditionals, since his presence is enough to render false
“every student will succeed if they work hard”, even if Bill does not in fact work
hard. On the Simple Solution, we would predict that Bill would falsify “every
student will succeed if they work hard” iff Bill fails to satisfy “x will succeed if
x works hard”. Intuitively, Bill does not satisfy this conditional: it is false that Bill
will succeed if he works hard. Thus we would predict that Bill’s presence would be
incompatible with the truth of “every student will succeed if they work hard”.

Similarly, we would predict that Meadow would indeed be a counterinstance to
the claim “no student will succeed if they goof off”. For the quantified statement
to be true of a domain containing Meadow, Meadow would have to fail to satisfy
“x will succeed if x goofs off”. However, on any natural interpretation of the condi-
tional, it is true that Meadow will succeed if she goofs off. It is clear, then, why “no
student will succeed if they goof off” cannot be true of a class that includes Meadow.

This treatment is completely compositional with respect to the contribution of
the conditional to the truth conditions of the entire sentence. It is also completely
independent of any particular semantic treatment of conditionals themselves. We
have offered no explanation of when an object satisfies the embedded conditional;
this account of how conditionals compose appears to be independent of whatever
the ultimate account of semantics for conditionals turns out to be. Just as it is not
necessary to provide an account of when an item satisfies the predicate “is F” in
order to highlight the compositional structure of “Q Ns are F”, if the Simple Solution
was to succeed, it would not be necessary to provide an account of when an item
satisfies an open conditional in order to see that a compositional analysis of quanti-
fied conditionals is possible. The Simple Solution, then, is an appealing option, and
thus far it appears to handle our data correctly.

There is, however, a class of “if”-statements that are not well handled by the
Simple Solution, namely those “if”-statements that do not obey the Law of Condi-
tional Excluded Middle. I will also argue that “unless”-statements are simply not
amenable to anything like the Simple Solution, but first let us consider those quan-
tified “if”-statements that resist the Simple Solution.
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3.2 Conditional Excluded Middle

Higginbotham (2003) and von Fintel and latridou (2002) each claim that we can
give compositional interpretations to the troublesome quantified conditionals, but
only if we assume that “if”-statements obey the law of Conditional Excluded Middle
(CEM). Higginbotham describes this principle as follows:

Writing the Stalnaker conditional as ‘=, we have the validity of (CEM), or Conditional
Excluded Middle: (CEM) (¢ = ) V (¢ = —)
(2003, p. 186)

Higginbotham is reluctant to endorse CEM, but takes it to be the only means of
giving a compositional account of quantified conditionals. He writes, “Composition-
ality can be restored under certain assumptions [namely CEM] about the meaning,
or the presuppositions, of conditionals. However, | am not aware at present of any
way of grounding these presuppositions that is not stipulative” (p. 182). Von Fintel
and latridou (2002) are more enthusiastic in their endorsement of CEM, since it
is part of a theory of conditionals to which von Fintel is antecedently committed.
Neither von Fintel and latridou, nor Higginbotham provide much explanation of
why they believe CEM is a necessary assumption when analyzing quantified condi-
tionals in particular, however. That von Fintel and latridou would assume CEM is
perfectly understandable, since one of the authors has defended such an analysis
of conditionals elsewhere. It is less than clear from his 2003 paper, though, why
Higginbotham feels obliged to accept CEM.

The Simple Solution is just a way of dealing with quantified conditionals, and
so should be neutral on the truth of CEM. If CEM is a true principle governing
unquantified conditionals, then it should also govern quantified ones, but if certain
unquantified conditionals do not obey CEM, we have no explanation of why these
conditionals should suddenly obey it when they appear under a quantifier.

The Simple Solution made no assumptions whatsoever about the semantics of
unquantified conditionals — we gave the truth conditions of quantified conditionals
solely in terms of how many items satisfied or failed to satisfy the embedded condi-
tional. If we encounter a conditional that does not obey CEM, then, we should be
able nonetheless to analyze quantified versions of that conditional compositionally.
Suppose, for example, (5) is a conditional that does not obey CEM:

(5) aisQ, ifitisP.

Then by assumption “it’s false that a is Q, if it is P” is not equivalent to “if a is P,
then it’s false that a is Q”, though “it’s false that: a is Q, if it is P” is nonetheless
interpretable and acceptable. Then (6) should also be interpretable and acceptable:

(6) NoxisQifxisP.

(6) should be true just in case none of the relevant items satisfy the open conditional
“x is Q, if x is P”. That an item can fail to satisfy the open conditional without
satisfying “if x is P then it’s false that x is Q" should not affect our analysis. There is
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nothing in the account presented here that even suggests that CEM is an assumption
required to provide a semantics for quantified conditionals.

It is a controversial matter whether CEM is a principle governing all conditionals,
or whether there are some that do not obey it. A good candidate for a conditional
that does not obey CEM is (7):

(7) This fair coin will come up heads if flipped.

Suppose that we have a fair coin before us, and we are contemplating what will
happen if we decide to flip it. On the assumption that the coin in question really is
fair, (7) is intuitively false. Since (7) is a false conditional, if it obeyed CEM, then
(8) would be true:

(8) This fair coin will not come up heads if flipped

However, (8) seems to be false also; it seems that we have a conditional that does
not obey CEM.2

Let us now consider how the Simple Solution handles quantified conditionals
whose embedded conditionals do not satisfy CEM. The above discussion suggests
that the arbitrary fair coin fails to satisfy “x will come up heads if x is flipped”. The
Simple Solution would then predict that (9) would be true of any given collection of
fair coins, since each fair coin will fail to satisfy the embedded conditional:

(9) No fair coin will come up heads if flipped.

But (9) strikes us as false under these circumstances!* (9) expresses a much stronger
claim: (9) would be true only if each coin was sure not to come up heads if flipped.
That is, (9) is true iff each coin satisfies the open conditional “x will not come up
heads if x is flipped”.

A friend of the Simple Solution might respond by invoking CEM here. The
conditional “x will not come up heads if x is flipped” is related to (9)’s embedded
conditional via CEM: if CEM holds, then an item can fail to satisfy “x will come
up heads if flipped” if and only if it satisfies “x will not come up heads if flipped”.

3 One might deny that (7) and (8) really are false, and claim instead, for example, that they are
simply indeterminate, or lack a truth value. Certainly the defender of CEM as a general principle
should argue for some such claim. | will not discuss such a possible defense here, but rather the
discussion will proceed on the highly intuitive assumption that this is a genuine counterexample
to CEM. It is worth noting, though, that it is far easier to convince oneself that (7) and (8) are
indeterminate, than it is to convince oneself that that their quantified counterparts (9) and (10) are:
(9) No fair coin will come up heads if flipped.
(10) Every fair coin will come heads if flipped.
(9) and (10) strike most people as quite clearly false. Thus even if one is inclined to reject (7) and
(8) as counterexamples to CEM on the grounds that they are indeterminate rather than false, one
still needs an explanation of why (9) and (10) seem quite clearly false and not at all indeterminate.
Any natural extension of the Simple Solution to cases of indeterminacy would predict that the
quantified statements should be indeterminate if their embedded conditionals are indeterminate.

4 1 am indebted to Jim Higginbotham and David Chalmers for pointing this out to me.
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Intuitively, it appears that (9) requires something like this for its truth: the coins in
question must all fail to come up heads if flipped for (9) to be true. Thus it seems that
the Simple Solution will be adequate only if we assume that an item fails to satisfy
an open conditional “if P(x) then Q(x)” if and only if it satisfies the conditional “if
P(x) then not Q(x)” — i.e. if we do assume that all conditionals obey CEM.

Higginbotham (2003) notes that this assumption is strange and stipulative; we
have no explanation of why we would need to assume CEM for our analysis. On
the account sketched here, we would in fact predict, on the face of it, that we
would not need to assume CEM. If our difficulties were resolved by assuming that
quantifiers demand that conditionals in their scope obey CEM, though, perhaps this
would justify our adopting the stipulation. The situation, however, is not quite so
straightforward.

To provide an adequate analysis of (9), we were forced to assume that the coins
in question failed to satisfy “x will come up heads if x is flipped” if and only if they
satisfied “x will not come up heads if flipped”. Fair coins do not intuitively satisfy
“x will come up heads if flipped”, but “no fair coin will come up heads if flipped” is
clearly false. We explained this by assuming that, in order to fail to satisfy “x will
come up heads if flipped”, an item must satisfy “x will not come up heads if flipped”.
Fair coins clearly do not satisfy this latter conditional, so we concluded that, despite
appearances, fair coins must satisfy “x will come up heads if x is flipped” after all.
We were then able to explain the falsity of (9), which is true if and only if none of
the coins satisfy “x will come up heads if flipped”. But this explanation of why (9)
is false unfortunately predicts that (10) will be true:

(10) Every fair coin will come up heads if flipped.

In our explanation of (9)’s falsity, we stipulated that to fail to satisfy “x will come
up heads if flipped” just is to satisfy “x will not come up heads if flipped”, and used
that equivalence to arrive at the conclusion that each of the relevant coins must,
in fact, satisfy “x will come up heads if flipped”. These conditions, though, are
exactly ones in which (10) ought to be true; thus our analysis predicts the truth
of (10), despite its obvious falsity. We have purchased our explanation of (9)’s
falsity only at the price of predicting (10)’s truth. Out of the frying pan and into
the fire.

It is clear that (10) is false as long as (at least some of) the coins fail to satisfy
the open embedded conditional, even though they also fail to satisfy the CEM-
equivalent conditional. (9), however, is only true if the coins satisfy this CEM-
equivalent conditional; it is not enough that they simply fail to satisfy the open
embedded conditional. The proposed defense of the Simple Solution has led to the
awkward position of requiring that our quantified conditionals both obey and fail to
obey CEM. It appears that CEM is a necessary stipulation when we are providing
a semantic analysis of conditionals under quantifiers such as “no”, but not if the
quantifier is one such as “every”, CEM applies only if it applies to the unquantified
version of the conditional. Thus if conditionals such as (7) and (8) do not obey
CEM, we are forced to alter their semantics so as to conform to CEM when they
occur under quantifiers like “no”, but not when they occur under quantifiers like



12 S.-J. Leslie

“every”. In this way we find ourselves back at square one; one semantic analysis
applies to conditionals under “every”, and another to conditionals under “no”.

This suggests, | think, that we have not properly understood the logical form of
conditionals embedded under quantifiers. The Simple Solution so far fares consid-
erably better than Higginbotham’s original account — it provides adequate truth
conditions in the vast majority of cases, and the violations are localized to those
marginal and controversial conditionals that fail to obey CEM. Nonetheless, we have
no explanation of why CEM is a necessary assumption for providing the seman-
tics of conditionals embedded under “no”. We have even less of an explanation
of why this assumption does not apply to conditionals embedded under “every”.
The Simple Solution, though initially most appealing, is not ultimately adequate.
Another approach is called for.

3.3 A Modalized Restrictive Account

A popular account of quantified conditionals emerges from the tradition that began
with David Lewis (1975), which takes “if”-statements to restrict quantifiers and
quantificational adverbs.® Lewis argued that “if”-statements that occur in the scope
of quantificational adverbs restrict the domain of quantification of that adverb. For
example, we would analyze “always, if m and n are positive integers, the power
m" can be computed by successive multiplication” as involving quantification over
pairs of positive integers. The sentence is analyzed to mean that, for all pairs of
positive integers m and n, the power m" can be computed by successive multiplica-
tion. Thus the “if”-clause “if m and n are positive integers” provides the domain of
quantification for the adverb “always”.

Most contemporary theorists in this tradition assume that, if no explicit adverb of
quantification is present in a conditional statement, then a covert universal quantifier
over possible situations® occurs in the sentence’s logical form. On this view, condi-
tionals serve to restrict the domain of possible situations over which the quantifier
ranges — be it an explicit quantificational adverb or a covert universal quantifier. It
is almost always assumed that, if an explicit adverb of quantification occurs in the
sentence, then the conditional will restrict that adverb, and no covert universal will
occur in the sentence’s analysis.

On such an account, an “if’-statement of the form “If R, then M” (i.e., in which
no explicit quantificational adverb occurs) would be analyzed as:

5 A quantificational adverb is an adverb such as “always”, “sometimes”, “often”, “never”, and so
on. Lewis (1975) argued that these adverbs quantify over cases or situations. Thus, for example,
the sentence “John always wins” is to be analyzed to mean that all relevant situations involving
John are ones in which he wins.

6 |.e. parts of possible worlds; see Kratzer (1989). In our discussion, nothing will hang on the use
of situations rather than worlds. (An account that uses situations rather than worlds is useful in
dealing with so-called ‘donkey’ sentences, such as “if a farmer owns a donkey, he beats it” (Heim,
1990). We will not be concerned with such sentences here.)
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All [C N R] [M]

where C denotes the set of contextually relevant situations, and R and M are the
interpretations of the antecedent and consequent respectively. Thus “if R, then M”
is true iff all of the contextually relevant situations in which “R” is true are ones
in which “M” is true. If an explicit adverb of quantification occurs in the sentence,
then that adverb will take the place of the covert universal quantifier. For example,
“Never, if R, then M” would be analyzed as:

No [C N R] [M]

Thus “never, if R, then M” is interpreted to mean that no relevant situations in which
“R” is true are situations in which “M” is true.

Lewis confined his original discussion to adverbs of quantification, but it is a
natural further step to treat “if”-statements as restricting quantificational NPs such
as “no students”, if the “if”-statement occurs in the scope of such an NP (see, e.g.
Kratzer 1991; von Fintel 1998). On this view, we would construe (1) and (2) as (1*)
and (2*) below:

(1) Every student will succeed if they work hard.
(1*) Every student who works hard will succeed.
(2) No student will succeed if they goof off.

(2*) No student who goofs off will succeed.

Or more formally:

(1*LF) Every x [x is a student and x works hard] [x will succeed]
(2*LF) No x [x is a student and x goofs off] [x will succeed]

Kratzer’s treatment of “if”-statements as restricting quantificational operators has
been very influential. As it stands, though, it does not accurately capture the truth
conditions of (1) and (2), since it is susceptible to the same counterexamples as
Higginbotham’s (1986) account. Let us consider Bill once again — doomed to failure
regardless of how hard he works — whose presence suffices to falsify (1). Should
Bill decide not to work hard, though, then he poses no obstacle to the truth of
(1*): he is not among the students who work hard, and so is irrelevant to (1*)’s
truth or falsity. Thus (1) will be false while (1*) may yet be true. Similarly, the
inclusion of the fortunate Meadow — who will succeed no matter what — among the
relevant students is enough to render (2) false. Should Meadow decide not to goof
off, though, then (2*) may well still be true, since only those students that actually
goof off are relevant to the truth of (2*). This analysis, then, does not fare any better
than Higginbotham’s original (1986) account.

It should be clear, though, exactly what the root of the difficulty is for this version
of the restrictive account — the analysis is ignoring possible circumstances that are
relevant for the truth of the quantified conditional because they are merely possible,
and not actual. This difficulty does not arise for the restrictive analysis when the
quantificational element is an adverb of quantification or a covert universal, because
we are taking those quantifiers to range over possible situations. The truth conditions
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of conditionals such as “Bill will succeed if he works hard” do not simply depend
on the happenings of the actual world, because the covert universal is taken to range
over possible situations. If we restricted the domain of the universal to actual situ-
ations, then we would predict inappropriate truth conditions if, as it happens, Bill
never actually works hard. A modal element is needed to deliver the correct truth
conditions for conditionals.

This suggests that our objection to treating quantified conditionals as restricted
quantifiers, then, would be defeated were we able to include such a modal element
in their truth conditions. Meadow falsifies “no student will succeed if they goof
off” even if she does not actually goof off, because were she to goof off, she
would succeed nonetheless. This modal fact is enough to guarantee that Meadow
falsifies the quantified conditional, regardless of how events in the actual world
unfold. We need to take these possible events into account when giving the truth
conditions of quantified conditionals, just as we must when we are giving the truth
conditions of conditionals that contain quantificational adverbs. Indeed, it would be
rather surprising were the two types of constructions not to require such parallel
treatment.

There are a variety of ways, it would seem, in which this idea might be imple-
mented. We might take the quantifier to range over possible individuals, for example.
Here, | will pursue a particular means of implementing the idea, which fits rather
well with some recent work by Bart Geurts (m.s.), though there are other ways that
one might implement the idea.

Geurts (m.s.) argues that, even when a conditional statement contains an explicit
quantificational NP or quantificational adverb, the conditional may still serve to
restrict a covert universal, in the same way that it does when no explicit quantifier or
quantificational adverb is present. Geurts asks us to consider the following sentence:

(11) If Beryl is in Paris, she often visits the Louvre.

Geurts points out that (11) can be read as saying that on many of the occasions in
which Beryl is in Paris, she visits the Louvre, or as saying that whenever Beryl is
in Paris, she pays many visits to the Louvre. The first reading is obtained by taking
the “if” clause to restrict the overt quantificational adverb “often”, while the second
is obtained by taking the “if” clause to restrict a covert universal, of the sort that is
standardly taken to occur in the absence of a quantificational adverb.

Geurts’ account differs from some more conventional views in that he claims that
a conditional may have a covert universal associated with it, even when the sentence
contains an explicit quantifier or quantificational adverb. Thus Geurts does not take
such explicit items to block the emergence of a covert universal. Geurts, though,
only discusses this covert operator in contexts where it is the operator that the
conditional is restricting.

However, there is no reason that | know of that would prevent this covert
universal quantifier over possible worlds from occurring in the logical form of a
conditional statement, even though the conditional is itself restricting an explicit
quantifying determiner. | propose that a conditional may contribute a covert
universal quantifier to the semantics, even though the conditional itself serves to
restrict an explicit quantifier. Further, | suggest that, when a conditional restricts an
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explicit quantifier, this covert universal takes wide scope over the entire statement.
Thus, when a conditional restricts a quantifier, every relevant possible world must
be such that the quantified statement holds in it, for the entire statement to be true.

This account delivers the correct results for the quantified conditionals we have
been considering. The unfortunate Bill — doomed to failure regardless of how hard
he may work — posed a problem for a straightforward account of the conditional as
restricting the quantifier. If we understood the conditional as restricting the quan-
tified NP, with no modal element present, we would predict that the quantified
conditional would be true, so long as Bill did not in fact work hard. The quantified
conditional is not, however, intuitively true under those circumstances. The fact that,
had Bill worked hard, he still would not have succeeded is enough to falsify the
quantified conditional. | propose that we amend the above analysis, so as to include
wide-scope quantification over contextually relevant possible worlds:

Yw Cw, wp: Every X [x is a (relevant) student in w & x works hard in w] [x will
succeed in w]

“Cw, wp” picks out a contextually determined restriction on the possible worlds
over which we are quantifying. These truth conditions correctly predict that “every
student will succeed if they work hard” will be false if Bill is among the relevant
students. Since there are relevant worlds in which Bill works hard but does not
succeed, the statement is false. Similar remarks apply to the quantified conditional
“No student will succeed if they goof off”, which is falsified by Meadow’s presence,
regardless of how hard she actually works. Since there are relevant possible worlds
in which Meadow goofs off and still gets an A, the quantified conditional cannot be
true.’

7 There is a fair amount of contextual variability associated with the restricting nominal “student”
here. I have been eliding the details of this restriction, other than including a parenthetical ‘relevant’
in my representation of the logical form of these statements. There is far more that needs to be said
here. In particular, it seems that some contextual restrictions allow the extension of the restricted
nominal to change across the possible situations, while others do not. For example, if | say “every
student will succeed if they work hard” with my introductory logic class in mind, there is a reading
of the sentence on which it applies to any students who might possibly take my class. The utterance
would then be a commentary on how | run my course. On this reading, the statement is false if the
likes of Bill is even a possible member of my class. There is another reading of the sentence,
though, on which it only applies to the students that have actually enrolled in my class, and thus
understood is a commentary on the intellectual abilities of these students. On this reading, it does
not matter whether Bill might have enrolled — that he has not in fact enrolled is enough to discount
him from the evaluation of the statement. We should, | think, understand this variability as part of
the general phenomenon of contextual variability in nominals — the property picked out by “is a
student” might be such that its extension does not vary across the relevant possible situations, or
it might be less rigid. (We could also locate difference between the readings in the set of relevant
possible worlds we are considering. The proposal presented here is neutral between the two imple-
mentations, however, | am inclined to locate the restriction in the restricted nominal.) It should be
noted, though, that it is less clear how these two readings would be generated, if we understood the
statement to be quantifying over actual individual students, and attributing conditional properties
to them, as we would under the Simple Solution. Unless we take the quantificational NP to range
over possible individuals, it may be hard to avoid the consequence that the only available readings
of the statement should be ones that pertain to the students that are, in fact, members of my class.
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This Modalized Restrictive Account is thus able to deliver the correct truth condi-
tions for (1) and (2). The Simple Solution, of course, was also able to handle these
sentences correctly. However, our Modalized Restrictive Account, unlike the Simple
Solution, delivers the intuitively correct results when faced with conditionals that do
not obey Conditional Excluded Middle, without employing ad hoc assumptions.

Higginbotham (2003) claimed that a compositional account of quantified condi-
tionals is forthcoming only if we assume that conditionals under quantifiers obey
CEM. He was rightly uncomfortable with this result, feeling it to be little more than
stipulation. As we saw above, the troubles run deeper than unexplained stipulation;
the stipulation only applies to conditionals embedded under quantifiers such as “no”.
If a conditional occurs under “every”, it obeys CEM only if its unquantified coun-
terpart obeys CEM. Thus, in our above example, “every coin will come up heads
if flipped” is a false claim, even though there is no coin in the domain that satisfies
“x will not come up heads if flipped”. If CEM held here, the universally quantified
claim would only be predicted to be false if there were such a coin. Thus CEM has to
be imposed differentially on conditionals, depending on the nature of the quantifier
they are embedded under. It was just this sort of chameleon-like semantics, though,
that we set out to avoid.

Our Modalized Restrictive Account yields the right predictions without recourse
to such uncomfortable assumptions and chameleon-like analyses. The Modalized
Restrictive Account would render “no fair coin will come up heads if flipped” as:

VYw Cw, wo: No X [X is a fair coin in w & x is flipped in w] [x will come up heads

inw]
On this analysis, the statement is true iff in all relevant possible circumstances, none
of the coins that are flipped will come up heads. These are the truth conditions we
have been seeking, and we are able to arrive at them without making questionable
assumptions about the plausibility of CEM in such a case.

Similarly, we have at hand a straightforward, parallel analysis for “every coin
will come up heads if flipped”:

Yw Cw, Wo: Every x [x is a fair coin in w & x is flipped in w] [x will come up
heads in w]

It is clear that this analysis correctly predicts that “every coin will come up heads
if flipped” will be false. The Modalized Restrictive Account is able to capture
the strong truth conditions of both the quantified conditionals. The Simple Solu-
tion issued in overly weak conditions for the conditional under “no”, unless CEM
was assumed to apply. However, once CEM was assumed, the truth conditions for
the conditional under “every” were predicted to be overly weak. Only a differen-
tial application of CEM captured the strong truth conditions of both statements.
Our restrictive analysis allows us to avoid any such differential assumptions. This
consideration constitutes good reason to prefer a restrictive analysis of conditionals
to the Simple Solution.

Furthermore, we will see in the next section that no version of the Simple Solu-
tion is applicable to quantified “unless”-statements, while a Modalized Restrictive
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Account delivers the desired results. Treating quantified “if” and “unless”-statements
in a uniform manner constitutes further reason to prefer the restrictive account to the
Simple Solution in the case of “if”-statements.

4 The Semantics of Conditionals Containing “Unless”

The Simple Solution to the puzzle of quantified conditionals treated embedded
“if”-statements as predicating a conditional property of the quantified NP subject.
The truth value of a sentence of the form “Q Ns P, if R” would then depend on how
many of the relevant Ns possess the conditional property. The logical form of such
a sentence, we have claimed, might be given as follows:

QIN][PifR]

A parallel account for “unless” would render the logical forms of (3) and (4) as
follows:

(3)  Every student will succeed unless they goof off.
(3LF) Every x [x is a (relevant) student] [x will succeed unless x goofs off]
(4)  No student will succeed unless they work hard.
(4LF) No x [xis a (relevant) student] [x will succeed unless x works hard]

(3LF) handles Bill’s case adequately: Bill does not satisfy “x will succeed unless
x goofs off”, since it’s false that Bill will succeed unless they goof off. Thus if
(3LF) is the logical form of (3), we would predict that (3) would not be true if
Bill is among the relevant students. But what of (4 LF)? We wish to predict that
a sentence whose logical form is given by (4 LF) will not be true if Meadow is
among the relevant students. (4 LF) is true if none of the relevant students satisfy
the open “unless”-statement, or alternatively if all of the relevant students fail to
satisfy it. Meadow will present an obstacle to the truth of (4 LF) iff she satisfies “x
will succeed unless x works hard” . .. and here we encounter a difficulty.

“Meadow will succeed unless she works hard” is intuitively false. This is not a
true sentence in the scenario we have described. Meadow will succeed no matter
what she does, so it’s false that Meadow will succeed unless she works hard. Thus,
if the logical form of (4) was given by (4 LF), Meadow would pose no obstacle to
the truth of (4). She fails to satisfy the open “unless”-statement, and so it is quite
possible that no student in a class containing her would satisfy it.

The Simple Solution, then, does not even begin to accommodate “unless”-
statements. It appears that the truth conditions of quantified “unless”-statements
do not depend on how many members of the domain satisfy the open “unless”-
statement. Statements of the form “No Ns P unless they R” cannot be understood
to mean that No Ns satisfy ““P unless they R”. In the case of “unless”-statements,
we do not need to invoke conditionals that fail to obey CEM to raise difficulties
for the Simple Solution. It cannot handle these rather basic examples of quantified
“unless”-statements.
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One might, of course, just deny that “Meadow will succeed unless she works
hard” really is false. One might argue that it is merely pragmatically unacceptable
for one reason or another. | find such a solution deeply unsatisfying. To my ear, and
the ears of my informants, it is simply false that Meadow will succeed unless she
works hard. Any account that validates that intuition should be preferred to one that
dismisses it. In what follows | will propose such an account, and to the extent that it
is successful, it provides us with a far more satisfactory account than one that chalks
up the appearance of falsity here to mere pragmatic factors.®

Let us then accept at face value the intuition that it’s false that Meadow will
succeed unless she works hard. One way that we might frame our puzzle is as
follows: for unquantified “unless”-statements, there appears to be a “uniqueness”
requirement. This “uniqueness” requirement has it that, for the “unless”-statement
to be true, it would have to be the case that working hard is the only relevant way
in which Meadow will fail to succeed. Since this is false in the case described, the
“unless”-statement is predicted to be false. This uniqueness requirement, however,

8 Treating ‘unless’ as meaning “if . . . not” is the most obvious way to fill out the claim that Meadow
really does satisfy the relevant ‘unless’-statement: It’s true that Meadow will succeed if she doesn’t
work hard. Higginbotham (2003) proposes that we handle ‘unless’ in this manner, and claims
that a compositional treatment of quantified ‘unless’-statements is possible so long as ‘unless’
is assimilated to “if ... not”. (Higginbotham provides few details, so it is not clear whether he
proposes this to deal with situations such as Meadow’s, or for some other reason.) Besides a general
desire not to simply dismiss as pragmatic any phenomenon that threatens semantic simplicity, there
are other considerations that weigh against treating ‘unless’ as ‘if ... not’. Geis (1973) produces
a battery of reasons not to equate ‘unless’ with “if .. .not’, and | refer my reader to his excellent
article for more detailed discussion than I can provide here.

Geis notes that ‘unless’ and “if ... not’ behave differently with respect to the possibility of
coordinate structures. There is no obstacle to conjoining clauses containing “if ... not’, but we
cannot do the same with clauses containing ‘unless’. Compare, for example:

John will succeed if he doesn’t goof off and if he doesn’t sleep through the final.

*John will succeed unless they goof off and unless he sleeps through the final.

‘Unless’ and ‘if ... not’” also interact differently with negative polarity items. Naturally, negative
polarity items can occur in the scope of “if ... not’. They cannot, however, occur in the scope of
‘unless’:

John won’t succeed if he doesn’t ever attend class.

*John won’t succeed unless he ever attends class.

As a final point against the identification of ‘if ... not” and ‘unless’, we should note that clauses
containing “if ... not’ can be modified by ‘only’, ‘even’, ‘except’, while clauses containing ‘unless
cannot:

John will succeed only if he doesn’t goof off.

*John will succeed only unless they goof off.

John will succeed even if he doesn’t work hard.

*John will succeed even unless he works hard.

John will succeed except if he doesn’t work hard.

*John will succeed except unless he works hard.

I will take these considerations and others in Geis (1973) to tell strongly against the identification
of ‘unless” with ‘if ... not’ that Higginbotham (2003) suggests, and so this particular means of
deriving the falsity of “Meadow will succeed unless she works hard” is untenable. Perhaps other
means might be proposed, but | do not know of any other such proposals.
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seems to disappear when “unless”-statements are embedded under some quantifiers
such as “no students”. “A will succeed unless A works hard” is false if A can succeed
while working hard. However, the mere fact that working hard and succeeding are
compatible for each student does not suffice to make true “No student will succeed
unless they work hard”. The quantified statement is much stronger. It is not made
true by the mere compatibility of working hard and succeeding. For Meadow, hard
work and success are certainly compatible, but this does not mean that “No student
will succeed unless they work hard” can be true of a class containing her. It cannot.
“No student will succeed unless they work hard” specifically rules out the possibility
of students like Meadow, who may succeed without hard work.

I will argue that a Modalized Restrictive Account of quantified “unless”-statements
will deliver the results we are seeking. Once we have a satisfactory account of
“unless”-statements that occur in the presence of adverbs of quantification, it will
be a simple matter to extend this account to handle “unless”-statements that are
embedded under quantifiers.

4.1 Von Fintel’s Account of “Unless”

To make progress here, we will need to understand the semantics of unquantified
“unless”-statements in more detail. There has been relatively little contemporary
discussion of “unless”, but fortunately von Fintel (1992, 1994) offers an excellent
discussion that will be extremely helpful to us here. Von Fintel’s account extends
and formalizes Geis (1973), and includes a uniqueness condition that explains why
“Meadow will get an A unless she works hard” is false.

\on Fintel’s account of “unless”-statements follows in the Lewis-Kratzer tradi-
tion of treating conditionals as restrictions on quantificational adverbs, and he
assumes, along with most theorists, that a covert universal quantifier occurs in the
absence of an explicit quantificational adverb.

Let us begin by considering cases in which no adverb of quantification is
present in the sentence, and so the quantifier in question is a covert universal. Von
Fintel’s account of “unless”-statements has two parts. The first part treats “unless”-
statements as having as part of their meaning something akin to “if. .. not”. Thus
“M unless R” has its interpretation given in part by:

All [C - R] [M]

It is thus part of the truth conditions of “M unless R” that all relevant situations
in which “R” is false are ones in which “M” is true. It should be clear that this is
extensionally equivalent to the analysis we would give for “If not R, then M”, and
so the common intuition (see, e.g., Higginbotham 2003) that “unless” is akin to “if
... not” is captured by this part of von Fintel’s treatment.

“Unless” does not simply mean “if . .. not” (Geis, 1973, see also fn 8). Von Fintel
recognizes this, and so includes a so-called uniqueness condition, which he formu-
lates as follows:
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VS (Al [C-S] [M] - RCS)

Thus, for any set of situations S, if all relevant situations that are not S situations
are also M situations, then S includes R as a subset. It is this condition that explains
the falsity of, e.g., “Meadow will get an A unless she goofs off”. It is certainly
true that all relevant situations in which Meadow does not goof off are situations in
which she will get an A, thus the first condition of the analysis is satisfied. But the
uniqueness condition will not be satisfied. Consider a proper subset of the (possible)
situations in which she goofs off — say, situations in which she both goofs off and
chews gum in class. Clearly, the set of situations in which she goofs off is not a
subset of the situations in which she both goofs off and chews gum in class, at least
on the very natural assumption that there are some relevant, possible situations in
which she goofs off but does not chew gum. However, since Meadow will get an A
in all relevant situations, she will a fortiori get an A in situations in which she either
doesn’t goof off, or doesn’t chew gum in class. But this disjunctive set of situations
just consists of the situations denoted by [C — S], where S is the set of situations in
which she both goofs off and chews gum. Thus, we have found a set S of situations
such that all the relevant non-S situations are situations in which Meadow gets an
A, but the set of situations in which Meadow goofs off is not a subset of this set S.
Thus the unigueness condition is not satisfied. The uniqueness condition will only
be satisfied if all the situations in which “R” holds are situations in which “M”
does not hold. If there are any R-situations that are also M-situations, then if we
subtract these situations from R, we will obtain a set S that falsifies the uniqueness
condition.

Von Fintel’s account of statements of the form “M unless R” thus contains two
conjuncts:

All [C - R] [M] & VS (Al [C = S] [M] — RC S)

It should be obvious by now that we will not be able to use this analysis to give an
account of quantified “unless”-statements in any straightforward manner. If we try
to treat “No students are M unless they are R” as

No X [x is a student] [x is M unless x is R]

and use von Fintel’s analysis of the “unless”-statement, we will obtain:

No x [x is a student] [All [C — {s: x is R in s}] [{s: x is M in s}] & VS (All
[C-S][{s:xisMins}] — {s:xisRins} C S)]

(where C is the set of relevant situations.) But as long as all the students fail to satisfy
at least one of the conjuncts of the analysis, the statement will be true. As before,
this predicts that Meadow will pose no obstacle to the truth of “no student will get an
A unless they work hard”, since she will not satisfy the uniqueness condition of the
“unless”-statement. Once again, the uniqueness condition — essential for an account
of “unless”-statements that do not occur under quantifiers — creates difficulties once
we try to embed the statement under “no”.
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4.2 A Modified Account of “Unless”

Before we return to our main project of giving an account of “unless”-statements
under quantifiers, let us consider how von Fintel’s account fares when there is an
explicit adverb of quantification present in the “unless”-statement. Von Fintel (1992)
formulates his account in general terms as follows:

QIC-RIM]&VS(Q[C-S][M] = RCY)

where “Q” is the relevant quantifier — either a covert universal as before, or an adverb
of quantification that explicitly occurs in the sentence. Let us see how his account
handles a statement such as (12):

(12) John never succeeds unless he works hard.

(Or to make the scope of the adverb more apparent, we may substitute the more
awkward “Never, unless he works hard, does John succeed”.) Clearly, (12) cannot
be true if there are any possible, contextually relevant situations in which John
succeeds without working hard. Von Fintel (1994) claims that (12) also requires
for its truth that any time John works hard, he succeeds, but this seems to me too
strict a requirement for the truth of (12). (12) may be true, yet there be some rele-
vant situations in which even hard work does not suffice for John’s success. My
intuitions, and those of my informants, have it that it should not be part of the truth
conditions of (12) that every situation in which John works hard is one in which he
succeeds. If John is someone who finds his coursework extremely difficult, and so
never succeeds without hard work, (12) will be true, even if John sometimes finds
the work so difficult, that he fails despite working hard.

Von Fintel’s account, however, predicts that the truth conditions of (12) would
include such a strict requirement. His above analysis, applied to (12), would be as
follows:

No [C — {s: John works hard in s}] [{s: John succeeds in s}] & VS (No [C - S]
[{s: John succeeds in s}] — {s: John works hard in s} C S)

The first conjunct above is perfectly correct — it states that no relevant situation
in which John does not work hard is a situation in which John succeeds. The
second conjunct — the uniqueness condition — imposes an overly demanding condi-
tion, however. The second conjunct is not satisfied as long as there is some set of
situations S such that none of the relevant non-S situations are situations in which
John succeeds, and yet S does not contain the situations in which John works hard.
Suppose, for example, that amongst the contextually relevant situations are ones in
which the subject matter is just too difficult for John to master. No matter how hard
he works, he won’t succeed in those situations. Intuitively, (12) can be true despite
the possibility of such situations, but the uniqueness clause in von Fintel’s account
is violated under these circumstances.

To see that this is so, let us take S to be the set of situations in which the subject
matter is not too difficult for John. Let us further suppose that there are some rele-
vant possible situations in which John works hard, even though the subject matter,
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regrettably, is just too difficult for him. (This supposition is just the one described in
the preceding paragraph.) Then the set of situations in which John works hard will
not be a subset of S, and so for this S it is false that:

{s: John works hard in s} € S

However, since S is the set of situations in which the subject matter is not too diffi-
cult for John, [C — S] is the set of relevant situations in which the subject matter is
too difficult for John. In the scenario we are describing, none of these situations are
situations in which John succeeds. Thus it is true that:

No [C — S] [{s: John succeeds in s}]

Thus von Fintel’s uniqueness clause is violated, and so (12) is predicted to be false,
so long as there are some situations in which John works hard but still doesn’t
succeed. Intuitively, however, it may be true that John never succeeds unless he
works hard, even though sometimes his hard work isn’t enough to secure his success.
Sometimes the subject matter is simply beyond him. Thus von Fintel’s account does
not correctly handle “unless”-statements that contain the quantificational adverb
“never”.

If von Fintel’s account included only its first part — the requirement that no
situations in which John does not work hard be ones in which he succeeds — we
would have the intuitively correct truth conditions for “John never succeeds unless
he works hard”. As we saw above, however, the uniqueness clause is needed to
provide adequate truth conditions for “unless”-statements that contain universals,
be they covert or overt. How can we accommodate this data in a compositional
manner?

| believe that the problem lies in the formulation of von Fintel’s uniqueness
clause. Further evidence that it is not properly formulated emerges when we consider
“unless”-statements that contain adverbs of quantification such as “usually” or
“rarely”, as in (13) and (14). Von Fintel (1994) claims that statements such as (13)
and (14) are ill-formed and semantically deviant. | must admit that | simply do not
share this intuition, nor do my informants. Since (13) and (14) are perfectly fine
to my ear, | will aim to provide an account of “unless” that captures their truth
conditions adequately.

(13) John usually succeeds unless they goof off.
(14) John rarely succeeds unless he works hard.

(Or to make it absolutely clear that the quantificational adverbs have scope over the
whole statements:

(13) Usually, unless John goofs off, he succeeds.
(14’) Rarely, unless John works hard, does he succeed.

I cannot find anything objectionable about these sentences.)

Von Fintel’s account cannot be successfully applied to (13) and (14); this is
natural since von Fintel does not intend that it should apply to them. The account
applied to (13) would yield the following:
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Most [C - {s: John goofs off in s}] [{s: John succeeds in s}] & VS (Most
[C - S] [{s: John succeeds in s}] — {s: John goofs off in s} < S)°

As before, | cannot find fault with the first conjunct of the account — it is certainly
necessary for the truth of (13) that most situations in which John does not goof off
are ones in which he succeeds. It is the uniqueness condition that gives us cause for
concern.

Suppose, for example, that for the most part, when John doesn’t goof off, he
succeeds, and again for the most part, when John does goof off, he doesn’t succeed.
Let us say, though, that once in a while John bribes his teacher, in which case he
usually succeeds, no matter what he does. It seems that (13) is true under these
circumstances, as long as John very rarely bribes his teacher, but the uniqueness
clause is violated. We may take our S to be the set of situations in which John does
not bribe his teacher. John almost never bribes his teacher if he is planning to work
hard — what would be the point? — so the situations in which he does bribe his teacher
are generally ones in which they goof off. Thus the set of situations in which John
goofs off are not a subset of S, i.e. of the situations in which he refrains from bribing
his teacher. However, as we have described the example, most of the situations in
which John does decide to bribe his teacher are ones in which John succeeds, so it
is true that:

Most [C — S] [{s: John succeeds in s}]

Once again, the uniqueness clause is not satisfied, and so we would predict that
“John usually succeeds unless they goof off” would be false as described. It is
enough to falsify von Fintel’s analysis that John very occasionally bribes his teacher
and, having done so, usually succeeds as a result. Intuitively, however, “Usually,
John succeeds unless they goof off” is not so strong a claim as to be incompatible
with such circumstances.

In the above example, it was important that we stipulated that John only occa-
sionally bribes his teacher to succeed. If this was common practice for him, then
(13) would not be true. It does not seem correct to say, for example, that Meadow
usually succeeds unless she goofs off. Thus in the case of “most” or “usually”, some
second conjunct is needed, for it is not enough for the truth of the claim that most
of the situations in which Meadow does not goof off be ones in which she succeeds.
The first conjunct of von Fintel’s analysis alone would not suffice here, though it
seemed that it would suffice when the adverb of quantification was “never”.

We can mount a similar argument against the appropriateness of the uniqueness
clause in the case of (14), which is an “unless”-statement that contains the adverb
“rarely”. Suppose, for example, that it only occasionally happens that John succeeds
without working hard — for the most part, he only succeeds when he works hard.
Then (14) is intuitively true. If we suppose further that, sometimes, the subject

9 | am assuming here that ‘usually’ can be understood as ‘most’, and so am setting aside any
additional normative or otherwise modal import ‘usually’ may possess; nothing will hang on this
simplifying assumption.
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matter is simply too hard for John, and despite his best efforts, he does not succeed,
then (14) remains intuitively true. Once again, however, von Fintel’s semantics
predicts that the statement will be false. | shall not go through the details again,
but my reader may convince herself that this is so by taking the set S to be the set of
situations in which John works hard, and the subject is not too difficult for him.

Let us then summarize our desiderata for an account of “unless”-statements of
the form “Q M unless R”. The first conjunct of von Fintel’s analysis was absolutely
correct in all cases:

Q[C-RIM]

It would be surprising if this part of the analysis was not correct, given the strong
intuitions that “unless” is semantically similar to “if ... not”. The uniqueness clause
so far has proved tricky, however. We would like it to be equivalent to von Fintel’s
uniqueness clause when the quantifier is a universal, but we would like it to effec-
tively evaporate when the quantificational adverb is “never”. We would like to have
some version of a uniqueness clause when the adverb is “usually”, but we would
like it to amount to the requirement that most of the situations in which M holds
are ones in which R doesn’t hold, so as to allow the truth of “John usually succeeds
unless they goof off” if John very occasionally bribes the teacher, but not if he does
S0 as a matter of course.
I propose that we analyze statements of the form “Q M unless R” as follows:

QIC-RIM&Q[MNC][C-R]

“Q M unless R” is true, then, if and only if Q of the relevant non-R situations are M
situations, and Q of the relevant M situations are non-R situations.

If there is no explicit adverb of quantification in the sentence, then | assume
that a covert universal is present. Thus “John will succeed unless they goof off” is
analyzed as:

All [C - {s: John goofs off in s}][{s: John succeeds in s}] & All [{s: John
succeeds in s} N C] [C — {s: John goofs off in s}]

The sentence is true just in case all relevant situations in which John doesn’t goof off
are ones in which he succeeds, and all relevant situations in which John succeeds are
ones in which he doesn’t goof off. These truth conditions are equivalent to the ones
that von Fintel provides for “unless”-statements that contain universal quantifiers.*®

10 The formulation of von Fintel’s uniqueness clause needs to be amended in order for these to be
strictly equivalent, but it is a minor adjustment, and is independently motivated. As it stands, von
Fintel has the following as his uniqueness clause:

VS(Q[C-S][M]—-RCYS)
However, the clause, as it stands, is violated if there are ‘irrelevant’ R-situations (i.e. situations that
are in R, but not in C). That is, statements such as “John will succeed unless he doesn’t work hard”
would be predicted to be false if there are possible situations outside of the contextually relevant

ones in which John doesn’t work hard — situations in which, e.g., John dies in a freak accident.
To see that the uniqueness clause is violated, take S to be the contextually relevant situations in
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Our first desideratum, then, is satisfied: If the quantifier is a universal, our account
is equivalent to von Fintel’s.

What, though, of the quantifier “no”, or “never”? We wished that the unique-
ness clause would “evaporate” in such cases, and this is indeed what we obtain.
The determiner “no” is a symmetric determiner (Barwise & Cooper, 1981); “no As
are Bs” is true iff “no Bs are As” is also true. We may “swap” the material in the
restrictor with that in the scope, without changing the truth value of the claim, if the
quantifier is “no” or its equivalent. But the uniqueness clause we are considering
amounts to just this exchange! We might just as easily have written “M N C” in
place of “M” in the first conjunct, and so formulated our analysis as follows:

Q[C-R][MNC]&Q[MNC][C-R]

If Q is symmetric, then the two conjuncts are equivalent. We are thereby able to
capture the intuition that there is no real uniqueness clause when the quantifier is
“no” — it is enough for the truth of the “unless”-statement that no relevant non-R
situations be M situations. The uniqueness clause does not in fact evaporate in a non-
compositional manner, but simply becomes redundant if the quantifier in question
is “no”.

There is, | think, a suggestion of sorts to the effect that there are some situations
in which M and R both hold, and the “uniqueness” clause provides an explanation
of this suggestion, so it is not completely vacuous. For example, “John never gets an
A unless he works hard” suggests that there are some possible situations in which
John gets an A by working hard. This would seem to be related to the implication or
presupposition carried by “if”-statements that contain “never”, such as “John never
gets an A if they goof off”. We would analyze the “if”-statement as

No [C N {s: John goofs off in s}] [{s: John gets an A in s}]

Strictly speaking, this analysis predicts that “John never gets an A if they goof off”
is true if there are simply no relevant possible situations in which John goofs off.
Intuitively, though, the English conditional suggests that it is a live possibility that
John will goof off, and, of course, that in such possible situations, John will fail to
getan A.

| do not think that the situation is much different in the case of “John never gets
an A unless he works hard”, which we would represent as:

No [ C - {s: John works hard in s}] [{s: John gets an A'ins}] & No [C N
{s: John gets an A in s}] [C — {s: John works hard in s}]

which John doesn’t work hard (i.e. S = CNR). This difficulty is easily remedied by rendering the
uniqueness clause as:

VS(Q[C-S][M] - CNRCYS)
The adjustment is minor, and surely reflects von Fintel’s original intentions. Once we have made

this adjustment, the two clauses are provably equivalent when the quantifier in question is a
universal.
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The second conjunct here is a perfect parallel to the analysis of the “if’-statement
above, and it carries with it a similar suggestion (implication or presupposition,
depending on the details of one’s account) that there are some live possibilities in
which John gets an A. Those possibilities cannot be ones in which John doesn’t
work hard, so we derive the suggestion that it’s possible for John to work hard and
get an A. We do not need to make any assumptions specific to “unless”-statements
here — however we account for the parallel suggestion with “if”-statements should
carry over here. (Mon Fintel’s account of “if”-statements is an example of an account
that treats this suggestion as a presupposition.)

The account set out so far also provides an appealing analysis of “unless”-
statements that contain “usually”, as in “usually M, unless R”. We wanted our
account to require that most of the situations in which “M” holds be situations in
which “R” holds. For example, we wished to explain why “John usually succeeds
unless they goof off” was compatible with John’s occasionally slipping the teacher
a bribe, but not with his doing so as a matter of course. We are now able to do so;
“John usually succeeds unless they goof off” will be analyzed as:

Most [C — {s: John goofs off in s}] [{s: John succeeds in s}] & Most [{s: John
succeeds in s} N C] [C — {s: John goofs off in s}]

The “unless”-statement will be false if most of the relevant situations in which John
succeeds are just ones in which he bribes the teacher, then kicks back, since the
second conjunct will not be true under those conditions. As long as we are only
considering the occasional bribe, however, the “unless”-statement will be true.

We thus arrive at a plausible and appealing account of “unless” by adopting
this formulation of the uniqueness clause. Our account now yields the right results
even when the sentence in question contains a quantificational adverb that is not a
universal.

4.3 Aside: Uniqueness Clauses and Coordinate Structures

One might worry that, in allowing the uniqueness clause to evaporate in “unless”-
statements containing “never”, we lose an explanation of why “unless” clauses
cannot be conjoined. Geis (1973) points out that coordinate structures with “unless”
are not permissible, for example:

(15) *John will get an A unless they goof off and unless he sleeps through
the final.

Von Fintel (1991, 1994) proposes that his uniqueness clause explains the impermis-
sibility of this statement — since the “unless” clause expresses the unique minimal
restriction that makes the conditional true, there cannot be another such clause. If
both restrictions made the conditional true, then the uniqueness clause would not
be satisfied in either case. Von Fintel’s account of “unless”-statements containing
“never” also features a uniqueness clause, and so he claims that it also predicts the
unacceptability of conditionals such as
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(16) *John never gets an A unless he works hard and unless he bribes the teacher.

I have argued that his uniqueness clause issues in overly strong truth conditions for
“unless”-statements containing “never”, and so is not a desirable component of an
account of such statements. The uniqueness clause also did violence to “unless”-
statements containing “usually” and “rarely”, which, pace von Fintel, are quite
acceptable. But do we achieve our intuitively correct truth conditions at the cost
of losing our explanation of the impermissibility of coordinate structures like the
ones above?

On closer inspection, it is far from clear that von Fintel’s uniqueness clause does
in fact explain the unacceptability of the coordinate structures. His semantics predict
only that the two sets of situations denoted by the two “unless”-clauses are coexten-
sive. If they are not coextensive, the statement is false, not defective. And if they are
coextensive, then his semantics predicts that the statement will be true! Consider,
however, statements such as:

17) *1 will respect the list of endangered species unless it contains renates and
p g p
unless it contains cordates.

This statement is just as unacceptable as the two above, but it is far from clear why
this should be so on von Fintel’s account. Since the two “unless”-clauses denote
states of affairs that are coextensive in the possible worlds that are likely to be rele-
vant, there is no obstacle to the uniqueness clause being satisfied for both “unless”
clauses. Relatedly, it is not clear why statements such as:

(18) *John will get an A unless he goofs off and unless he sleeps through the
final.

are impermissible, as opposed to simply entailing that John will goof off if and only
if he sleeps through the final.

We should also be hesitant to offer a straightforwardly semantic explanation for
the impermissibility of these constructions, since conjoined “unless” clauses are far
more acceptable when they occur at the left periphery of the sentence. Consider, for
example:

(19) Unless they goof off, and unless he sleeps through the final, John will
succeed.

Rearranging the sentence in this way significantly increases its acceptability, but
von Fintel’s account, or any obvious variation on it, would predict that such rear-
rangement would not impact the sentence’s acceptability. Unless we assume that
moving the clauses to the left periphery alters the truth conditions of the statement,
a truth conditional explanation of the permissibility of coordination will not be
forthcoming.!*

11| am indebted to John Hawthorne for bringing this phenomenon to my attention.
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We should also not lose sight of the lingering phenomenon that von Fintel (1992,
1994) points to — namely that “unless” clauses can be disjoined, as in:

(20) 1'won’t go to the party unless Bill comes, or unless there is free beer.

These data together suggest that the behavior of “unless” clauses in coordinate struc-
tures needs considerably more investigation before it will be understood. Positing
a uniqueness clause does not provide us with the explanation we seek. While more
work is certainly in order, the phenomenon of coordination does not provide us with
a reason to prefer von Fintel’s account to mine.

4.4 “Unless”-Statements Embedded under Quantifiers

We have formulated a promising account of “unless”-statements that occur with
quantificational adverbs. The “unless”-statements serve to restrict the range of possi-
bilities that fall under the domain of the adverbial quantifiers. It is not difficult,
then, to extend this account so that “unless”-statements embedded under quantifying
determiners serve to restrict those quantifiers. As in the case of “if”-statements, a
modal element must be introduced into the semantics, and | will continue to do so
by means of a wide-scope covert universal quantifier over possible worlds.

I propose that we analyze quantified “unless”-statements of the form “Q Ns M,
unless they R” by letting the antecedent R restrict the quantifier in the same way that
it restricts an adverb of quantification in the account provided above. The logical
form of such a statement would then be:

Yw Cw, Wp: QX [NX — RX] [MX] & Qx [Nx & Mx] [Nx — Rx]
Or more perspicuously:

Yw Cw, Wp: Qx [NXx & not Rx] [Mx] & Qx [Nx & Mx] [Nx & not Rx]
We will thus treat, e.g., “no student will succeed unless they work hard” as:

Yw Cw, wo: No X [x is a (relevant) student in w & x does not work hard in w]
[x succeeds in w] & No x [x is a (relevant) student in w & X succeeds in w] [x
is a (relevant) student in w & x does not work hard in w]

We correctly predict that Meadow’s presence is enough to falsify the claim, no
matter how hard she in fact decides to work. Since there is a relevant possible world
in which Meadow succeeds without working hard, the statement is false. Let us
recall the intuition we had earlier: that “unless”-statements embedded under “no”
seem to be in some sense equivalent to “if ...not”-statements. We had no sense
that there was a uniqueness clause making a contribution to the truth conditions of
the statement. On this analysis we can understand why this is so. Just as “unless”-
statements that contain the quantificational adverb “never” seemed to be equivalent
to “if ... not” statements, the same is true for ones embedded under “no”, since in
both cases the quantifiers are symmetric, and so the uniqueness clause does not add
any additional demands to the truth conditions.
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We are also able to predict at last that both the over-protected Meadow and the
unfortunate Bill suffice to falsify “every student will get an A unless they goof off”.

Yw Cw, Wo: Every x [X is a (relevant) student in w & x does not goof off in w]
[x succeeds in w] & Every x [x is a (relevant) student in w & x succeeds in w]
[x is a (relevant) student in w & x does not goof off in w]

No matter how hard Bill and Meadow actually work, the statement is false if either
is among the relevant students. The statement is false in Bill’s case because there is
a relevant possible world in which he does not goof off and yet does not succeed,
and so the first conjunct of the analysis is false in that world. It is false in Meadow’s
case because of the relevant possibility of her succeeding without working hard, and
so falsifying the second conjunct in that world.

“Unless”-statements containing “most” and “few” can be given a parallel anal-
ysis. “Most students will succeed unless they goof off” will be analyzed as:

Yw Cw, Wp: Most X [x is a (relevant) student in w & x does not goof off in w]
[x succeeds in w] & Most x [x is a (relevant) student in w & X succeeds in w]
[x is a student in w & X does not goof off in w]

Similarly, “few students will succeed unless they work hard” is to be analyzed as:

Yw Cw, Wp: Few X [x is a (relevant) student in w & x does not work hard in w]
[x succeeds in w] & Few x [x is a (relevant) student in w & x succeeds in w]
[x is a student in w & x does not work hard in w]

We have thus managed to provide an account of quantified “unless”-statements
that adequately captures their truth conditions, without attributing a chameleon-
like semantics to “unless”. Quantified statements containing “unless” could not be
understood as attributing conditional properties to a particular number or proportion
of items in a domain restricted by the relevant nominal, as the Simple Solution
would have it. They can, however, be analyzed by way of taking the “unless”-
statement to restrict the quantifier, albeit in a somewhat complex manner. We have
seen, though, that an adequate account of unquantified “unless”-statements extends
naturally to accommodate quantified “unless”-statements.

5 Conclusion

A uniform semantic analysis of “if” and “unless” embedded under quantifiers is
possible. These constructions thus do not pose a threat to the thesis that natural
language is semantically compositional. The semantics of these statements is not,
however, a straightforward matter. The Simple Solution to Higginbotham’s puzzle —
according to which their truth and falsity depend on the number or proportion of the
relevant items that satisfy the open conditional — ran into difficulty when we consid-
ered “if”-statements that do not obey Conditional Excluded Middle, and was wholly
unable to deal with “unless”-statements. Ultimately, we found that both types of
conditional ought to be treated as restricting their quantified NP subjects, while
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also contributing a covert modal element to the semantics. Given the complexity of
the analysis required to give adequate truth conditions for these constructions, it is
hardly surprising that theorists have doubted that a successful, uniform account of
them would be possible. | hope to have shown that, despite these doubts, we can
indeed provide such an analysis.
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Bridging the Paratactic Gap

Daniel Blair

Abstract One common objection to Donald Davidson’s view of indirect discourse
sentences is that the logical grammar that he argues for is inadequate to handle
a large number of semantic and grammatical phenomena that otherwise naturally
occur in such contexts, most famously the binding of pronouns by quantificational
antecedents. This paper modifies some aspects of Davidson’s view in such a way
as to permit such phenomena to occur while preserving the underlying idea of
‘parataxis.” | focus on the case of binding. I sketch some extensions of the proposed
modification and discuss some of the more far reaching consequences of modified
theory.

Keywords Binding - Donald Davidson - grammar - indirect discourse - intensional
contexts - logical form - parataxis - pronouns - quantifiers - sentence

1 Introduction

This papers defends and elaborates Donald Davidson’s theory of indirect discourse
and propositional attitude sentences, the so-called ‘paratactic theory’ of indirect
discourse sentences originally presented in his classic article ‘On Saying That,’
focusing on one sort of objection. The objection, in its most general form, is this:
however suggestive Davidson’s theory may be as a theory about the semantics of
indirect discourse and propositional attitude sentences, it is a non-starter as a theory
concerning the properties of propositional attitude and indirect discourse sentences
as they appear in natural language. My argument will be developed via a considera-
tion of one classic expression of this concern originating in James Higginbotham’s
seminal 1986 essay ‘Linguistic Theory and Davidson’s Program in Semantics.” In
many ways, this objection is both the most technically and philosophically chal-
lenging objection the theory faces since it is a matter of showing how anything like
quantification and binding is so much as possible within the set of assumptions
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Davidson minimally needs to get his theory off the ground,® if they are to be
captured as recognizably semantic phenomena.? | shall argue that what is widely
judged to be the most toxic aspect of Davidson’s analysis actually can be preserved
in a form which sustains Davidson’s core idea that the content of a propositional
attitude or indirect discourse sentence is projected from the content of more than
the logical form of a single sentence.

The paper is structured as follows: first, | briefly review the analysis presented
in Davidson’s article and the objection that is the focus of this paper, then I will
show how one might elaborate a notion of “parataxis’ in such a way that the core
idea of Davidson’s treatment is sustained, albeit with a more refined view of the
relation between logical form and grammatical structure than anything found in
Davidson’s essay.

There is a more general point that | hope emerges. Davidson’s view has been
taken to be the poster child of philosophical theories of language that are almost
comically unhinged from empirical reality. While there is some truth to that assess-
ment, the situation is more complicated than has been acknowledged and it is
complicated in interesting ways. While Davidson’s original view is almost certainly
false, thinking about how one might construct a successor notion of ‘parataxis’ can
lead us to consider some aspects of linguistic structure and form that receive little if
any consideration in the philosophical literature. While attention to empirical detail
is essential in the philosophy of language, it is just as important to be attentive to the
rather wide range of ways that exist for understanding the relation between grammar
and meaning. The grammar of natural language does not, by itself, resolve the issue
between Davidson and his opponents.®

2 Davidson’s Analysis

| want to start off by clarifying what the paratactic theory actually is and outlining
the analysis Davidson actually gives. Davidson’s analysis is given in his charac-
teristic way, an idea of ingenious simplicity, wittily and succinctly presented after
a survey of failed attempts to address a longstanding problem. | shall state the
problem, as Davidson does, as one involving non-substitutability of proper names
within the embedded complement clauses of verbs of propositional attitude and
indirect speech. | shall foreground considerations of grammatical context with a
view to later discussion.

L This is not to say that, without addressing the complaint at issue here, Davidson would not be
able to account for quantification and pronominal binding at all. There are many contexts in which
intensionality is not at issue.

2 And not, for example, pragmatic or discourse related features of a sentence. See Botterell and
Stainton (2005) or Lepore and Loewer (1989).

3 See Ludwig and Ray (1998) for a listing of some of the other objections to the theory. I shall
have (virtually) nothing to say about those objections here.
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Statement 1, together with 2, licenses the conclusion in 3, given a suitable formu-
lation of Leibnitz’ law:

1. John walked to the store.
2. John = Johann
3. Johann walked to the store.

3istrue if 1 and 2 are. Suppose that we add to 1-3 a premise such as 4:

4. [s [ne John] [ve walked to the store]] is true if and only if John walked to the
store.

Premise 2 can also be given an explicitly linguistic parallel:

5. Ref [yp John] = Ref [yp Johann]*

Read this as saying that the reference® of the linguistic expression [yp John] is the
same as the referent of the linguistic expression [yp Johann]. Given the relations
between 1, 2 and 3, it would appear that replacing [np John] with [yp Johann] does
not affect the truth (or falsity) of the sentences containing the latter. 6 seems equiv-
alent to 4 in every respect for which the question of truth is important:

6. [s [np Johann] [vp walked to the store]] is true if and only if John walked to
the store.

6 differs from 4 only in the substitution of one NP for another which has the same
semantic value.

Consider a simplified structure of the material surrounding the subject NP of 1,
4 and 6:

7. [s [np Subj] [ve Pred]]

Given what was seen above, it seems that the truth-value of a sentence having the
grammatical structure displayed in 7 is indifferent to substitutions in the position
occupied by ‘[np Subj]” when those substitutions do not change the semantic value
of the expressions occupying that position.

When a broader range of constructions are considered, it appears that there are
grammatical contexts for which a guarantee of referential sameness in one position
does not guarantee sameness of truth-value overall. Consider

8. Galileo said that the earth moves.

4 More fully, axioms for proper names might be: Ref[x, [xe John], o] (‘ is the referent of [e John]
relative to a sequence of objects o iff x = John”). Talk of sequences is important when considering
quantification and I shall discuss that further below.

5 Or “semantic value’ in the terminology of Larson and Segal (1995).
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Supposing for amoment that all noun phrases® have referents, consider the following
premise:

9. Ref [xp The earth] = Ref [yp The only planet broadcasting baseball]
Using this identity to substitute NPs with the same reference in the context:
10. [s [np Galileo] [vp said [s that [yp the earth] [ve moves]l]]
does not preserve truth; 11 seems clearly false:’

11. [s [np Galileo] [vp said [s that [yp the only planet broadcasting baseball] [vp
moves]]]]

So much is numbingly familiar. Substitution need not preserve truth when the NP in
the position occupied by SUBJ; in 12 is exchanged for an NP that may differ from
it only in non-semantic ways:

12. [s [ne SUBJ: ] [vp Pred; [s that [ne SUBJ; ] [ve Preda]]1]

Although it still appears that substitution is fine with respect to the position occupied
by SUBJy, justasitisin 7.

One of the characteristics of the problem is that different sorts of structures are
involved in the two cases. 12 involves one sentence embedded inside of another
and it is within this embedded sentence that SUBJ, appears. It is a natural enough
thought that it is somehow the nature of the structure in 12 — the formation and
embedding of one clause within another clause — that is responsible for the behavior
we are concerned with here. When a ‘that-clause’ is used as an argument, or is
apparently the argument of a verb like ‘say,” problems arise.?

There are many, many responses to those problems, but Davidson’s response is
unique in denying that a sentence like 8 above actually is a single context upon
which substitution can be performed:

The proposal ... is this: sentences in indirect discourse, as it happens, wear their logical
form on their sleeves (except for one small point). They consist of an expression referring
to a speaker, the two place predicate ‘said,” and a demonstrative referring to an utterance.
Period. What follows gives the content of the subject’s saying, but has no logical or semantic
connection with the original attribution of a saying: This last point is no doubt the novel
one, and upon it everything depends: from a semantic point of view the content sentence in
indirect discourse is not contained in the sentence whose truth counts, i.e., the sentence that
ends with ‘that.”

6 Or perhaps Determiner Phrases (DPs), which embed Noun Phrases in many contexts. | shall stick
to the more familiar idea that it is NPs that have referents here and below; see Longobardi (2001),
for discussion.

7 1 am ignoring here those theorists who have doubted whether a semantic theory should give
much credence to the intuition that substitution really fails here.

8 Although not all such predicates show the same properties, e.g., ‘It is true that P.” Not all uses of
the ‘that clauses’ induce opacity.

9 Davidson (1968), 106.
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If there is no sentence, or, better, no linguistic expression assigned a logical form
corresponding to the whole of ‘Galileo said that the earth moves,” then there is no
worry about substitution being licit in it. The question simply doesn’t arise. Logical
forms and the formulae upon which logical operations are defined are to be assigned
to something, no doubt. But what Davidson denies is that what those formulae and
logical forms are assigned to are what would most usually be termed ‘the sentences’
of a natural language.'® His contention is that for the purposes of constructing a
theory of meaning for a natural language, there is no single item that contains both
the content clause and the reporting clause.

The other part of Davidson’s view is that the ‘that’ appearing after the verb
‘say’ — what is usually called a complementizer, a C° (‘THAT’) - is the nominal
demonstrative ‘that” (“THATpgm’). While not much has been made of the semantic
properties, if any, of complementizers, the semantic properties of demonstratives
are, of course, one of the most contested areas in the philosophy of language.'*
Davidson contends that the homophony between the two items is more than surface
deep. They are the same item. It follows from this that the complementizer has
a semantic value like that of other instances of “THATpem’. The referent of this
demonstrative, according to Davidson, is the utterance of the clause which follows
it, ‘the earth moves’ in the example above.?

Combining these two theses, any change in the clause that follows the demon-
strative, e.g., substitution of co-referring names, pronounciation, etc., will change
its referent. And if the referent of the demonstrative changes, then the truth-value of
the reporting clause may as well. Indeed, there need be no change in the linguistic
properties of the sentence type tokened at all, semantic and non-semantic properties
inclusive, even after the semantic values of all context sensitive expressions has been
determined: simply in virtue of being two distinct tokenings of the same ‘sentence,’
the referent of the demonstrative in the reporting clause changes.?

Note that there are essentially two routes by which substitution is blocked within
Davidson’s theory: first, there is no linguistic context upon which logical operations
can be defined that includes both the reporting and content clauses and so there is
no sentence within which substitution fails; secondly, there is the demonstrative part
of the theory, which makes the semantic contribution of one item of the reporting
clause sensitive to factors other than the semantic properties of the items within the
content clause. Each factor is independent of the other. One could have a paratactic
theory, with the benefits claimed, without the contention that the complementizer is

10 Or, more precisely, root clauses.

11 | am assuming that the complementizer is ‘that.” There are other views. One might suppose,
following Pesetsky and Torrego (2001), that complementizers are always unpronounced and that
the ‘that’ following verbs like ‘say’ is a kind of tense element.

12 Reference to utterances can be problematic for a variety of reasons. As mentioned in the intro-
duction and further below, | am focused on one objection and am putting to one side a good many
other objections.

13 A point stressed by Tyler Burge (1986).
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a demonstrative or even that there is a demonstrative in the reporting clause at all.
Or one could forego separating the clauses and keep the demonstrative part of the
theory in any of several different ways. There is room for keeping one of the parts
of Davidson’s analysis while jettisoning the other, especially if one of those parts
becomes untenable for one reason or another.*4

2.1 Some Caveats

The utterance of the reporting clause and the content clause are part of the same
speech act, the same assertion. While it might be useful to think of the utterance
of the content clause as utterly external to the speech act that consists in the
assertion of the reporting clause, nothing requires this. One can be misled into
thinking that it must be separate by thinking about how demonstrative reference
works in general: the demonstratum is separate from the demonstration. ‘That car
is going too fast’ does not require, for its truth or even its legibility, that the car
somehow be a part of the action or of the sentence itself. But even if it is not
generally true that the referents of demonstratives are parts of the same assertion
which includes them, they sometimes are: ‘I know you’re going to hate me for
saying this, but those pants make you look fat.” The demonstrative in bold here
refers to a subpart of the whole assertion. The reporting clause(s) and the content
clause(s) are two parts of the same action, the set up and the follow through, so
to speak.

In the interests of being complete, it is also worth making a short digression
to say something about the notion of ‘samesaying.” The reason why is that it
appears several times in the development of Davisdson’s view, playing a substan-
tial role in elucidating the analysis, even if its role in the formal development
of view is unclear. Its role in the paper does reveal aspects of Davidson’s view
that routinely get lost in other expositions. According to Davidson, one does not
make one’s self a samesayer simply by demonstrating an utterance, as if the anal-
ysis applied indifferently to both attitude ascriptions and pointing at a message on
a blackboard. One makes one’s self a samesayer by uttering the content clause.
No such requirement is in force for simple demonstrations of content, such as
pointings at signs. While | can say what John said by demonstrating, e.g., a tran-
script of his utterance, | will not thereby have made myself a samesayer with
John. But I can do so by reporting the content of John’s saying by saying, for
example: John said that it was raining. Davidson’s otherwise cryptic contention
that attitude sentences and indirect reports are ‘performative’ makes sense in this
respect. And the utterance that makes the speaker a samesayer with his target
is the one that directly follows the demonstrative. There isn’t room for one to
utter ‘Galileo said that the earth moves’ while demonstrating a token of ‘Snhow

14 For discussion of a version of sententialism that preserves reference to linguistic form but
abandons ‘parataxis,” see Higginbotham (2006).
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is white’ with the demonstrative, not at least on the view that Davidson actually
gives.'®

This suggests, at least, that there are some differences between complementizers
and demonstratives even if one accepts that complementizers are context sensitive
referring singular terms. It also suggests that the relationship between the successive
clauses of an indirect discourse report is fairly intimate one, even accepting the
paratactic aspect of the theory.

One way to understand the latter point is take both the content clause and the
reporting clause to be assigned logical forms within the same theory of meaning
(with a caveat to be noted shortly). To do so, it would appear that they must be
constructed from linguistically homogenous elements, i.e., that they must be formed
from the same grammatical and lexical resources.

The familiar words coming in the train of the performative of indirect discourse do, on my
account, have structure, but it is familiar structure and poses no problem for the theory of
truth not there before indirect discourse was the theme.

The elements within the content clause must themselves be capable of appearing
un-embedded as well as embedded. While having a referent is a semantically signif-
icant fact, being a referent isn’t. Another reason why both clauses should be capable
of appearing both in embedded and un-embedded contexts is that the content clause
itself might contain reference to another utterance, as in multiply embedded reports
like 13:

13. John believes that Mary said that Bill thinks everyone is out to get him.

Here are the expressions assigned logical forms within 13:

13a. John believes THAT,
b. Mary said THAT,
c. Bill thinks THAT;
d. Everyone is out to get him

Logical forms will be assigned to each of 13a—d. The paratactic theory ought to
apply to these cases just as they do cases of single embedded clauses.’” If that is
right, then whether or not something is a content clause or a reporting clause is a
relational matter, a matter of where it sits with respect to its syntactic neighbors.8

15 See Botterell and Stainton, op cit.
18 pavidson (1968), p. 108.

17 The speaker has to say something to provide a value for the demonstrative. The importance
of the notion of samesaying is something | have left for another occasion but it is important here
to recall that the complex notion of ‘making myself a samesayer’ sums up a way of responding
to an objection to previous theories of propositional attitude sentences that occupies fully half of
Davidson’s essay.

18 And so the designation ‘content clause’ and ‘reporting clause’ are merely heuristic: they are not
part of the theory itself.
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Things are a bit more intricate when multiply embedded clauses are involved.
For while the individual parts are assigned logical forms, it does not follow that the
semantic values of the complementizers or demonstratives are somehow supplied
by the theory of logical form. A case in which there is only one embedded clause
can make it appear as though the referents are tokens of items that have their own
logical forms. But thinking about multiply embedded clauses shows that matters are
more complex than this. The referent of THAT; in 13a is not the utterance in 13b.
Rather it is something that itself does not have a single logical form, i.e., it is an
utterance of ‘Mary said that Bill thinks that everyone is out to get him.” From the
point of view of the truth conditions of 13, what we have is the following for the
semantic values of the demonstratives:

13a’. Ref[THAT}, ‘Mary said that Bill thinks that everyone is out to get him’]
b’. Ref[THAT,, ‘Bill thinks that everyone is out to get him’]
¢’. Ref[THATj, ‘Everyone is out to get him’]

Except for ¢/, none of the referents here are linguistic structures which are given
logical forms nor are they tokens of items which are given logical forms. It is true,
however, that all of the individual expressions of 13 are items that have logical
forms. The demonstratives refer to linguistic expressions that have been uttered in a
context.

2.2 To Sum Up

I have now gone over Davidson’s view in some detail to show how, exactly, the
theory is supposed to work and what is left unspecified. This will help show why
exactly the theory is vulnerable to some objections and not to others. The formu-
lation of Davidson’s theory has three components: the notion of parataxis, the idea
that complementizers are demonstratives and the notion of samesaying, or, more
specifically, the notion of making one’s self a samesayer. | have not said very much
at all about the last notion, and will not be elaborating on it further below. | have
responded to a few criticisms of Davidson’s theory along the way with the idea of
playing up those features of Davidson’s theory that specifically have to do with the
notion of logical form and grammatical context, and what sorts of expressions are
to be given unitary, single logical forms. Davidson’s theory is rather underspecified,
as is perhaps already clear. But it should also be clear that this leaves a lot of room
for developing the theory in different ways, not all of them obvious.

3 Binding Problems

To have ameliorated some of the problems that indirect discourse and propositional
sentences present for semantics by showing them to be essentially epiphenomena
of the way logical form is individuated in relation to grammatical structure on the
basis of a surprisingly simple, if not completely intuitive set of assumptions, would
have been a neat trick. If only it had worked.
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Higginbotham (1986) pointed out some phenomena, apparently unrelated to
intensionality, that present problems for Davidson’s view of how sentential comple-
mentation works. Consider the following sentence and the graphical representation
of its paratactic analysis:

14. Every boy said that he is happy.

15. Every boy said THAT.
He is happy

Concentrate on the following interpretation of 14: Every boy said that he himself is
happy. In more familiar terms, suppose that the pronoun in the ‘that-clause’ of 14
is bound by subject quantifier phrase ‘every boy.” The problem is that that reading
doesn’t seem to be available in 15 and, despite its informality, 15 is the parsing
apparently forthcoming from the premises of the paratactic theory.’® Once sepa-
rated from its binder by the gap, the pronoun seems to have only a single type of
interpretation, the singular, deitic reading. Underlying syntactic structure appears to
be a necessary condition for the availability of bound readings.?°

19 | say “apparently’ because the missing reading seems much more readily available, intuitively
at any rate, if one adopts Davidson’s more prolix analysis. That would yield:

i. [Vx: boy (X)][3y] [x said y and my next utterance makes us samesayers.] He is happy

That is: for every boy, there is something he said and my next utterance makes us, he and I,
samesayers: He is happy. As long as each boy said something which samesays the demonstrated
utterance of mine, then the reading in question is available. i. is then ‘definitionally abbreviated’
back to 15 above. If 15 is understood in this latter way, then we can set aside the claim the ‘that’
that appears in 15 just is the demonstrative and take it to be a defined term of the theory.

20 More precisely, a pronoun can be bound by a quantificational antecedent if that pronoun is c-
commanded by that quantificational antecedent, where c-command is a relation that is defined over
a single syntactic structure and the categories which contain the pronoun as well as the antecedent.
There are well known exceptions to this principle and I am ignoring virtually all the intricacies of
binding phenomena. For recent work, see Safir and Biiring.

A few further points are worth mentioning. First, | am assuming here that the pronoun in the
demonstrated clause in a case like

i.“Jan thought THAT. he was late’

does not present the same problems that a pronoun bound by a quantificational antecedent would.
Intuitively, the pronoun can have the same semantic value as the subject NP in the first clause. The
extent to which coreference relations are syntactically encoded is an open question; see again Safir
and Biring.

Secondly, quantifiers can sometimes at least appear to bind pronouns intersententially, as an
anonymous reviewer stresses. Indeed, it may well be the case that binding is freely available
across sentential borders and even without grammatical subordination and that it is the cases where
binding is not available that is the concern of grammar and of how grammar interacts with binding.
The theory that | am developing here can be used to say something about those negative conditions,
as conditioned by the grammar of a language. I discuss this further below.
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The lack of a syntactic bridge between clauses disrupts not just the binding
of nominals but any sort of linguistic relation that is defined over structures that
incorporate structures larger than single clauses.?* So more than just cross-clausal
binding is problematic. Once the bridge has been cut, these semantic relations are
jeopardized as well. Any semantic relation between expressions X and Y in this
grammatical context:

X epe YL

is compromised by the very premises Davidson deploys to account for other semantic
phenomena. Severing the clause into pieces inoculates propositional attitude
sentences from undercutting extensionality but at a rather steep price, one that
cannot be met if the theory is to capture the data at issue.

This isn’t the only sort of worry one might have about parataxis. The core of
Davidson’s analysis is that there is a kind of ‘semantic mitosis” involved in the anal-
ysis of indirect discourse sentences: an indirect discourse report consists of two (or
more) semantically independent units, the borders between them being delineated
by a complementizer. With this idea on board, there simply is no way to define, in
terms of the structure of natural languages sentences, a grammatical context upon
which substitution can be denied. The problem is simply unstateable in a theory
of the logical forms of natural language sentences incorporating this assumption.
One might worry here that this is an altogether too easy — or perhaps too glib —
way to make the problems disappear though. To be told, at the end of the day, that
intensionality is something of an illusion brought about by a faulty way of parsing
sentences is unsatisfying at best. The problems have simply been defined away.
There now simply is no context like 12 (repeated below) to which one needs to
assign a logical form:

12. [s [ne SUBJ4] [ve Pred; [s that [ne SUBJ] [ve Preda]]l]

How worrisome is this? One should bear in mind what a theory incorporating
‘parataxis’ could plausibly entail. Applied across the board to all “that clauses,’ one
might think substitution failure ought to be found everywhere. And it isn’t. But
parataxis of the sort that parses multi-clausal sentences into sets of semantically
‘independent’ units doesn’t require that it should be either. It merely allows that
intensionality can arise in virtue of the structure of sentences. Whether it does arise
in a particular case, for example, the truth predicate, also involves consideration

Lastly, | take it that Higginbotham’s intuitions about his example are correct. Combining
syntactic parataxis with demonstrative reference blocks the availability of bound readings.

21 For example, any relation of scope between two quantifiers in different clause seems to be
problematic, not to mention the use of WH-phrases that have been extracted from deeply embedded
clauses, negative polarity licensing and so on. | discuss this briefly below. Thus, even if one doubted
that quantificational binding really were a matter for a theory of sentential grammar to say much
about, relations of syntactic subordination surely are something which a theory of the interaction
of grammar and semantic structure must address.
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of the meaning of the truth predicate and how the logic of truth presupposed by a
theory of truth is applied to the structures of natural language sentences.

Parallel remarks apply in the case of other predicates such as ‘believe’ and
‘know.” The logical anomalies that initially motivated the paratactic theory end up
being a confluence of different factors, a good proportion of which have to do with
our theories of belief, of speech act content, and so on, in addition to theories of
natural language structure. As dramatic as parataxis might seem on its own, even
more dramatic is the way in which the burden of explaining certain anomalies within
philosophical semantics is shifted away from the concerns of linguistics per se.

So while there appear to be quite a few examples of theorems like

16. [s Snow is white] is true if and only if snow is white.

to be derived within a Davidsonian-style theory of truth for arbitrarily many different
types of sentences, it appears to be a consequence of the paratactic view that nothing
parallel holds with respect to “Galileo said that the earth moves.’ If so, then there
will be no theorem of the form:

17. [s Galileo said [s that the earth moves]] is true if and only if Galileo said that
the earth moves.

Nothing like 17 can be derived within the same theory of truth for which there is a
theorem for 16. And if Davidson is right, this is not a defect of the theory. One can
repeat the same lesson for the great variety of other propositional attitude sentences,
including multiply embedded sentences and the other types of ‘that clauses’ that
give rise to intensionality.?? Grammatical structure and logical form are apparently
radically divorced.?

Alongside Higginbotham’s problematic cases, there are also substantial hurdles
for the idea that complementizers and demonstratives are identical, an idea whose
radical-ness has not passed unnoticed.?* 1 will not be concerned with the problems
associated with it too much here, e.g., the homophony between complementizers
and demonstratives is limited and is not as cross-linguistically robust as one might
like and one can typically delete complementizers without affecting the felicity of an
utterance in a way that is impossible with nominal demonstratives. But, in contrast
to the issues regarding ‘parataxis,” there are some more or less obvious ways of
defending this aspect of the view without compromising the spirit of the analysis.

22 |f one adopts the paratactic across the board, the types of linguistic expressions that are given
theorems within a semantic theory are roughly parallel to the ‘kernel sentences’ in Chomsky’s
1955/1975. In the later case, kernel sentences are joined into larger units via ‘Generalized Trans-
formations.” What we need now is a way of joining the kernal logical forms together in a way that
allows for binding.

23 This consequence, all by itself, has been enough for some to reject the theory, cf. Récanati
(2000). Below I shall argue that there are ways of understanding separating clauses that is not as
theoretically naive as some have thought.

24 segal and Speas, 1986 detail the many problems, some obvious, some more subtle.



42 D. Blair

In the end, the claim about the identity of ‘“THATpen’ and “THAT ¢’ is too strong.
Davidson states what he really requires:

What follows the verb “said’ has only the structure of a singular term® . . .

It must be a singular term such as a proper name, or a variable, and not a semanti-
cally complex expression such as a definite description, and, like the demonstrative
‘that,” must have the potential for different semantic values for each of its occur-
rences. It is only this weaker claim that Davidson requires, even if claims a good
deal more.

Here is how Davidson himself explains the nature and role of the element that
follows that predicate:

Imagine an altered case. Galileo utters his words ‘Eppur si muove,’ | utter my words, ‘The
earth moves.” There is no problem yet in recognizing that we are samesayers; an utterance
of mine matches an utterance of his in purport. I am not now using my words to refer to
a sentence; | speak for myself, and my words refer in the usual way to the earth and to its
movement. If Galileo’s ‘Eppur si muove’ made us samesayers, then some utterance or other
of Galileo’s made us samesayers. The form ‘(3x)(Galileo’s utterance x and my utterance y
makes us samesayers)’ is thus a way of attributing to any saying | please to Galileo provided
| find a way of replacing ‘y’ by a word or phrase that refers to an appropriate utterance of
mine. And surely there is a way | can do this: | need only produce the required utterance
and replace ‘y’ by a reference to it.?

Taking ‘say’ to be a two-place predicate with an argument x for sayers and an argu-
ment y for things said, Davidson’s thought is that one should not substitute ‘[that S]’
for the variable y. ‘[That S]” is not a term or even a constituent of an indirect speech
report for Davidson.

But this still leaves us with the paratactic parsing and the consequence that the
elements within the content clause do not make a contribution to the compositionally
determined content of the reporting clause. Of course, the fact that there are certain
sorts of discrepancies between semantics and syntax is well known and the facts
reviewed here may just be part of this general phenomena. But whatever the virtues
of this response, it still leaves us with the datum above, i.e., that bound readings
vanish in the relevant contexts if one follows through on the paratactic parsing of
these sentences. Further, radical divorces between semantics and syntax have a way
of turning out to be unhappy ones. We are left with no way to explain how meaning
depends on grammatical structure in a regular way. We simply cannot collapse
intra-sentential phenomena into inter-sentential phenomena and let demonstrative
reference be the only link between clauses. These problems cannot be finessed — they
are not mere details: the ability to bind into a ‘that clause’ subordinated by a verb of
propositional attitude is not a species of logical structure that can be sacrificed.

To sum up this section: Indirect speech reports exhibiting bound readings between
two (or more) expressions across a clausal boundary are disabled along with substi-
tution by the premises of the paratactic theory. There are certainly other reasons

25 OST, p. 108.
26 OST, p. 105.



Bridging the Paratactic Gap 43

why one might be worried about the paratactic parsing, although there are more or
less plausible responses to those worries. Even one of the more outlandish features
of Davidson’s analysis can be given a less toxic version without any obvious harm
to the overall package. However, the parataxis part is the most important part of
the view and it is the most empirically vulnerable as well. The temptation to write
off this part of the analysis is thus understandable: since relations of subordination
affect not just pronominal binding but also, e.g., anaphoric relations between tenses,
negative polarity licensing and much else, it is hard to say what significant part of
natural language the theory would apply to.

But there may still be ways of proceeding. Just as one can conceptualize the
role of complementizers in various ways that are compatible with the overall thrust
of the theory, so one can re-conceptualize how the semantic structure is related to
grammatical structure as well.

4 Sentences, Logical Forms and “Parataxis’

Consider the way that Davidson describes how the paratactic theory solves the prob-
lems of opaque contexts.
The appearance of failure of the laws of extensional substitution is explained as due to our
mistaking what are really two sentences for one: we make substitutions in one sentence, but

it is the other (the utterance of) which changes in truth. Since an utterance of ‘Galileo said
that” and any utterance following it are semantically independent.?’

Indirect discourse sentences come in chunks, as it were: substitution does not affect
the truth value or truth conditions of the chunk in which it is performed, but it
does affect the chunk on which substitution is not performed. One should keep in
mind that even though the content and reporting clauses are, in Davidson’s phrase
above, ‘semantically independent,” this is no hindrance to their being ordered in a
fairly rigid way with respect to one another. So much is clear from Davidson’s own
semi-serious stab at formalizing the suggestion:?®

The earth moves. (3x) (Galileo’s utterance x and my last utterance make us samesayers.)

If we view ‘my next utterance’ as a kind of rule of interpretation for “THAT ¢’ akin
to the rules of interpretation associated with indexicals like ‘I’ or ‘here,” then we
can get a lot of what is needed from making this informal gloss a bit more specific.

The only thing we can get from the semi-formal gloss though is that there is
a certain linear (or perhaps just temporal) order and linear order by itself will not
be of much help with the problems at hand. Binding typically involves relations of
subordination between a binder and its potential bindees. And there are endlessly
many relations of linear order between phrases that do not involve subordination:
the successive sentences of a discourse, for example. What is needed is a type of

21 OST, p. 107.
28 OST, p. 105.
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ordering that captures what is special about subordination. The notion of ‘Parataxis’
is not terribly helpful as it could signify any of a variety of things, e.g., sometimes
just a juxtaposition of sentences, or arrangement of linguistic fragments whose
combination is not mediated grammatically but rather rhetorically or pragmati-
cally. More importantly, ‘parataxis’ often just means coordination as opposed to
subordination.

To see what sort of order might be sufficient, we need to return to the earlier
discussion about the grammatical contexts in which intensionality arises. | want
to be a bit more precise now about what is meant by ‘that clauses.” Clauses are
usually categorized as Tense Phrases or “TPs’ so that the clausal expression ‘snow is
white’ is categorized as a tense phrase or a ‘TP.”?® A schematic tree diagram is given
below:

18:

TP
/\
DP T’

/\
T° vP
/\
O VP
/\
VO DP

This is a very rough sketch of the structure of a transitive clause, but it should be
sufficient for our purposes. The position marked by the first, uppermost DP is what
is most commonly called the ‘subject’ position, the lower DP taking up the ‘object’
position. The phrase ‘vP’ may be less familiar, but its presence is closely linked
to auxiliaries and other ‘light’ verbs, e.g., the ‘make’ of periphrastic causatives in
sentences like ‘That song always makes me cry.’

When a clause is embedded within another sentence, usually as the argument of a
noun, verb or adjective, that clause is still a TP, but the whole expression comprising
the argument of the verb is now a ‘complementizer phrase,” or a ‘CP.” This means
that the relevant embedding structure has the properties indicated in 14:

29 This helps with understanding the variety of different kinds of clauses since clauses seem to
vary in the kinds of tenses that they have in addition to their mood and argument structure.
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19:

T

T DP

etc

The CP layer itself, intervening between TP and V, has internal structure of a
complex sort.® Some of this structure is directly relevant and | shall discuss it
further below. Getting back to the main topic, it is the positions underneath the
CP node | am concerned with, i.e., C° and TP and everything contained within the
latter. It is those positions for which the logical and semantic problems arise, when
the CP containing it is itself contained within a VP as a complement to a verb like
‘say’ or ‘believe.” The grammatical contexts for which substitution is problematic
are positions within TP when TP is in construction with the complementizer ‘that.’
Intuitively, while positions within *‘John is here’ permit substitution, those same
positions do not permit substitution in “That John is here.’

We can rephrase our problem: binding seems to require that binder and bindee
are part of the same structure. It is a seemingly necessary condition for the kind
of binding in Higginbotham’s example that the bindee must be contained within a
structure that is itself contained within another structure, one that also contains its
binder. If one supposes that this also means that the logical form given to the whole
sentence must also have this same structure, the objection stands since preserving
the unity of the syntactic structure within logical form is precisely to deny parataxis.
But if both assumptions aren’t required, or at least there is a way of describing
syntactic structures and the relationships between clauses when one is subordinated
to another that does not require that both clauses make contributions to the compo-
sitional semantics of the same logical forms, then one preserves the core idea there
is no single logical form underlying canonical indirect discourse reports.

There are more sophisticated notions of order that might help here. There is the
old intuition that a sentence like 20a is derived from a structure like 20b:

30 Luigi Rizzi, (1997).
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20a. Who did John Kiss
b. John kissed who

via the displacement and reordering of elements. A more articulated structure shows
this (ignoring tense):

21. [cp Who; [dld [Tp John [Vp Kiss t; ]

In this structure, CP is derived from TP via the extraction of ‘who’ and its displace-
ment at the left most part of the sentence. The extraction must obey certain rules
of grammar, of course. But the structure in 21 depends upon the node labeled
CP standing in a certain relation to the part of structure labeled TP. Suppose that
we think of the structure in 21 as being built up in steps, starting, for example,
with the verb ‘kiss’, and adding ‘who’ to form a larger more complex phrase,
labeled VVP. Subsequent additions of material to this structure yield larger and larger
phrases, one phrase succeeding the next via the rules of grammar. Then we can
think of CP as being the successor phrase to TP via the movement of ‘who.” |
am simplifying a much more complex theory. In general though, ordering rela-
tions between elements in linguistic structures are crucial for the development of
a syntactic theory for natural language, an idea that goes back 50 years. At the
root of the projection of grammatical structure into larger and more intricate struc-
tures is an iterated concatenation of linguistic expressions according to syntactic
rules.

The example in 20 involves ordering within a clause. But the same model can
be applied to inter-clausal relations as well. Suppose that concatenating clauses
together is a way of ordering them in one or another grammatically well formed way.
Usually, such concatenation is a matter of, e.g., supplying a verb with its argument
or, the semantic correlate, supplying an argument for a function. Let us say that
within a clause or a TP, the semantic correlate of concatenation works more or less
like function application: thus, agreement and predicate argument structure work as
they would seem otherwise to do. But between clauses, the semantic significance of
concatenation lies in establishing some aspects of the interpretation of the subordi-
nated clauses and in supplying a value for a variable.3!

Concatenation is not a matter then of supplying an argument for a function so
much as it a matter linking the interpretation of one expression to that of another.
Before we go any further, one might worry about the idea that concatenation within
a clause seems to be something different than it is between clauses. Surely, so basic
an operation as syntactic concatenation should be associated with the same basic
semantic interpretation, e.g., functional application. All things being equal, don’t
we want to have same sort of mechanism underlying the combination of all sorts of
expressions?

31 In fact, on the view | develop below, variables in both clauses are supplied with values: the
argument of ‘say”’ in the reporting clause and, by default, the specification for tense in the content
clause.
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Perhaps. But nearly all applications of the function/argument model require other
sorts of departures, even if those departures are usually elsewhere in the theory, a
prime example being the various forms of type shifting used to capture the semantic
properties of quantifiers in subject and object positions within a sentence. | see no
real difference in theoretical parsimony between the two approaches on this score. If
it is unity that is wanted here, one could encode concatenation as a kind of ordering
even within a clause as well, although the details would differ depending upon the
properties of the expressions concatenated.

Those details to one side, my task here is to make plausible that there are ways of
capturing the grammatical facts about binding into clausal complements of indirect
discourse that do not require containment relations between logical forms. The point
is not to devise a new theory of grammatical structure or even a new theory of logical
form. It is to show that the assumption that the semantic structure of an indirect
discourse sentence involves embedding one clause inside of a predicate so that the
embedded clause is proper subpart of a larger sentence is strictly unnecessary. In one
sense, it is to downplay the role that talk of ‘sentences’ play within semantic theory.
But it is not to completely abandon the notion of a sentence. It remains the case
that ordering relations between clauses derived from syntactic rules have different
semantic properties than do, e.g., the ordering of clauses within a multi-sentence
discourse. What is needed is a way of assuring that relations of precedence between
linguistic expressions — more specifically, between clauses — are sufficient to capture
the semantic properties of subordination.

The question is: can one give descriptions of the semantic properties of one
clause and its syntactic predecessor, so to speak, without assuming that one clause is
contained within the other? More to the point for my purposes here: can one describe
the grammatical facts as involving sequences of syntactic structures without thereby
supposing that one expression is contained within the other? It matters that they are
connected in a certain way, of course. One might still talk of containment here, sure
enough, but at least in the grammatical case, such talk is doing no work if all the
relevant syntactic structure is established in a local, point-to-point way.

Those local steps, in the grammatical cases, aren’t usually visible in the overt
structure, but we have reason to think that they are nevertheless real. Thus, for a
case like

22. Who did you say that John thinks that Mary will believe that Bill kissed?

there is good reason to think that the left-most expression ‘who’ has been extracted
in a series of steps from the most deeply embedded clause so that the structure is
more fully revealed in the following:

23. [cp Who; did you say [cp Who; John thinks [cp Who; Mary will believe
[cp Who, Bill kissed t;

32 see Pietroski (2004) for further discussion.
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A long distance relation is composed of an ordered sequence of smaller movements.
The chain ending with the left most occurrence “‘who;” is anchored in the first clause,
and is extracted in a series of movements through each of the intervening CPs. The
intervening wh-phrases are rarely, if ever visible:*® in this case, all but the left most
‘who’ is given overt expression. Nonetheless, there appears to be good evidence for
thinking that all extraction proceeds in short, local steps. For example, if one of the
intervening points is occupied by another phrase, then extraction isn’t possible:

24. *Who did you say John thinks Mary will believe when Bill kissed.

The presence of ‘when’ at the first step along the way upward to the left edge
prevents the long distance extraction. If one could simply extract at will, without
looking at intervening structure, such facts would appear puzzling.

The semantic parallel would be this: semantic relations are also established in a
point-to-point, local fashion and seemingly long distance relations, such as a binding
relation between clauses, are the result of intervening local steps. The intervening
links are visible, oftentimes, as complementizers, or at least that is how | want to
think of them herein. In the syntactic case, the local relations involved extraction and
restructuring of grammatical structure. Binding relations of the kind | am interested
in here don’t appear®* to involve extraction but something like the strictly local view
of syntactic relations could also be taken as a model of how semantic relations are
built up as well. Let us look at an example in a bit more detail to see how talk of
ordering clauses with respect to one another might help.

The problem we are addressing is that separating the clauses in the way suggested
in Davidson’s text appears to eliminate the syntactic scaffolding which supports
the availability of quantificational binding, among other things. Consider again
the problematic case and a more conventional representation of the problematic
reading:

25. [1p Every boy; said [cp that [1p hey is pretty smart.]]]

where the subscripts indicate that pronoun is bound by the quantificational expres-
sion. As we saw above, the paratactic theory seemingly misses this reading.

Suppose that the reporting clause is an open sentence, the free variable being
bound by the quantificational phrase ‘every boy’ and that the sentence final demon-
strative understood as a free variable:

25. [Every x [boy X]] [x said y]

This sentence is then interpreted relative to sets of sequences of objects in a domain
of quantification, in the usual fashion.® The value of y is an utterance of another
open sentence, namely:

33 Though they might be in some cases: see McCloskey (2002).
34 see Kayne (2002) for a different view.
35 See Larson and Segal (1995); Heim and Kratzer (1998).
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26. He’s pretty smart

where ‘he’ semantically functions like a variable. Like any other sentence containing
a free variable, this sentence is interpreted relative to sets of values or, in more
familiar terms, sequences of objects drawn from some universe of discourse. We
want the interpretation of this open sentence to be linked, at least potentially, to
whatever interpretation we give of the preceding clause.

Let us give a variable for such sequences ‘o’ and assign an index to any variable
within the expression whose interpretation is keyed to what is contained within such
sequences. A variable having the subscript i is interpreted as denoting, relative to any
sequence of objects o, the ith member of that sequence. Where ¢ is a sequence of
objects {a, b, c...... }, I shall term the nth object in that sequence shall be denoted
by ‘o(n).” So if o(n) = a say, then a variable x, is interpreted relative to that o as
denoting a. The subject pronoun in

27. [[Hej is pretty smart]]”

is interpreted by looking at what o contains in its ith position: if that object is pretty
smart, then the sentence is true.

Prima facie, binding would work in the same way for multi-clausal constructions
as it does for single clauses. Namely, we would abstract on both the positions occu-
pied by the pronoun as well as that occupied by the quantifier in the subject position
of the reporting clause, e.g.,

28. [[x; said that x; is pretty smart]]”

The whole sentence would then be interpreted relative to assignments of certain
sequences of objects, each such sequence being an assignment of certain objects to
the indexed positions within the sentence.

Let us now suppose that the general contribution of “THAT .-’ (and of subor-
dination generally) is to link the interpretation of the content clause with which it is
syntactically associated to that of the reporting clause as follows: whatever sequence
o’ of objects interprets the free variables of the content clause is to be understood
as a variant of a certain sort of whatever sequence of objects o interprets the free
variables of the reporting clause.

Each indirect discourse report is associated with tokenings of two linguistic
expressions, the root clause and the finite indicative clause subordinated by ‘say,’
and each of these utterances has its usual semantics. In the present context, let us
take that to mean that each ‘utterance’ of an indirect discourse report is evaluated
relative to its own context. The reporting clause works like any other unembedded
root clause does, e.g., it is evaluated relative to a time of utterance, a speaker
and whatever else one includes in a context to evaluate canonical context sensi-
tive expressions. The content clause though has a somewhat different context, one
that includes the content clause’s syntactic predecessor, i.e., the reporting clause,
having whatever interpretation it has. If we assume that quantificational structures
are interpreted in the way mentioned above, then we can assume that part of what
an utterance of such a sentence contributes to its context are just those sets of values
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or sequences of objects that interpret it. For the case we’re looking at, we have the
following pieces:

29. Every boy said that he is pretty smart
29a. Y rep = [[tp Every boy said THAT;]]”
b. Y con = [[tp He is pretty smart]]*’

where > rep is the predecessor®® of > con. The effect of ordering clauses in this
manner is to link the interpretation of Y con to that of ) gep in the following way:
the value assigned to “THAT;’ in 29a by any sequence interpreting Y rep just is
the event of uttering > con: o(‘THAT;’) = u, where is u is the tokening of ) rep
which is immediately preceded by the tokening of > "rep containing ‘THAT;.” More
specifically, itis > _con interpreted via the same sets of values that one uses to inter-
pret the preceding clause. If o(i) = ain ) rep, then, for any sequence o* interpreting
> con, if Y _rep is the syntactic predecessor of ) con, then o*(i) = a.

Intuitively, any value given to the variable subscripted with an i in ) _rep can be
‘passed’ on to variables marked with i in its syntactic successor, Y _con. An utterance
of a reporting clause makes those interpretations for free variables available and
syntactic ordering allows them to be exploited. When the preceding phrase contains
a variable that is quantified upon, as it is in the problematic examples motivating
this inquiry, and the succeeding phrase contains a pronoun which is bound by that
quantifier in turn, then one can use the above idea in the following way: take the
index marking the variable in the first clause, the position quantified upon, and pass
that index on to the sequences which interpret its successor. Thus to interpret the
open sentence

30. [xj said THAT¢] ...

In the position marked by x;, one looks at sequences of objects drawn from a domain
of discourse. When the variable x is quantified upon by a universal quantifier,
asin 31:

31. Every boy x; [xj said THAT¢] ...

one looks at every sequence of objects drawn from the domain of discourse that
differs at most in what it assigns to the ith position.

To a first approximation, pronouns and variables within the succeeding clause
may be indexed with the same index as those within a preceding clause when their
containing clauses are ordered in a certain way with respect to each other. Where 31
is evaluated via the assignment of John to X; the succeeding content ‘He; is happy’
is interpreted via an assignment of John as the semantic value of ‘He.” The whole is

36 | am using the notion of syntactic predecessor in a way that matches, as close as possible, the
linear order in which items appear. It is more common to treat what | am calling the successor
clause above as the derivational predecessor, but it is also common to note that the difference
between the top down and bottom up strategies within syntax are interchangeable. The top down
order seems more useful for semantics.
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then true if every such assignment of values to indexed positions is true, that is, if,
for every boy, there is an event wherein he says this: he is happy.

Alternatively put, we can think of the semantics in this way: for every boy x;, if
there’s a true utterance of

32. [x said THAT]

then there is a saying of

33. [he; is happy]

This preserves what needs to be preserved about subordination.

Let’s pause for a moment to take stock. The view that | am urging here does
not require any special new grammatical trick. | have cast the underlying relation
between logical form and grammatical structure in a somewhat different way, so
as not to require relations of containment of the kind that would rule out parataxis,
virtually by definition. We are, admittedly, at some distance from at least the rhetoric
of Davidson’ theory. In particular, Davidson’s talk of an indirect discourse report
really being ‘two sentences,” while it suggests something like the picture here, also
brings invites unwanted implications. The notion of a ‘sentence’ needs to be refined
within the theory of logical form as it already has been in syntactic theory. Further,
one can leave the grammar pretty much as it is. The derivation of syntactic structure
by itself already affords a natural way of dividing up the chain of linguistic structures
S0 as to generate the right structures for interpretation via relations of precedence
and succession.

It is also worth mentioning that while | have not developed here a full theory of
binding or scope and a thousand other things, the availability of the bound read-
ings is keyed to precedence relations and the concatenation via the complementizer
‘that.” I’ll briefly return to the issue of the complementizer below and the motivation
for the departure from Davidson’s view. But an account like the one I have sketched
here doesn’t allow just any sort of configuration to permit binding. For example, a
sentence like

34. He thinks that everyone will like him

does not have a reading in which the quantifier binds the pronoun in the super-
ordinate clause. And in this case, the inadmissibility of binding is just a reflection
of the order of concatenation. The linguistic expression containing the potentially
binding quantifier is the successor of the linguistic expression containing its poten-
tial bindee. The subordinating complementizer cannot affect the interpretation of
the subject pronoun in this case since it does not affect the interpretation of its own
containing clause.

Some more complicated cases show that precedence is based upon the structure
of a chain of clauses and not merely their overt order. Thus in

35. The man that taught every boy his; lines said that hey will be ready for the
show.
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The quantifier in the relative clause can bind ‘his;” within its minimal containing
clause but a bound reading for the pronoun in the content clause seems to be missing.
Observe however that the definite description ‘the man’ can bind the pronoun in the
content clause. If we look at the paratactic parsing though, we can see that there is
a reason for why that should be. Here’s a first pass at the paratactic parsing:

35a. The man that taught every boy his lines said THAT,
b. He will be ready for the show.

It still seems as though the quantifier is in the preceding member of the chain though.
But since 35a itself contains a ‘that clause,” it needs to be given the paratactic
parsing:

36a. The man THAT,, said THAT,
b. x taught every boy his lines

Now the syntactic predecessor of 35b is not 35a; rather, it is 36a, which contains the
definite description but not the quantifier. The way the chain is parsed paratactically
reflects the binding possibilities.

I have just applied the paratactic parsing to a relative clause and not just to a
propositional attitude context. It should already be clear that intensionality arises
with the use of ‘that clauses’ in more than just the case of speech and attitude verbs.
It also arises for complements of nouns and adjectives as well:*’

37a. The idea that John would mislead us is very unsettling.
b. The idea [cp THAT [1p John would mislead us]] [ve is very unsettling]
38a. Itis a surprise that Jennifer broke up with Brad
b. Itis asurprise [cp THAT [p Jennifer broke up with Brad]]
39a. John is depressed that his yarn is tangled.
b. John is depressed [cp THAT [1p his yarn is tangled]]
40a. Itis disgusting that some people eat insects.
b. Itis disgusting [cp THAT [1p some people eat insects]]

Since the only thing that seems to be relevant to the theory offered here is a certain
kind of grammatical configuration involving a complementizer, these cases can be
treated in the same general way as sentential complements of verbs are treated. One
does not need to have a subject of a psychological state in order to have a content
imputed via a ‘that clause’ as evidenced by 38 and 40.

Indeed, the fact that we have a purely structural explanation of how intension-
ality arises in the cases reviewed also helps explain why intensionality seems to
arise from the nature of the ‘that clause’ and not purely from the meaning of the

37 As we move further away from indirect speech and reports, the distributional differences
between complementizers and demonstratives become more and more obvious, e.g., ‘I am happy
that you came’ vs. “*I am happy that. You came.” There are loose paraphrases for what is needed
here. For example: | am happy about this: you came. Other paraphrases are possible for the other
cases, although there is probably no single way of rephrasing all the cases with parallel nominal
demonstratives.
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subordinating predicate. And this helps with other cases. For example, some verbs
that would not ordinarily seem to afford the possibility of intensionality can be used
with sentential complements and can give rise to psychological readings:

41. John let on that he wasn’t feeling well.
42. It struck me that Bill resembles the guy in the FBI photo.
43. | gather that you want to meet my wife.

Indeed, even auxiliary verbs can, in the right circumstances, be used with apparent
sentential complements:

44. John has it on good authority that the army will attack at midnight.
45. | get that you don’t like me. I just can’t figure out why.

And sentential complements often appear as subjects themselves:

46. That there is blood on the carpet is strong evidence that the murder took
place here.

Given the appearance of the complementizer ‘that” (which differs quite dramatically
from that of the demonstrative ‘that’) in all of these cases, there is a nice explanation
for why intensionality seems to arise. If we were to limit Davidson’s idea to just a
small circle of verbs, we would miss out on an obvious way of encompassing these
types of constructions. But we don’t want to have to admit two complementizers
‘that’ — one for indirect speech and propositional attitude verbs and one for every
other context. And not having two complementizers ‘that’ may have some very nice
advantages as well.

Returning to the issue of binding, the lessons of a purely structural explanation
of intensionality and of ordering between clauses also afford a nice explanation of a
case like the following:

47a. That every boy didn’t show up clearly suggests that he didn’t know when
the exam was scheduled.
b. [cp That [1p every boy didn’t show up clearly]] [ve suggests [cp that [tp he
didn’t know when the exam was scheduled]]]

In this case, the clauses are as follows:

48a. THAT clearly suggests THAT;
b. Every boy didn’t show up
¢. He didn’t know when the exam was scheduled.

Where THAT refers to 48b and THAT; refers to 48c. The predecessor of 48c, the
phrase containing the pronoun, is 48a, which does not contain a potential binder for
the pronoun. 48b does contain a quantifier but since 48b is not the predecessor of 48b
that quantifier cannot bind the pronoun. If this is right, then there is a way of under-
standing “parataxis’ which preserves Davidson’s core thought, however different in
execution it is from Davidson’s own proposal. It also has some nice features, once
it is suitably generalized to encompass all uses of ‘that clauses.’
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When outlining the paratactic theory in the opening sections, | mentioned that all
that Davidson really needed, apart from one or another version of ‘parataxis,” was
the idea that the argument of ‘say’ was a semantically unstructured singular term.
Davidson’s other commitments made it clear that he was not, like Quine, taking the
complement clause itself to be a semantically unstructured term. It is very important
to Davidson’s view that complement clauses do have structure. More importantly, as
the weakened version of the thesis implies, it need not be the case that the comple-
mentizer ‘that’ must be utterly parallel with the demonstrative, a good thing, since
it very clearly isn’t. Indeed, the only real parallel between complementizers and
demonstratives that is required for the theory is that they are both singular terms
whose semantic value is liable to change from one tokening to the next.

But even this weakened version might have advantages. Consider cases where
what appears to be an embedded clause is not a finite indicative and could not itself
be used as a free-standing assertion. If | am right, there is no need that the referent
of the argument of ‘say’ or any linguistic expression delineated by the paratactic
parsing needs to be even capable of being a root clause. And it does not ultimately
matter whether or not it is “THAT¢’ that plays the subordinating role. Indeed, if
‘THAT’ encodes the information that the following clause is to be understood as
being a finite clause, then the theory predicts that other complementizers appear
when their complement clauses are not finite and indicative. Other sorts of comple-
mentizers encode different sorts of information. This helps with certain problematic
cases. Michael Hand, for example, complains that the paratactic theory is defeated
because of nonfinite clauses. Since the content clause of

49. | want to buy a book by Clemens

is the non-finite

50. [tp to buy a book by Clemens]

and since this linguistic expression itself is not, or not usually, used to make a
self-standing assertion, it seemingly follows that a speaker cannot make himself
a samesayer with its usage.

Whatever the merits of this objection are with respect to Davidson’s original
view, it gains no traction on the view given here. In more detail, on the view given
above, clausal subordination is not a way of making a clause a subpart of the logical
form of a sentence but rather a way of placing it into a context within which its free
variables, whatever they are, may be satisfied by syntactically preceding expres-
sions. The context sensitive expression is the clause itself, so to speak. Its comple-
mentizer — its “subordinating coordinator,” in an older terminology — encodes how
the clause is to be interpreted in much the same way that person and tense and gender
inflection attached to nominals and verbs tell us how we are to interpret them. How

38 For all that Davidson says, demonstratives may be semantically structured or not: no particular
view about demonstrative reference is needed.
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the values internal to the clause are to be spelled out or satisfied is determined by
the properties of the complementizer phrase.

As is well known, different complementizers correspond to different types of
clauses with which they associated.?® The examples above considered just the
binding of nominal pronouns by a single universal quantifier from one clause to its
immediate successor. But, in light of the fact that most clauses have some inflection
for tense and that this position is left open, the way in which the morphology of
complementizers is linked to tense takes on a special significance. For the case of
the infinitives alluded to above, the interpretation of the content clause is keyed to
the semantic value of the tense position of the subordinating clause in the following
way: the value of the tense position of the content clause can only be a time which
is strictly later than whatever time is assigned to the reporting clause. In the case
above, the buying must be interpreted as following the wanting. More specifically,
if the predecessor of the complement clause is interpreted as having occurred at
time ty, then the complementizer of the nonfinite clause which follows encode the
information that its temporal coordinate is to be assigned a temporal value which is
later than t;. And that seems right. The CPs of ‘tensed infinitives’*® should encode
how the tense of their clausal associate is linked to the subordinator. The tenses of
embedded indicatives work in a parallel way.*!

Tense and mood are perhaps the default sorts of information encoded by all
complementizers.*? If that is right, then even though the thesis that complementizers
are demonstratives straightforwardly fails, a different understanding of the role of
complementizers that does respect the core idea of the paratactic view is possible,
one with considerably more empirical appeal than its (theoretical) ancestor.

Returning to the larger argument of this paper: Scaling up the foregoing miniature
into a more lifelike semantics for natural language requires a thorough examination
of a broad range of data from intensional contexts generally and from other semantic
phenomena whose primary interest lies outside the properties of attitude sentences.
Needless to say, | have not tried here to give a complete binding theory. Much of the
negative data regarding binding, of when certain sorts of binding aren’t possible, has
not been touched on, although | have suggested one way in which one way to think
of the negative data. I have also not discussed other quantifiers or the vexed matter
of the interpretation of embedded subject positions of infinitivals. What | have tried
to do here is show one way in which one might encode dominance relations via an

39 The cases are numerous; | discuss some of them in my 2004. Note that even though Davidson
is wrong that the complementizer ‘that’ associated with finite indicative clauses is the same as the
nominal demonstrative expression ‘that,” the great diversity of complementizers in the languages
of the world and what they co-vary with — usually, the tense of the clause and the open oppositions
within it — tells in favor of the conception of parataxis being urged here.

40 Stowell (1982).
41 See Higginbotham (2002).

42 perhaps then the only specific information that ‘THATc’ encodes pertains to whether or not the
clause that follows is interpreted as finite or non-finite.
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ordering between clauses without having a subordinated clause form a subsentence
of a larger sentence. The negative conditions on binding can be encoded in a similar
manner.

What | have done in this section was to propose two ways of understanding the
key parts of Davidson’s theory. First, | have refined the notion of ‘parataxis’ in a way
allows for binding to occur across a gap, as it were. This involved thinking about
the interpretation of multi-clausal constructions in a way that allows for binding
but does not entail that a content clause is contained as a proper part in the same
structure as the reporting clause. In essence, | have treated subordination between
clauses as a matter of ordering their interpretations in a specific way. The second
modification | sketched involved thinking about complementizers as encoding infor-
mation about how the clause with which it is associated is to be interpreted. The
result was a structural theory of intensionality, one based upon the ordering between
clauses. This has certain advantages in explaining why certain kinds of binding
aren’t possible and why intensionality arises in some cases where it might not be
expected.

If this is right, then the objection with which | started this section really does
deliver a decisive blow against a certain package of assumptions, ones that Davidson
seems to have had in mind. But the theory can be developed in a different, if not
completely obvious way, one which sidesteps the objection.

5 Conclusion

My more general point here has not been that Davidson’s original view was right
all along. As | have pointed out, that simply isn’t the case. But the reasons for the
failure, while more or less well understood, leave considerably more options on the
table than has been thought. On the view that | have developed here, the structure of
natural language merely allows for intensionality to arise in specific constructions.
It is a further question why it does arise in certain cases and, perhaps more impor-
tantly, why it doesn’t arise in other cases, e.g., why the natural language correlates
of propositional connectives often behave in ways that appear to respect a purely
extensional semantics. As mentioned above, the answers to these questions will only
partly be within the area of natural language semantics. Many of the phenomena
that appear to be problematic for a paratactic view involve severing the syntactic
bridge between sentences supporting important semantic relations. However, those
relations can be reconstructed in a way that both respects the paratactic component
of the paratactic theory and does not bring onboard assumptions that are contrary to
the spirit of the proposal.

Removing one of the obstacles to the development of the — or least a — paratactic
view allows a better view of the depth of these issues. If the foregoing reconstruction
of Davidson’s view can be sustained, then it should be clear that there are respectable
ways of understanding natural language in which aspects of the old problem of
referential opacity and intensionality are no longer simply problems of the logical
form of this or that construction.



Bridging the Paratactic Gap 57

Acknowledgments A preliminary version of this material was presented at Carleton University
in the fall of 2003. | would like to thank my audience there. The comments and questions from
Michael Glanzberg, Robert May, and Kent Bach were of assistance to me as | prepared this version.
Drafts of the paper were written while | was a PREA postdoctoral fellow at the University of
Western Ontario, support for which | am grateful. Chris Viger’s eyes and ears were also helpful,
as were Rob Stainton’s, again and again. Discussions with Ernie Lepore, Paul Pietroski, Howard
Lasnik, and Samuel C. Wheeler 111 were also particularly helpful.

References

Blair, D. (2004). Parataxis and logical form. Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of
Connecticut.

Botterell, A., & Stainton, R. J. (2005). Quotation: Compositionality and innocence without demon-
stration. CRITICA, 37(110), 3-33.

Burge, T. (1986). On Davidson’s ‘On saying that,”. In E. Lepore, (Ed.), Truth and interpretation.
Blackwell’s.

Biring, D. (2005). Binding theory. Cambridge University Press.

Cappelen, H., & Lepore, E. (2004) Insensitive semantics. Basil Blackwell.

Chomsky, N. (1955/1975). The logical structure of linguistic theory. Plenum: New York.

Chomsky, N. (2000). Minimalist inquiries: The framework. In R. Martin, et al. (Eds.), Step by step:
Essays on minimalist syntax in honor of Howard Lasnik (pp. 89-155). MIT Press.

Chomsky, N. (2001). Derivation by phase. In Ken Hale, A life in language. MIT Press.

Chomsky, N., & Halle, M. (1968). The sound pattern of english. MIT Press.

Clapp, L. (2001). Davidson’s program and interpreted logical forms. Linguistics and Philosophy,
25, 261-297.

Davidson, D. (1968). On saying that. reprinted in Davidson, 1984.

Davidson, D. (1979). Moods and performances. reprinted in Davidson, 1984.

Davidson, D. (1984). Inquiries into truth and interpretation. Oxford University Press.

Hand, M. (1991). On saying that again. Linguistics and Philosophy, 14, 349-365.

Heck, R. (2004). Truth and disquotation. Synthese, 142, 317-352.

Heim, I. and Kratzer, A. (1998). Semantics in Generative Grammar Oxford: Blackwell.

Higginbotham, J. (1986). Linguistic theory and Davidson’s program in semantics. In
E. Lepore (Ed.), Truth and Interpretation: Perspectives on the Philosophy of Donald Davidson
Oxford: Blackwell.

Higginbotham, J. (1991). Belief and logical form. Mind and language, 6, 344-369.

Higginbotham, J. (2002). Why is sequence of tense obligatory? In G. Preyer and G. Peter, (eds.)
Logical Form and Language, Oxford: Clarendon Press, pp. 207-227.

Higginbotham, J. (2006). Sententialism: The thesis that complement clauses refer to themselves.
In Philosophical Issues, 16, Philosophy of Language, 101-119.

Kayne, R. (2002). Pronouns and their antecedents. In S. Epstein, & D. Seely (Eds.), Derivation
and explanation in the minimalist program (pp. 133-166). Blackwell’s.

Larson, R., den Dikken, M., & Ludlow, P., (forthcoming). Intensional transitive verbs and abstract
clausal complementation.

Larson, R., & Ludlow, P. (1993). Interpreted logical forms. Synthese, 95, 305-356.

Larson, R., & Segal, G. (1995). Knowledge of meaning. MIT Press.

Lepore, E. (Ed.). (1986). Perspectives into inquiries into truth and interpretation.
Basil.Blackwell’s.

Lepore, E., & Cappelen, H. (1997). On an alleged connection between indirect speech and semantic
theory. Mind and Language, 12, 278-296.

Lepore, E., & Loewer, B. (1989). What Davidson should have said. In E. Villanueva (Ed.), Infor-
mation, semantics and epistemology, 14, (pp. 3—-26). Oxford: Blackwell.

Lepore, E., & Loewer, B. (1989b). You can say that again. Midwest Studies in Philosophy, 338-356.



58 D. Blair

Longobardi, G. (2001). The structure of DPs: Some principles, parameters and problems. In
M. Baltin, & C. Collins (Eds.), Handbook of Syntactic Theory (pp. 562-603). Blackwell’s.
Ludwig, K., & Lepore, E. (2006). Donald Davidson’s Truth-Theoretic Semantics, Oxford Univer-

sity Press.

Ludwig, K., & Ray, G. (1998). A semantics for opaque contexts. Philosophical Perspectives, 12,
141-166.

McCloskey, J. (2002). Resumption, successive cyclicity, and the locality of operations. In
S. Epstein, & D. Seely (Eds.), Derivation and explanation in the minimalist program
(pp. 184-226). Blackwell’s.

Pesetsky, D., & Torrego, E. (2001). T to C movement: Causes and consequences. In M. Kenstowicz
(Ed.), Ken Hale: A life in language (pp. 355-426). MIT Press.

Pietroski, P. (1996). Fregean innocence. Mind and Language, 11, 338-370.

Pietroski, P. (2000). On explaining that. Journal of Philosophy, 97, 655-662.

Pietroski, P. (2004). Events and semantic architecture. Oxford University Press.

Pollack, J.-Y. (1989). Verb movement, universal grammar and the structure of IP. Linguistic
Inquiry, 20(3), 365-424.

Recanati, F. (2000). Oratio obliqua, oratio recta. MIT Press.

Rizzi, L. (1997). The fine structure of the left periphery. In L. Haegeman (Ed.), Elements of
grammar (pp. 281-337). Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Rumfitt, 1. (1993). Content and context: The paratactic theory revisited and revised. Mind, 102,
429-454.

Safir, K. (2004). The syntax of dependence. Oxford University Press.

Schiffer, S. (2003). The things we mean. Oxford University Press.

Schlenker, P.(2005) Non-redundancy: Towards a semantic reinterpretation of the binding theory.
Natural Language Semantics, 13(1), 1-92.

Segal, G. (1989). A preference for sense and reference. Journal of Philosophy, 89, 73-89.

Segal, G., & Speas, M. (1986). On saying THAT. Mind and Language, 1, 124-132.

Stowell, T. (1982). The tense of infinitives. Linguistic Inquiry, 13, 561-570.

Uriagereka, J. (1999). Multiple spell out. In N. Hornstein (Ed.), Working Minimalism. MIT Press.



Part 11
Context and “What Is Said”



On the Epistemic Utility of What is Said

Sanford C. Goldberg

Abstract Given a speaker who performed an assertoric speech act, what the speaker
can be reported to have said (by way of a speech report of the form ‘S said that p’)
depends on the context of the report. Insofar as the notion of what is said captures
the content dimension of such reports, the result is that this notion is of little use
to epistemology, and in particular cannot be used to capture the content dimension
of those speech acts that are apt for the testimonial communication of knowledge.
To capture such a dimension, we ought to replace the notion of what was said, with
that of what was strictly said. | argue that there are epistemic intuitions, pertaining
to speakers’ epistemic responsibilities in producing testimony, that can be used to
constrain what counts as the ‘strictly said’ content.

Keywords Testimony - what is said - context-sensitivity

1 Introduction

This paper is structured around a difficulty that arises when we consider speech
reports of the form *S said that p” in connection with the sort of knowledge that
one acquires through accepting another speaker’s testimony. The difficulty can be
presented in terms of three propositions, each of which enjoys some independent
support, but which appear to form an inconsistent triad. The propositions in question
are these:

(1) If Ssaid that p in her testimony-constituting speech act, then p is something
that a hearer H can come to know? through his acceptance of S’s testimony.

S.C. Goldberg
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1 can’ come to know: the actual acquisition would depend on the actual acceptance under condi-
tions involving the hearer’s having understood the testimony and the additional satisfaction of
various epistemic conditions. | discuss this below. In any case, this qualification should be under-
stood throughout, whenever I discuss (1).

R.J. Stainton and C. Viger (eds.), Compositionality, Context and Semantic Values, 61-78 61
DOI: 10.1007/978-1-4020-8310-5_3, © Springer Science+Business Media B.V. 2009



62 S.C. Goldberg

(2) Whether a speaker S counts as having said that p — whether her speech contri-
bution on a given occasion can be correctly reported by a speech report of
the form ‘S said that p’ — depends on the context of the reporting.

(3) What propositional content(s) a hearer H can come to know through his
acceptance of speaker S’s testimony does not depend on the context of
reporting (whether by H or anyone else) of S’s testimony-constituting
speech act.

Given (1) (and the satisfaction of the various epistemic conditions), what a speaker
said — that is, the proposition that captures what was said — is a content whose truth
a hearer can come to know through her acceptance of the speaker’s testimony. Given
(2), what a speaker counts as having said depends on the context of the reporting.
It follows (given both (1) and (2)) that what a hearer can know through her accep-
tance of another’s testimony will depend on the context of the reporting of that
testimony. But (3) denies this very sort of dependency. Yet each of (1)—(3) appears
to be supported by independent considerations — a prima facie problem.

A solution to our prima facie problem will have to deny one (or more) of (1)—(3).
My proposal will be to deny (1). Doing so enables us to accommodate the battery of
intuitions that support (2), while simultaneously preserving the key features of testi-
monial knowledge transmission — features that support (3). In light of this proposed
resolution, | suggest that the significance of the foregoing problem is two-fold. First,
it suggests that, insofar as we think about language as a vehicle for the testimonial
communication of knowledge, we do best to replace the notion of ‘what is said’
by an alternative notion — something akin to ‘what is strictly said’. But second,
and more interestingly, the matter of determining what is strictly said (on a given
occasion) would itself appear to be constrained by considerations deriving from the
pragmatics and epistemology of would-be cases of knowledge communication. In
my concluding section | consider what bearing, if any, the present results have for
semantics.

2 What is Said and Testimonial Knowledge

Let ‘testimonial knowledge’ designate the sort of knowledge acquired through
accepting another’s testimony. Among other things, what is distinctive of this sort
of knowledge is its epistemic dependence on another’s speech.? More specifically,
it is a kind of knowledge whose status as knowledge depends on the fact that the
source speaker, in having spoken as she did, has non-accidentally gotten things
right.® We might say that this feature, pertaining to the reliability (or non-accidental
truth) of the source speech act, characterizes one aspect of the epistemic dimension

2 See also Goldberg (2006) and Chapter 1 of Goldberg (2007a) for further discussion.

3 This isn’t quite right: see Goldberg (2005) and Goldberg (2007a) Chapter 1. However, | will
disregard the relevant complications, as they do not affect the points made in this paper.
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of the process whereby testimonial knowledge is acquired.* The semantic (or, more
broadly, representational®) dimension of this process comes in when we consider
the notion of ‘getting things right,” as applied to a case of speech. In order to deter-
mine whether a speaker ‘got it right’ in speaking as she did, we have to determine
how she “got it” or ‘took things to be’ in the first place. Assuming that how she
took things to be is itself expressed in her speech act, determining this is a matter of
discerning the representational features of that speech act.

In this connection, it would appear that there is a straightforward link between
what a speaker says in offering a given piece of testimony, and the particular piece
of testimonial knowledge which, in testifying as she did, she enables her audience
to acquire. This connection is seen in the following idea: what a hearer H can come
to know in the way distinctive of testimonial knowledge is determined by what the
speaker S said in her testimony-constituting speech act. If H’s would-be testimonial
knowledge is through accepting S’s testimony, H cannot come to know p in the
manner distinctive of testimonial knowledge unless p is something that S said in
her testimony-constituting utterance. As we might put it: S’s having said that p (in
her testimony-constituting utterance) is a necessary condition on H’s acquiring the
knowledge that p through accepting S’s testimony. Clearly, it is not sufficient: S
might have said that p, but in so doing she might have said something false (in
which case H’s testimony-based belief that p is not knowledge, for being false);
or else, though true, S might have arrived at that truth in a way that was too acci-
dental to count as knowledge (in which case H’s testimony-based belief that p is not
knowledge, for inheriting the unreliability of the source testimony®); or else, even if
S’s say-so is both true and reliable (in that she wouldn’t have said so if it had been
false), even so H (who accepted that say-so and so came to believe that p) might
have been overly-credulous in his acceptance (in which case his testimony-based
belief that p is not knowledge, for being unreliable owing to his own credulity).” In
any of these cases, H’s belief that p, formed through accepting S’s testimony, would
fail to amount to testimonial knowledge that p. Even so, if p is something S said in
her testimony-constituting utterance, then — so long as H understood the testimony,
and the various epistemic conditions on testimonial knowledge are satisfied — p
is something H can come to know through accepting that testimony, in the way
distinctive of testimonial knowledge.

Some additional support for this last claim comes when we consider the following.
When one’s knowledge that p is testimonial, ‘Because so-and-so said so’ is an

4 <One’ aspect: there are others. For example, the hearer’s acceptance of the testimony must be
based on a reliable capacity to distinguish reliable from unreliable testimony. See e.g. Goldberg
(2007h; forthcoming) for a discussion.

5 I will use ‘representational content’ when | want to designate the truth-conditional content of
a speech act. | use this, rather than ‘semantic content’, in order to use a designator that will not
beg any questions regarding e.g. what pragmatic considerations contribute to the truth-conditional
content of a speech act.

6 See Goldberg (2007b) for further dicussion.

7 See Goldberg and Henderson (2006).



64 S.C. Goldberg

appropriate sort of reply to a “How do you know?’ question. To be sure, ‘Because
so-and-so said so’ answers the ‘How do you know?’ question only given that the
speaker S’s say-so, and the hearer H’s reception of it, are otherwise in order. Since
the piece of knowledge H vindicates through his reply ‘Because so-and-so said so’
is his knowledge that p, this reply would appear to be shorthand for ‘Because so-
and-so said that p’. (Otherwise H’s reply would not be to the point in responding to
a challenge to this particular piece of knowledge.)

The foregoing considerations suggest that whenever one has acquired testimonial
knowledge that p, it will be the case that one’s source can be correctly reported as
having said that p. But there is a prima facie case to be made for thinking that
the converse holds as well. In particular, it would seem that whenever one’s source
can be correctly reported as having said that p, one who understands the speech
act is in position (assuming the satisfaction of the remaining epistemic conditions)
to acquire the testimonial knowledge that p. To see this, suppose (for the sake of
reductio) that a speaker’s having said that p, together with a hearer’s acceptance-
with-understanding of that say-so under conditions in which all remaining epistemic
conditions on the acquisition of testimonial knowledge were satisfied, do not suffice
for the hearer’s acquisition of the testimonial knowledge that p. In that case, we
would get the following result:

(+) A hearer’s reply ‘Because so-and-so said so’ is not an adequate reply to a
query regarding how she knows that p.

(+) holds, given our supposition, since any reply of the form *Because so-and-so
said so’ could always be directly met (given our supposition) with something like
the following response: “Yes so-and-so said so, but this does not suffice (even given
the satisfaction of the various epistemic conditions noted above) to establish that
you know p.” But this sort of response would appear to be unacceptable. It appears
to call into question the very possibility of learning (= coming to know) things
through accepting another’s testimony. We are imagining a case in which S said
that p, to a hearer H who understood and accepted that testimony (and so who came
to believe that p), in a situation in which all remaining epistemic conditions on testi-
monial knowledge were satisfied. If such a situation is not one in which H counts as
knowing that p, it would seem that S’s having said that p is not a route to H’s coming
to know that p in the first place. Since nothing turns on the details of the case, the
result would be general: testimony itself would not be a route to knowledge. But this
result is unacceptable, given what most epistemologists recognize is the pervasive
and ineliminable role testimony plays in the fabric of our knowledge corpus.® And
thus it would seem that we ought to reject our initial assumption; we ought to hold
instead that a speaker’s saying that p does suffice to put an appropriately-situated
hearer in a position to know that p through his acceptance of that testimony. (1)
holds.

8 See Fricker (1987), Coady (1992), Sosa (1994), Audi (1997), and Graham (1999), to name just
a few.
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Indeed, (1) can seem obvious. But obvious or not, the foregoing argument on
behalf of (1) is worth making explicit. This is because speech reports of the form ‘S
said that p’ are typically taken to have a feature that, | will argue below, is incon-
sistent with (1). If this is correct, then something must be wrong with the foregoing
arguments on (1)’s behalf.

3 Speech Reports

Many authors have argued that what a speaker can be correctly reported to have said,
in a speech report of the form ‘S said that p,” will depend on features of the context
of the report. Cappelen and Lepore (1997) give several types of example. The argu-
ment for this involves cases in which a speech report of the form ‘S said that p’ is
judged intuitively correct in some reporting contexts, but false in others. (Cappelen
and Lepore use these examples to suggest that, contrary to what many influential
semanticists think, the notion of what is said, as captured in speech reports of this
form, is of limited use to serious semantic theory.)

In order to show that the truth conditions of a speech report of the form ‘S said
that p’ are determined in part by the context of utterance, Cappelen and Lepore give
four types of example: obvious implicature cases, general thrust cases, irony cases,
and partial overlap cases.’

Consider first an obvious implicature case. You observe me responding to the
question whether Smith is having an affair with,

(S1) He sure has been visiting a certain woman in New York City lately.

You take me, quite reasonably, to have implicated that Smith is having an affair. In
most normal reporting contexts, then, it would be correct to report my speech with

(R1) Goldberg said that Smith is having an affair.

But now imagine a different context. Suppose that there is a legal proceeding going
on, where a good deal hangs on whether Smith is having an affair, and where
anyone who speaks falsely or unreliably regarding this topic will receive a legal
sanction. In such a context, it would seem that (R1) could not be used to make
a correct report of my speech contribution. (I might reasonably deny the report:
‘That’s not what | said. | said that he’s been visiting a certain woman lately...”)
In sum, it would seem that whether one who uses (R1) counts as having made a
true report of the speech act | performed with (S1) depends on the context of the
report.

9 They also suggest cases in which ‘p’ in “S said that p is replaced by a sentence that results
when we substitute one co-referring term for another: as when Jones’ asserts ‘Granny drinks H,O’
and, knowing that Smith does not know what H,O is, | report Jones’ speech with ‘Jones said that
Granny drinks water’.
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Consider next a general thrust case. Smith presents a long-winded, pedantic
lecture on the evils of lying. The lecture begins with

(S2) In what, precisely, does the evil of lying consist? In this paper | argue that,
qua evil, lying differs from various other wrongs; that the harm perpetrated
is....

Aiming to characterize the general topic of the lecture to Jones (who was not in
attendance), McSorley uses

(R2) Smith said that lying is wrong.

Intuitively, such a report would be judged a correct speech report, as it is a way
by which McSorley can briefly characterize the general drift of Smith’s lecture to
someone (namely, Jones) who was interested not in the details, but only the general
thrust, of the lecture itself. But we can imagine other contexts in which (S2) would
not be seen as a true report of Smith’s lecture. Suppose that Smith is a very finicky
philosopher who gets irritated whenever his views are mischaracterized, who went
to great lengths to characterize the precise evil-making characteristics of lying, and
whose main aim was to distinguish the wrong perpetrated by lying from various
other wrongs. In that case, Smith might well protest that (S2) fails to capture what
he said. It would then seem that, if it is used in a context in which Smith’s own
perspective on the matter is salient, (R2) is false. Thus whether a report made by
way of (R2) is a correct report of Smith’s speech will depend on the context of
reporting.

Next, consider a case of ironic speech. In the presence of what everyone sees
(through the window) is a stormy day, Jones asserts

(S3) Itis a beautiful day today.

Then Smith, aiming to let McSorely (who did not hear Jones’ utterance) know the
upshot of Jones’ speech contribution, reports this with

(R3) Jones said that it’s a lousy day today.

In such a context the report made by way of (R3) would intuitively be judged true,
as a report of Jones’ assertion of (S3). But again variations in context are imaginable
in which a report made by way of (R3) would be intuitively judged false as a report
of Jones’ use of (S3). For example, if the report were made in a context in which it
is well-known to everyone except Smith that Jones never uses ‘lousy’ in connection
with the weather — he thinks that weather should never be described in such terms —
then a report made by way of (R3) would intuitively be regarded false as a report
of Jones’ use of (S3). (Here, the falsity of the report offers a natural explanation of
Jones’ negative reaction to it.) Once again, we have a speech report of the relevant
form, (R3), which in one reporting context is a true report of Jones’ use of (S3), but
in another reporting context is a false report of Jones’ use of (S3).

Or (to take a final example) consider the category of case which Cappelen and
Lepore call ‘partial overlap’ cases. Suppose that Jones asserts
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(S4) Judy bought fourteen Gucci handbags in the mall today.

And suppose that McSorely, who did not hear Jones’ assertion, is interested in
Judy’s recent purchases. Then with McSorely as the intended audience (and with
the date unchanged) Smith might correctly report Jones’ speech with

(R4) Jones said that Judy bought handbags today.

But if we are in a context in which it is common knowledge that Peterson (who
didn’t hear Jones’ speech) is interested in the number of times people make refer-
ence to the Gucci brand, and if — thinking that Jones might have just done so — he
asks Smith what Jones said, clearly a report made by way of (R4) will not do as a
correct speech report. Once again, whether a report made by way of (R4) is a correct
speech report of Jones’ use of (S4) depends on the context of the report.

These and other cases suggest the following hypothesis:

(2) Whether a speaker S counts as having said that p on a given occasion —
whether her speech contribution on that occasion can be correctly reported
by a speech report of the form *S said that p” — depends on the context of the
reporting.

Again, this can seem so obvious as not to be worth arguing for.

4 Potential Problem: Testimonial Knowledge and the Context
of Speech Reporting

So far | have been arguing for propositions (1) and (2). Rather than arguing for
proposition (3) directly, | want to suggest that, by themselves, (1) and (2) appear to
raise a problem; it is in reflecting on the nature of the problem that we will come to
see that (and why) (3) is true.

I begin by restating the two results so far obtained, the first pertaining to the
connection between what was said and testimonial knowledge, and the second
pertaining to the context-sensitivity of determinations of what was said. They are
as follows:

(1) If Ssaid that p in her testimony-constituting speech act, then p is something
that a hearer H can come to know through his acceptance of S’s testimony.

(2) Whether a speaker S counts as having said that p — whether her speech contri-
bution on a given occasion can be correctly reported by a speech report of
the form ‘S said that p’ — depends on the context of the reporting.

Given (1), any case in which S said that p (in her testimony-constituting utter-
ance) is a case in which a hearer H can come to know p through accepting S’s
testimony. Given (2), whether S said that p depends on the context of reporting.
Putting the two points together, we get the result that whether H can come to know
p through accepting S’s testimony will depend on the context in which that testimony
is reported. The difficulty is that what one can come to know through acceptance of
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another’s testimony — the content one can come to know in the way characteristic of
testimonial knowledge — would not seem to depend on context in this way.

An initial point to make here is this. The contextual features relevant to an
assessment of the truth of a given speech report have to do with the interests (or
perspectives more generally) of the folks to whom the speech report is addressed.
These interests may diverge widely from the speaker’s motive for speaking as she
did. It seems somewhat curious to say that what can be known through accepting
a speaker S’s testimony is determined by those interests, since this suggests that
what can be known through accepting S’s testimony is determined by interests that
may have nothing whatsoever to do with S’s desire to spread the particular piece of
knowledge she expressed in her testimony.

This initial point can be deepened in two ways. The first is by considering what
we might call the pragmatics of testifying. To testify that p is (among other things)
to present oneself as occupying a privileged epistemic position vis-a-vis the truth of
the content one presents-as-true in the speech act itself. This is in the very nature
of testifying: if one is not so presenting oneself, one is thereby not testifying —
whatever else one might be doing in speaking as one does. The same point about the
pragmatics of testimony can be made by noting the connection between testifying
and invoking one’s own epistemic authority: to testify is to invoke one’s own epis-
temic authority (if only implicitly) on the matter at hand. That is, one is not merely
presenting-as-true the content in question, but is also investing this presentation-
as-true with one’s own epistemic authority (as in: ‘you have my word for it’). As
| have argued elsewhere,'° it is in virtue of the speaker’s (implicit) invocation of
her own epistemic authority in the act of testifying, that a hearer who is justified in
accepting that testimony is ipso facto entitled to regard the source speaker as having
a non-negligible degree of warrant for the content in question. This consideration
points against the hypothesis that what can be known through testimony depends
on the context in which the testimony is reported. After all, what can be known in
the manner distinctive of ‘testimonial knowledge’ turns on the content(s) regarding
whose truth the speaker invoked her own epistemic authority, and this invocation
does not depend on features of the context(s) in which her testimony is reported.

There is a second way to bring out substantially the same (initial) point. It has
become popular to ask after the norm of assertion, that standard by which particular
assertions (and assertions alone) are assessed as appropriate or inappropriate qua
speech contribution. Now, whatever one’s views on that matter, all parties can and
should agree that to assert involves presenting oneself as satisfying the norm in ques-
tion (whatever that norm is).!! So, on the plausible twin assumptions, first, that all
testimony involves assertion, and second, that the norm of assertion is an epistemic

10 Goldberg (2006).

11 see for example Brandom (1983) and Williamson (1996). Both Brandom and Williamson hold
that knowledge is the norm of assertion, and go on to claim (more or less explicitly) that to assert p
is to present oneself as knowing p. Other views hold that the norm is weaker than that of knowledge:
justified belief that one knows, for example. See Goldberg (forthcoming) and Chapter 1 of (2007a)
for further discussion.
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norm of some sort or other,'> we would get the result that one who testifies presents
herself as having the appropriate degree of warrant for the attested content.’® We
might put the same point in an alternative way by saying that, in testifying, the
speaker renders herself responsible for having an appropriate degree of warrant
for the attested content. However, the content(s) in question are determined by the
speaker’s testimony-constituting speech act, not by any features of the context in
which that speech act was reported.

In light of these points about the pragmatics of testifying, return to the implica-
tion of (1) and (2) presently under discussion. This is the implication that

IMP  What can be known through accepting a speaker S’s testimony is deter-
mined by the interests of those who consume reports of S’s testimony-
constituting speech act.

I submit that IMP is false, and that its falsity can be brought out in connection
with the points just made regarding the pragmatics of testifying. In testifying, a
speaker S presents herself as in an epistemically privileged position vis-a-vis the
truth of a particular content — p, say. But an audience for the report of S’s speech
may have had no interest in the question whether p, and so may have had no
interest in the fact that S presented herself as in an epistemically privileged position
regarding that content. But if IMP is correct, in the relevant reporting context it
is that audience’s interests which go into determining what can be known through
an acceptance of S’s testimony. And this is to imply that, at least in the relevant
reporting contexts, S’s (implicit) invocation of her own epistemic authority (in testi-
fying as she did) does not fix what can be known through an audience’s accep-
tance of her testimony. That this is not a happy result can be seen by recalling
that S bears responsibility for having a warrant for that to which she attested. If
that to which she attested is determined by what she said, and if what she said
is determined by what she can be correctly reported to have said via a speech
report of the form ‘S said that p,” we reach the result that S bears responsibility
for having a warrant for contents regarding whose truth she did not even implic-
itly invoke her own epistemic authority. | submit that this result is absurd on
its face.

The foregoing appears to support the third proposition in our triad of propositions
introduced at the outset of this paper:

(3) What propositional content(s) a hearer H can come to know through his
acceptance of speaker S’s testimony does not depend on the context of
reporting (whether by H or anyone else) of S’s testimony-constituting
speech act.

12 <pjausible’ but not wholly uncontroversial: one might hold that truth is the norm of assertion (as
in the rule for assertion: ‘Assert p, only if p’). However, Williamson (1996) presents compelling
reasons for doubting that truth is the norm of assertion.

13 What degree of warrant is appropriate will depend on what the norm of assertion is; see
Chapter 1 of Goldberg (2007a).
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The relevant point here is simply that what a hearer can know through accepting
another speaker’s speech — what a hearer can know in the way characteristic of
testimonial knowledge — depends on features of that speech, period. That is, it
depends on features of that speech, and not on the varied interests that might be
had by those who report that speech and by the audiences to whom such reports
are addressed. It would thus seem that the varied contexts in which a testimony-
constituting speech-act might be reported do not affect what can be known through
accepting that testimony. Of course, if this is true, then IMP is false — and since IMP
was implied by (1) and (2), we reach the result that (1)—(3) form an inconsistent
triad. Something has to go.

5 A Dialectical Look at Possible Solutions

There are three “solutions’ to consider: deny (1), (2), or (3). (The ‘or’ is not exclu-
sive.) In this section | present a dialectical case for thinking that we do best to
deny (1).

Consider first a cost-benefit analysis of the move to deny (1). On the cost side,
anyone who denies (1) will have to deny the following claim as well:

(1*) Inany case in which the various epistemic conditions on testimonial knowl-
edge have been satisfied vis-a-vis testimony in which the speaker said that
p, a hearer (who understood the testimony) is in a position to know p in the
way appropriate to ‘testimonial knowledge’.

Above, in Section 2, | gave reasons to think that denying (1*) would be costly. But
perhaps the cost of doing so is not as great as this reasoning suggested. After all,
insofar as we are inclined to think that speech reports of the form ‘S said that p’
have their truth conditions fixed by contextual matters regarding the interests of the
reporter and the audience of the report, to just that extent we should be inclined to
think that what is reported in such reports (= the content reported) is not fixed by the
source speaker S’s invocation of her own epistemic authority, and so is not — or at
least is not typically — a content that a hearer can know in the manner of ‘testimonial
knowledge’.** 1t would seem, then, that once one accepts the context-sensitivity of
speech reports, (1*) is vulnerable in precisely the way that (1) was. So the cost
associated with the move to deny (1) would not appear to be as great as it might
initially have seemed.

What is more, the virtues of resolving our problem by denying (1) would appear
to be great. In particular, such a position holds out the prospect of enabling one to

14 Of course, the knife cuts both ways. Suppose we are confident that what is reported in “S said
that p’ is a content that a hearer can know in the manner of ‘testimonial knowledge’ through the
speech being reported. In that case, we might want to conclude that speech reports of this form
cannot have truth conditions fixed by parameters relating to the context of the report. See Goldberg
(2002) for an argument to that effect. (I now regard this ‘solution’ to our problem as less than
optimal, for reasons | discuss below.)



On the Epistemic Utility of What is Said 71

endorse the strong intuitions elicited by Cappelen and Lepore (1997) and others —
and in so doing enabling us to acknowledge that the truth of a speech report is
to some important degree a matter of the interests of the audience to whom the
report is offered — without having to regard the interests of the audience of speech
reports as determining the contents that a given piece of testimony makes avail-
able as candidate contents of testimonial knowledge. Such a position will be all
the more attractive if we can formulate and motivate a stricter notion of ‘what is
said” — one that will determine (given a piece of testimony) what content(s) are
candidate contents of testimonial knowledge through that testimony. (I will return
to this below, in Section 6.)

Consider next a cost-benefit analysis of the move to deny (2). The obvious benefit
is that by denying (2) we can preserve both (1) and (1*). But it can be wondered how
great a benefit this is. For (1*) is a general principle, and so even if it is granted that
(1*) is supported by intuition, we might wonder what insight intuition should be
thought to have on such a general matter. After all, it is one thing to rely on intu-
ition to yield verdicts in particular cases, quite another to rely on intuition to yield
verdicts on general philosophical doctrine. Methodologically, it would seem that we
do better — and in any case it would seem more in keeping with the methodology
of semantics — to rely on intuition to guide our verdicts in particular cases, but to
argue for general claims (such as (1), (2), and (3)) on the basis of their ability to
square with the data, make interesting predictions, and so forth. By the lights of this
methodology, the cost of denying (2) would appear to be great. For those who deny
(2) will have to deny the intuitive verdicts in a host of cases where a report of the
form ‘S said that p’ appears to be true, yet where ‘p’ is replaced by a sentence whose
propositional content is other than that of the speech being reported. I conclude that
the proposal to deny (2) is not as attractive as the proposal to deny (1).

Finally we come to the possibility of denying (3). As in connection with the move
to deny (2), the move to deny (3) will have us repudiating the verdicts of intuition
in a great range of cases. | repeat (3) here:

(3) What propositional content(s) a hearer H can come to know through his
acceptance of speaker S’s testimony does not depend on the context of
reporting (whether by H or anyone else) of S’s testimony-constituting
speech act

To deny this is to hold that the propositional contents knowable through testimony
do depend on the context of reporting. But this flies in the face of the conjunction
of two points that were defended above: first, that what can be known through testi-
mony is fixed by the source speaker S’s (implicit) invocation of her own epistemic
authority; and second, that S’s invocation of her own epistemic authority does not
depend on features of the context in which S’s testimony is reported. As a result,
one who denies (3) must reject some of the data: cases which, intuitively, we would
not describe as cases of testimonial knowledge (because the content known by the
hearer is not the content attested to by the source speaker), the present view would
be forced to describe as cases of testimonial knowledge after all. Once again, it
seems that this move is less cost-effective than the move to reject (1).
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The foregoing brief look at our present dialectic supports the proposal to reject
(). This is tantamount to repudiating the epistemic utility of the notion of what
is said. Below I will be suggesting that, if our aim is to have a semantic notion
up to the task of characterizing the content made available for uptake in cases of
the testimonial transmission of knowledge, we would do well to replace the notion
of what is said with that of what is strictly said; and I will suggest how the latter
notion might be characterized in testimony-theoretic terms. But before | do, it is
worth asking whether there are any modifications of (1) that might preserve the
epistemic utility of what is said.*®

In asking this question, we are asking whether there is any condition whose
obtaining, together with the truth of a report of the form ‘S said that p’, ensures
that p is available as something that a hearer can come to know through an accep-
tance of S’s testimony. It might be thought that we have such a condition if we
insist that speaker S knows that p. The proposal would be that S’s knowing that
p, together with S’s having said that p in her testimony-constituting speech act,
suffices (given the satisfaction of the epistemic conditions on testimonial knowl-
edge) to make p available as something a hearer can come to know through S’s testi-
mony. But this proposal will not do, independent of present considerations: there are
reasons to think that testimony not only transmits pre-existing knowledge, but it can
also generate knowledge for the hearer that the source speaker lacks (see Lackey,
1999; Graham, 1999; Goldberg, 2005, (2007b), and Chapter 1 of (2007a)).*® For
this reason, the present proposal is too restrictive. Perhaps a second proposal will
be tried: perhaps it will be thought that the epistemic utility of what is said can be
preserved by changing the required condition. Instead of insisting that S knows that
p, perhaps we can insist instead that S’s saying that p must be part of a speech act that
constitutes testimony that p. Here the idea is that a saying that p which is also a case
of testifying that p is a case where the ‘said” content is available as something that
can be known in the way appropriate to testimonial knowledge. If it is to succeed,
this proposal needs an independent characterization of (the semantic dimension of)
the notion of testimony that p — a characterization which itself does not rely on a

15 | thank an anonymous referee for this suggestion, and for the particular proposals | consider in
the next paragraph.

16 | also think that there are uses of “say’ that would show that the proposed fix fails in its aim.
Consider the following case, involving a class of students of psychoanalysis, watching a video of
an interaction between an analyst and a self-deceived patient. The patient responds to a query to
clarify his comments about his mother by asserting, ‘She was truly wonderful. She really was. |
loved her deeply. Really!” The teacher then stops the video and says to the students, ‘Now class,
what the patient is really saying here is that he was deeply conflicted about his mother.” I submit
that even if the students come to know that the patient was deeply conflicted about his mother, this
knowledge is not knowledge acquired through the patient’s testimony. And yet the example can be
expanded so that all of the proposed conditions are satisfied. Suppose that the patient himself, deep
down, perhaps unconsciously, knows that he is deeply conflicted about his mother. Then we can
say the following (let p be the proposition that he is deeply conflicted about his mother): the patient
is correctly reported as having said that p; the patient knows that p; the audience comes to know
that p through accepting what she took the patient’s testimony to ‘say’; the audience’s acceptance
is based on the patient’s having ‘said so’; and yet this is not a case of testimonial knowledge.
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prior notion of saying that p. The difficulty is that, to the extent that the semantic
dimension of testifying is characterized at all, the characterizations typically appeal
to a prior notion of saying (see e.g. Fricker, 1987; Sosa, 1994). In advance of an
independent characterization of testifying that p, then, this proposal is a non-starter.
(Below I will say what | think might provide such an independent characterization;
but my proposal in effect abandons the epistemic utility of the notion of what is
said.)

Although the foregoing discussion of attempts to preserve the epistemic utility
of the notion of what is said is far from exhaustive, the failure of these attempts
does suggest that we might do better to reject (1), and with it the epistemic utility
of what is said, and replace it with some other semantic notion of more direct epis-
temic utility. Can we do so? As noted, the move to deny (1) is made less costly if
we can find a suitable replacement for (1*). Above | argued against the epistemic
utility of the notion of what is said on the grounds that what a speaker can be
correctly described as having said is something that is fixed in part by contextual
parameters (reporter and audience interests) that have little or nothing to do with
the source speaker’s (implicit) invocation of her own epistemic authority. Is there
an alternative notion, one that is not so easily detached from the speaker’s perspec-
tive, and in particular from her (implicit) invoking of her own epistemic authority?
Consider the notion of what is strictly said, where this is some function from (i)
the meanings of the words used by the speaker, (ii) the assignment of references
to any context-sensitive expressions, as guided by the meanings of the expressions
themselves and the relevant contextual-supplied values (for this occasion of use),
and (iii) any further ‘widely’ pragmatic processing (if any) needed to recover the
truth conditions of the speech contribution.!” It should not need arguing that what
was strictly said can serve the role of the content that the speech act makes available
as a candidate for testimonial knowledge. More specifically, the hypothesis which
is to replace (1*) is this:

(1**) In any case in which the various epistemic conditions on testimonial
knowledge have been satisfied vis-a-vis testimony in which the speaker
strictly said that p, a hearer is in a position to know p in the way appropriate
to ‘testimonial knowledge’.

Rather than try to argue for (1**), which may seem obvious in any case, | want to
suggest how what is strictly said on a given occasion can itself be investigated by
appeal to intuitions pertaining to the knowledge-transmitting use of language.

6 Epistemic Intuitions and What is Strictly Said
Suppose that we accept (2), and so regard a single speech act as susceptible to

multiple correct but distinct speech reports of the form *S said that p’, where correct-
ness is determined in part by audience interests. Then what a speaker counts as

17" | am borrowing the notion of ‘wide’ pragmatic processing from Bach (1997).
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having said is something that permits of various correct characterizations, depending
on who is interested, and why; but what a speaker counts as having attested to does
not permit of such varied characterizations, and in any case does not depend on who
is interested, or why. In that case we ought to deny that what is said (as identified in
the content portion of these speech reports) = what is attested. We have an epistemic
motive, it would seem, for wanting a dimension of assertoric speech on which there
is one and only one correct characterization of the representational content of the
assertion itself. “What is attested’ is a label for this content; | suggested above that
we identify this content with what is strictly said.

Interestingly, epistemology provides us not only with a motive for postulating
a notion of what is strictly said, but also with a set of tools for constraining what
can count, on a given occasion, as part of the ‘strictly said’ content. Return again
to the pragmatics of testifying. | said above that to testify that p is (among other
things) to present oneself as occupying a privileged position vis-a-vis the truth
of the attested content. From the speaker’s perspective, testifying thus involves
the presenting of oneself as conforming to certain norms — the norms governing
appropriate testifying. From the hearer’s perspective, accepting testimony (at least
in the paradigmatic type of case) involves relying on one’s interlocutor to have
succeeded in conforming to those norms. But it is worth noting that these norms are
characterized in terms that are representational through and through: one ought to
present things as being a certain way (in one’s testimony), only when one occupies
a suitably privileged epistemic position regarding the claim that things are that way.
On the present proposal to identify what is attested with what is literally said, we
get the following result: what one literally says = how one is presenting things as
being, insofar as one is (in one’s speech) presenting oneself as occupying a suit-
ably privileged epistemic position regarding how things are. Speaking more loosely
but more intuitively, we can say that the notion of what is literally said is bound
up with notions of a speaker’s epistemic responsibilities qua potential testifier.
To wit:

(*) A speaker S literally said that p only if: given a hearer H who (i) observed
and understood the testimony, (ii) was epistemically entitled to accept the
testimony, and (iii) as a result formed the belief that p on the basis of H’s trust
in that testimony, H would be entitled to hold S epistemically responsible for
the falsity or unwarrantedness of H’s own belief that p, in the eventuality that
this belief turns out to be false or otherwise unwarranted.

18 This is not quite right. Consider attestations made by way of assertoric uses of ‘It was large.’
What is attested in this way may well depend on audience interests: in a context in which it is
mutually known that the audience is interested in the size of a nearby asteroid, a speaker who
attests through the use of this sentence will have attested to a different content, than that attested to
by a speaker who uses the same sentence-type but in a context in which it is mutually known that
the audience is interested in the size of an insect observed exclusively by the speaker. However, |
take it that this sort of dependence on audience interests is different in kind than the sort at issue in
speech reports.
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(*) is based on the following line of reason. To testify that p is to present oneself as
occupying a privileged epistemic position regarding the truth of p; but to occupy
a privileged epistemic position regarding p is to have warrant for p (where this
amounts to having an amount of truth-conducive support for p above some threshold
of adequacy9); so one who testifies to p, and so who has presented herself in such
a way that she is behaving properly only if she has a warrant for p, can be held
responsible (by a hearer satisfying (i)—(iii)) to have a warrant for p.

The foregoing characterization of what is literally said is restrictive in appli-
cation: (*) holds only for those speech acts that constitute, or that are potential
candidates for constituting, testimony. A more general characterization would have
to connect up with speech acts that do not fall in this purview. What is more,
(*) states only a necessary condition. A more general characterization might try
to state a sufficient condition as well. Rather than discussing how such a char-
acterization meeting these two desiderata might be achieved, however, | want to
suggest how the foregoing (admittedly partial) characterization in (*) can be used
to derive interesting results in our attempts to determine what a speaker strictly said
on a given occasion. (*) implies that S’s strictly saying that p goes hand-in-hand
with S’s bearing a certain kind of epistemic responsibility pertaining to having a
warrant for p, such that if a hearer is not entitled to regard S (in virtue of her
speech contribution) as having such a warrant for the claim that p, then S did
not count as having strictly said that p. Now | submit that the matter of S’s epis-
temic reponsibilities qua speaker is a matter regarding which we will (sometimes?
always?) have relevant intuitions. If I am correct about this, then these intuitions,
which in the first instance have an epistemic content, nevertheless can be exploited
in the attempt to determine the precise representational content of the testimony
itself.

An illustration may help. Let us return to the case from Section 3 involving
obvious implicature. You ask me (in an ordinary context) whether Smith is having
an affair, and I reply by asserting,

(S1) He sure has been visiting a certain woman in New York City lately.

We noted above that in most normal contexts it would be correct to take me to have
implicated that Smith is having an affair, and that as a result it would be correct (in
most normal contexts) to report my speech with

(R1) Goldberg said that Smith is having an affair.

Now suppose that, on the basis of understanding and accepting my testimony
(through a process that is suitably discriminating), you come to believe something
whose content is that Smith is having an affair. Now suppose that what you believe
turns out to be false: Smith’s visits with the woman in question were perfectly inno-
cent after all. In this case, would | be responsible for failing to have had the sort of

19 As above, the precise threshold will depend on one’s views about the norm of testimony. Here
I remain neutral on that. See Goldberg (forthcoming).
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warrant that would render your belief knowledge (had your belief been true)??° To
be clear about this, let us allow (what is no doubt true in any case) that, in speaking
as | did, I gave you a reason to believe as you did. This does not settle our question.
For our question is not whether, in speaking as | did, | gave you a reason to believe
as you did. Our question is rather whether, in speaking as | did, | am appropriately
blamed for having wrongly presented myself as in an epistemically privileged posi-
tion vis-a-vis the truth of what you came to believe on the basis of accepting my
testimony. On this score the intuitive verdict is that | am not appropriately blamed
in this way. For to be appropriately blamed in this way is to have presented myself
in this way, and | did not so present myself.

It is worth noting that this verdict can be defended by more than its intuitiveness.
To begin, consider that, in having spoken as | did, I gave you the very evidence |
have for thinking that Smith is having an affair. The result is that, when it comes to
whether Smith is having an affair, you no longer need my word for it — you have my
evidence.?! So it would seem that, in speaking as | did, | did not present myself as in
an epistemically privileged position vis-a-vis the truth of what you came to believe.
This verdict, together with (*), entails that I did not strictly say that Smith is having
an affair — a happy result.

Now | do not pretend that this particular result is very exciting: no one would
have regarded the implicated content as part of what I strictly said. But in terms of
my overall dialectic, the obviousness of this result a good thing. I am proposing that
there is a stock of intuitions — intuitions that in the first instance pertain to epistemic
matters — which nevertheless can be brought to bear on claims in the philosophy of
language (by way of (*)). It can now be said in defense of this proposal that it does
not lead us astray with respect to at least one simple case. Although this is far from
a soundness proof (1), it does give us some minimal confidence in the soundness of
the proposal to use these epistemic intuitions to evaluate claims in the philosophy
of language. And some minimal confidence is what we need if we are going to take
the proposal seriously, and begin to develop it — and continue to test it — with the
attention | think it deserves.

I leave for later the task of presenting a more substantial argument on behalf of
the soundness of (*), as a tool for approaching matters pertaining to the represen-
tational (truth-conditional) content of utterances. In what remains, | only want to
make clear why | think that this is a matter worth pursuing. I do not contend that
the relevant epistemic intuitions will always, or even ever, enable us to determine
the representational (truth-conditional) content of a speech act. (It may well be that
in a good many controversial cases, our epistemic intuitions are no clearer than the

20 | asking this question, | am assuming that knowledge is the norm of testimony. For those who
think that this is too strong, it can be weakened: where e is the relevant (epistemic) norm, the
question becomes, am | responsible for failing to have had the sort of warrant that obtains in cases
involving beliefs possessing e?

21 Of course, you need to take my word regarding the evidence, in the sense that you are relying

on me to have been in a privileged position regarding the truth of the claim that expresses my
evidence; but that is another matter.
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sort of semantic intuitions traditionally used in the philosophy of language — the
sort elicited when we ask whether a particular term applies or not across a range
of cases.) My claim is weaker: these epistemic intuitions can be used to constrain
hypotheses regarding the representational content of a speech act: if p is to count as
what was strictly said by S on O, then this ascription must gibe with our intuitions
about the epistemic responsibilities S imposed on herself merely in virtue of having
made the speech contribution she did. | submit that in this way we might bring epis-
temic considerations to bear on several vexed issues in the philosophy of language
— for example, whether the meaning of a name is equivalent to the meaning of some
definite description, or whether there are uses of definite descriptions on which their
meaning is equivalent to that of some referring term. Such hypotheses have been
addressed in a variety of ways; it would be interesting to see what results (if any)
we would get on such matters if we approached them from the perspective of a
speaker’s epistemic responsibilities in testimony cases.

7 Conclusion

The aim of this paper has been to resolve a problem that derives from the linkages
between the semantics and the epistemology of testimony. After arguing that three
propositions, each enjoying some independent attractiveness, form an inconsistent
triad, | argued that we resolve the problem by jettisoning (1), a thesis about the
role of the notion of what is said in identifying what a hearer can come to know
through accepting another’s say-so. To wit: what a speaker counts as having said on
a given occasion depends on the interests of the audience to whom speech reports
are offered, and this renders the notion of what is said inappropriate for capturing
the content testimony makes available for being believed in the way appropriate to
testimonial knowledge. In bringing this out we saw that epistemologists interested in
testimony ought to be interested instead in another notion — that of what the speaker
strictly said. What is more, | suggested that epistemology here may give us some
tools with which to discern what is strictly said on a given occasion. Although this
suggestion was tentative, | pointed out reasons for thinking that it is worth pursuing
in greater detail than | have done here.??
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In Defense of Context Shifting Arguments

Lenny Clapp

Abstract In a series of recent papers and a book Cappelen and Lepore advance the
negative view that the “Context Shifting Arguments” (CSAs) utilized by proponents
of radical pragmatics are unsound. And they advance the positive view that (at least
some of) the problematic phenomena invoked in CSAs can be accounted for — or at
least set aside — by distinguishing between the truth conditions of a sentence, and
“what is said” by an utterance. My primary goal in this paper is to defend radical
pragmatics from Cappelen and Lepore’s negative view. | argue that Cappelen and
Lepore’s positive view — with the exception of one glitch — is an instance of the
sort of view that the reformers endorse. Moreover, | argue that — though they may
not be aware of it — what really compels Cappelen and Lepore to endorse their
positive view is CSAs, the very arguments they claim to be unsound. Thus there
is a considerable amount of tension in their views. My goal here is to resolve this
tension by defending CSAs from Cappelen and Lepore’s criticism, and to illustrate
why one should endorse these arguments.

Keywords Semantic minimalism - radical pragmatics - context shifting -
contextualism - truth conditional semantics - speech acts - indexicals - context
sensitivity - pragmatics - semantic content - utterance content

1 Introduction

A vivacious debate is currently taking place in semantics, pragmatics, and analytic
philosophy of language. The foundational model of meaning and communication —
a model endorsed and developed by such luminaries as Frege, Russell, Montague,
Grice and Davidson — is being questioned, and rejected, by a growing number of
philosophers and linguists. These reformers — supporters of “radical pragmatics” —
claim that many phenomena are problematic for the foundational model. But other
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philosophers and linguists — supporters of “truth conditional semantics” — defend the
adequacy of the foundational model. The reformers include such theorists as Sperber
and Wilson (1986), Travis (2000), Carston (2002), Searle (1980), Recanati (2004),
Bezuidenhout (2002), Stainton (2005), Pietroski (2005) and myself. The defenders
include such theorists as Soames (2002), Stanley and Szab6 (2000), Bach (1994)
(though he is a special case), and, the focus of the present paper, Lepore (2004). In
a series of recent papers (2003a, 2003b, 2004, 2005b) and in a recent book (2005a)
Cappelen and Lepore have criticized the general sort of argument advanced by the
reformers, and they have advanced a strategy for accounting for at least some of the
problematic phenomena. More specifically, they advance the negative view that the
“Context Shifting Arguments” (CSAs) utilized by the reformers are unsound. And
they advance the positive view that (at least some of) the problematic phenomena
invoked in CSAs can be accounted for — or at least set aside — by distinguishing
between the truth conditions of a sentence, and “what is said” by an utterance.
In Cappelen and Lepore’s (2005a) terminology, the positive view falls under the
headings “Semantic Minimalism” (SM) and “Speech Act Pluralism” (SPAP).

My primary goal here is to defend the reformers from Cappelen and Lepore’s
negative view. After a quick review of what is at stake in the debate between the
defenders and reformers of traditional truth conditional semantics, | will argue that
Cappelen and Lepore’s positive view — with the exception of one glitch — is an
instance of the sort of view that the reformers endorse. Moreover, | will argue that —
though they may not be aware of it — what really compels Cappelen and Lepore to
endorse their positive view is CSAs, the very arguments they claim to be unsound.
Thus there is a considerable amount of tension in the views endorsed by Cappelen
and Lepore: On the one hand they utilize CSAs to motivate their positive view,
yet on the other hand they argue that all CSAs are unsound. My goal here is to
resolve the tension in Cappelen and Lepore’s position by defending CSAs from
their criticism, and illustrating why Cappelen and Lepore can and should endorse
these arguments.

2 The Debate Between Radical Pragmatics and Truth
Conditional Semantics

The issue that divides radical pragmatics and truth conditional semantics concerns
semantic compositionality: how what is said by an uttered sentence is determined
by the relevant syntactic structure of the sentence, the meanings of the words in
the sentence, and the context in which the sentence is uttered and interpreted.?
Here’s a simple model which an unreflective person might suppose applies to natural
languages. (As is the custom, | will consider only declarative sentences, and I will
ignore tense.)

The Simple “Assign and Combine” Model (SACM): The truth conditions expressed by,
i.e. what is said by, an utterance of S is a function of only (i) S’s logical form and (ii) the
meanings of the words in S.2



In Defense of Context Shifting Arguments 81

According to this very simple model what competent interpreters do when they
come to understand what is expressed by an utterance is, first, determine the logical
form of the utterance, and what words occur in it. Then, relying on their lexical
knowledge, they assign semantic values to these words. Finally, they apply their
knowledge of the semantic theory for their language to the logical form and the
meanings of the words, and thereby arrive at truth conditions of, or equivalently
what is said by, the utterance. A semantic theory according to this model consists of
a finite number of rules stating how lexical meanings are combined, in accordance
with the structure of the logical form, to determine truth conditions. A semantic
theory thus expresses a sort of function from the logical form of a sentence and
the meanings of words in the sentence to the truth conditions of the sentence. The
tasks for a semantic theorist are thus to figure out what the logical forms are (a task
performed, or at least constrained, by theories of syntax), what the semantic values
of words are, and what the rules for combining the semantic values of words — as
directed by logical forms — to arrive at truth conditions. Thus, the following pseudo-
formalism can represent the Simple “Assign and Combine” Model:

SACM
(LF of S + Values of words in S) = TCs of utterance of S.

SACM is obviously too simple to apply to natural languages. Note that nowhere
does the model mention context. It assumes that the relevant meaning, the semantic
value, of every lexical item is invariant; i.e. it assumes that every instance, or token,
of a word type has the same semantic value. Thus, when it is applied to natural
languages, the simple model has the following prediction, and/or entailment:

Entailment #1: For all sentences S, every utterance of S has the same truth conditions.

But, as we all know, this prediction does not accord with our intuitive judgments.
For there are words whose semantic values seem to vary across contexts, and thus
there are sentences, e.g. ‘I am hungry’, such that different utterances of them seem
to express different truth conditions.

This is hardly news, but note what | have just done: | have just sketched what
Cappelen and Lepore (2005a) call a “Context Shifting Argument” (CSA) against
SACM. What exactly did | do? | found a sentence (type), viz. ‘I am hungry’,
such that, according to the model all the factors that are supposed to be relevant
for determining the truth conditions of utterances of this sentence remain constant
across contexts, but nonetheless the truth conditions seem to vary across contexts.
The sentence thus serves as a counterexample to the claim that the truth condi-
tions of utterances of the sentence are a function of just those features of the
sentence.

Note that to provide a counterexample in this way it is not necessary to provide
just one sentence type which seems to have different truth conditions in different
contexts; it would suffice to provide two relevantly similar sentences that have
distinct truth conditions in different contexts. Sentences S and S’ are relevantly
similar just case they do not differ in any way that matters to the model — just in
case the model applied to the sentences will assign the same semantic values and
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combine them in the same way. So, for example, ‘Twain smokes’ and ‘Clemens
smokes’ are relevantly similar. (At least they are if we ignore tense and assume
that “Twain” and ‘Clemens’ are assigned the same semantic value, and that these
sentences have the same logical form.) So, alleged counterexamples to the SACM
need not be CSAs; being a CSA is sufficient, but not necessary, for being a coun-
terexample. The following defines what constitutes a counterexample to the SACM:

Sentences S and S’ (which may be identical) constitute a counterexample to SACM iff
(@) S and S’ are relevantly similar, and (b) there are contexts C and C’ such that the truth
conditions of S in C are not the same as the truth conditions of S’ in C’. (CSAs are alleged
counterexamples in which S is identical to S’.)

I think, and hope, that thus far everything | have said is familiar, if some-
what vague. (I have intentionally glossed over distinctions one might want to draw
between the content expressed by sentences relative to contexts, and the content of
speech acts performed by uttering sentences, as well as between various concep-
tions of context. Such distinctions are typically drawn in response to apparent coun-
terexamples; my concern thus far has been to illustrate what motivates one to draw
such distinctions.) | am taking such pains to review this familiar ground because by
doing so | hope to make the following less familiar claim obvious, or at least very
plausible: The only (reasonable) way to refute SACM is by formulating a counterex-
ample, as defined above. For according SACM, the truth conditions of an utterance
are a function of various relevant properties of that utterance. How else could this
model be refuted, other than by providing cases where the relevant properties remain
constant, yet the truth conditions diverge?

How might a defender of SACM respond to the counterexample, indeed, the
CSA, provided by “lI am hungry”? There are two strategies of reply: “Grice’s
Strategy” and “Kaplan’s Strategy.” The defender of SACM could respond by
denying that clause (b) in the above definition of a counterexample is satisfied.
Inspired by Grice, he could claim that really, i.e. semantically, every occurrence
of “I am hungry” expresses the very same truth conditions and our judgments to the
contrary are due to our inability to discern the genuine semantic facts, which are
not “visible to intuition,” and distinguish them from mere pragmatic facts, which
are the subject of our intuitions concerning meaning and truth. The defender might
make much ado over distinctions between, say, “what is said by speakers in making
utterances” and “the truth conditions of sentences.” In response to this counterex-
ample, however, Grice’s Strategy has not proved to be very popular. Its unpopularity
is probably due to the fact that the other response seems much more plausible.

The more plausible response on behalf of SACM is to reject the simplistic
assumption that all words have an invariant semantic value and instead allow that
some words have different semantic values in different contexts. The paradigmatic
examples of such special words are indexicals, demonstratives, tensed verbs, and
“contextuals” such as ‘enemy’. Indeed, Cappelen and Lepore maintain that the set
of such context sensitive words, which they refer to as the “basic set,” contains
nothing beyond such paradigmatic examples (2005a, 2). I’m not going to review
Kaplan’s ideas here, as | assume that they are familiar, but the important thing to
notice is that what Kaplan’s Strategy succeeds in doing is defanging this alleged
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counterexample by making only a minor amendment to the assign and combine
model. (Note that to appeal to context sensitive words in response to a CSA is in
effect to deny that clause (a) in the definition of a counterexample is satisfied.*) That
is, if one utilizes Kaplan’s Strategy to defang alleged counterexamples involving
“basic” context sensitive words, then one endorses what | will call the “Amended
Assign and Combine Model” (AACM):®

AACM
(LF of S + (SVs of “basic” CS words in S + SVs of non-CS words in S)) = TCs of Siin C.°
T
Context C

The only difference between SACM and AACM is that AACM concedes that some
special words have semantic values only relative to contexts of utterance. But other
than this invoking of context to help determine the semantic value of such special
words, the model is unchanged: Once the semantic values of the special context
sensitive words are fixed, the assign and combine model applies as before.

Because AACM is only slightly different from SACM, it is makes a very similar
prediction, or has a very similar entailment:

Entailment #2: For all sentences S that do not contain “basic” context sensitive words,
every utterance of S has the same truth conditions.

As a consequence of entailment #2, AACM is also susceptible to refutation via
counterexamples (some of which might be CSAs”) though to allow for context sensi-
tive words the relation of relevant similarity must now be relativized to contexts:

Sentences S and S’ (which may be identical) constitute a counterexample to
AACM iff there are contexts C and C’ such that (a) Sin C and S’ in C” are
relevantly similar, and (b) the truth conditions of S in C are not the same as the
truth conditions of S’ in C*.8

The debate between the proponents of radical pragmatics and the defenders of
truth conditional semantics concerns the adequacy of AACM for natural language.
The radical pragmaticians maintain that there are counterexamples against even
AACM, whereas the defenders of truth conditional semantics maintain that all such
alleged counterexamples can be defanged by some combination of Grice’s and/or
Kaplan’s strategies.

For the sake of illustration, let’s look at a familiar sort of alleged counterexample
to AACM: the opacity of attitude ascriptions. Let S be ‘Mary thinks Twain smokes’
and S’ be ‘Mary thinks Clemens smokes’. If a number of very plausible assumptions
are made, two utterances of these sentences are relevantly similar in their respective
contexts, yet express different truth conditions. So, we seem to have a counterex-
ample to AACM. How do the defenders of AACM respond?

Some, Salmon (1986) for example, respond by utilizing Grice’s Strategy. They
claim that clause (b) in the definition of a counterexample is not satisfied, and our
initial jJudgment to the contrary was a result of our confusing semantically encoded
truth conditions (which accord with AACM) with information that is merely prag-
matically imparted. Such additional information does not fall within the explanatory
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domain of AACM, because, despite our naive intuitions, it does not really concern
truth conditions, and thus is not really semantic.

Others, Crimmins (1992) for example, respond by utilizing Kaplan’s Strategy.
They claim that clause (a) in the definition of a counterexample is not satisfied
because the logical forms for attitude ascriptions contain so-called “hidden indexi-
cals” which are of course assigned different semantic values in different contexts.

What sort of model do the proponents of radical pragmatics want to put in place
of AACM? Though proponents of radical pragmatics endorse different ideas, there
is at least a core of agreement. The following | suggest represents this common core
of the Radical Pragmatic Model (RPM):

RPM
Step 1
(LF of S + (SVs of “basic” CS words in S + SVs of non-CS words in S)) = Prop-Radical
T
Context C
Step 2

(Prop-Radical + Context C) — TCsof SinC

The idea is roughly this. Interpreting an utterance is a two step process. The first step
is identical to the process described by AACM, except that according to RPM the
output of this process is not propositional; it is not truth conditions, or “what is said.”
Rather it is, in Carston’s (2002) terminology “sub-propositional.” Here | will borrow
Bach’s (1994) suggestive terminology, and call the output of the first step a propo-
sitional radical. The second step consists of an additional at least partly heuristic
interaction between the propositional radical produced in the first step, and context.
Different radical pragmaticians think of this second step in different ways: Carston
(2002) speaks of the propositional radical as being in need of “completion” and/or
“enrichment” — heuristic processes which yield something fully propositional. |
prefer to conceive of the second step within the framework of dynamic semantics,
so that that instead of thinking of context being utilized to “fill in” or “develop” the
propositional radical, one conceives of the radical as being like a set of instructions
which are applied to the context of utterance, to yield a new context. Though these
differences among the views of radical pragmaticians are significant, they will not be
my concern here. Here all that is relevant is that all radical pragmaticians agree that
context plays a much larger role in determining truth conditions of utterances than is
claimed in the AACM. All radical pragmaticians agree that the role of context is not
limited to fixing (or helping to fix) the semantic values of “basic” context sensitive
words.

3 Cappelen and Lepore’s Positive Views and the Case
of “Incomplete Definite Descriptions”

The core claim of Cappelen and Lepore’s positive views is that the problematic
phenomena invoked in CSAs can be explained away by distinguishing between the
truth conditions of a sentence, and “what is said” by an utterance. In this section | am
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going to consider a particular problematic phenomenon that is addressed in detail
by Lepore (2004). I will argue that what really motivates Lepore’s view concerning
incomplete definite descriptions is counterexamples — indeed, CSAs — against
AACM. Lepore’s view concerning the problem of incomplete definite descriptions,
however, is merely an instance of the general positive view advocated by Cappelen
and Lepore (2005a) and (2005b); this more general view is a combination of what
Cappelen and Lepore call Semantic Minimalism (SM) and Speech Act Pluralism
(SPAP). The upshot is then that what supports Cappelen and Lepore’s positive view
are CSAs. But this creates a significant tension because Cappelen and Lepore’s
negative view is that all CSAs are unsound.®

Why exactly do “incomplete definite descriptions” pose a problem, and for
whom, or what, are they a problem? Lepore introduces the issue as if all that were
at stake were Russell’s quantificational theory of definite descriptions: “Critics and
champions alike have fussed and fretted ... about whether Russell’s treatment is
compatible with certain alleged acceptable uses of incomplete definite descriptions”
(2004, 41). But he later, correctly in my view, suggests that what motivates the
fussing and fretting is not merely an allegiance to Russell’s quantificational view,
but rather something more foundational:

Giving up Russell’s achievements has proven enormously difficult. The definite article
‘the” behaves grammatically and in at least some cases uncontroversially semantically like
standard quantifier expressions, so much so that it’s hard to see how a semantic theory of
complex noun- phrases could proceed systematically were we to deny definite descriptions
quantificational status. (2004, 43, my emphasis).

In this passage, the fate of a possible “systematic semantic theory” as a whole is
tied to the fate of Russell’s quantificational theory of definite descriptions. | think it
is clear from the context of the above citation that what Lepore has in mind when
he writes of a “semantic theory” that “proceed[s] systematically” just is a theory
that fits AACM. Thus, what incomplete definite descriptions pose a problem for is
AACM. But now why are they problematic for AACM? Why does so much ride
on the ability of theorists to defend Russell’s theory? Why is anything more than
Russell’s theory of the definite article itself at stake? Lepore is not very explicit
about this, but nonetheless these questions are easily answered.* For recall the very
plausible claim I previously took pains to highlight: The only (reasonable) way to
refute AACM is by invoking counterexamples. Thus, the reason incomplete definite
descriptions pose a problem for AACM is that they can be utilized to formulate
counterexamples, indeed CSAs, against AACM.
Consider the sentence

(1) The table is broken.

This sentence permits of problematic “attributively incomplete” uses. That is,
speakers can use this sentence to say something true, even though we all know that
there are lots of tables out there. Such uses are, or at least seem to be, incompatible
with Russell’s quantificational theory of definite descriptions. But why would such
“attributively incomplete” uses threaten the possibility of a “systematic semantic
theory”? The reason is that sentence (1) gives rise to CSAs against AACM. That is,
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it is also at least possible that somebody use (1) in a way that is compatible with
Russell’s theory, i.e. there are also “attributively complete” uses of (1). So, though
typically (1) is used in an attributively incomplete way, one can also imagine it
being used in an attributively complete way. This is problematic because the truth
conditions corresponding to the two uses differ. In other words, many sentences
containing definite descriptions give rise to CSAs, and thus counterexamples, to
ACCM.1!

For the sake of illustration, let’s use (1) to formulate a CSA against AACM.
First, imagine a world much like the actual world, in which you and | know that
there are many tables. We enter my living room, and you politely compliment my
furnishings. Not being one to stand on pretense, | utter (1), informing you of the
fact that the most prominent table in my living room is broken. Contrary to what is
predicted by Russell’s theory you would not judge my utterance to be untrue (much
less false) on the grounds that there are many tables out there aside from the most
prominent one in my living room. Second, imagine a world very different from the
actual world; furniture is very rare here. Indeed, | believe, and | take you to believe,
that for each type of furniture piece, there is only one piece of that type; e.g. one
chair, one table, etc. We are discussing the status of the furniture when | utter (1).
As it turns out, there are really two tables, and you know this. Here, as predicted
by Russell’s theory, you would judge my utterance to be untrue (though perhaps not
false, but this is not relevant). In response to my utterance of (1), you might say
something such as, “Um, hold on, that’s not right. There are actually two tables.”
Thus we have a CSA against AACM: my stories about imaginary contexts illustrate
that different utterances of sentence (1) intuitively have different truth conditions;
some utterances of (1) have the truth conditions Russell’s theory predicts them to
have, while other utterances do not. Since (1) contains no “basic” context sensitive
expressions, my stories involving utterances of (1) constitute a counterexample, a
CSA, against AACM. That’s the problem.

How does Lepore respond to the problem? Given passages such as the one
cited above, in which Lepore seems to endorse Russell’s quantifier analysis of defi-
nite descriptions and more importantly the sort of “systematic semantics” Russell
endorsed, one might expect him to launch a traditional defense of AACM. That
is, one might expect him to formulate some version of either Kaplan’s Strategy,
or Grice’s Strategy, in an attempt to defang the alleged counterexamples (CSAS)
involving incomplete definite descriptions. But this is not what Lepore does. Indeed,
the first two thirds of the paper on the problem of incomplete definite descriptions
(2004) is concerned with rejecting “solutions” to the problem which utilize these
strategies. (Lepore calls Kaplanesque strategies “semantic strategies” and Gricean
strategies “pragmatic strategies.”) I am not going to review the arguments presented
against Kaplan’s and Grice’s strategy, though | think Lepore is right to reject such
attempts to rescue AACM. What is important for my purposes is that thus far Lepore
is marching in lock-step with the radical pragmaticians: he considers a phenomenon
that is problematic for AACM because it gives rise to CSAs and then he rejects
as inadequate all the utilizations of Kaplan’s and Grice’s strategies that attempt to
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rescue AACM from the problem. This is hardly what one expects from a theorist
who maintains that all CSAs are unsound.

How then does Lepore propose to defend AACM from CSAs that arise from
the phenomenon of “incomplete definite descriptions”? Lepore’s positive proposal
is founded upon the important observation that our judgments concerning “what is
said” by an utterance — i.e. what we judge the truth conditions of an utterance to
be — are influenced by both the context of utterance, and by the context of judgment.
He formulates this point in terms of reporting what is said by an utterance, instead
of in terms of judging what is said by an utterance, but he clearly takes these to be
equivalent:

In determining what is said we obviously draw upon information about specific intentions,
knowledge, and history of the speaker in C and, not so obviously, we can also draw upon
like features of C*, the context in which we report [or make judgments about] what’s said.
(2004, 65)

Let’s call the view of “what is said” being advanced in the passage the relativity
of what is said. This is a rather radical doctrine, reminiscent, | think, of the later
Wittgenstein and his followers. For according to this doctrine, we have no context-
independent, God’s-eye access to “what is said” by an utterance, real or imaginary.
And since what is said by an utterance just is what, in a particular context of judg-
ment, we judge (or “intuit”), to be said by the utterance, it follows that there is
no objective, i.e. context-of-judgment-invariant, fact concerning what is said by an
utterance. This is pretty radical, and, ironically, it is heartily endorsed by Travis,
perhaps the most radical of the radical pragmaticians. Compare the above passage
from Lepore with the following passage from Travis:

On the present conception of a thought [i.e. what is said], Max counts as expressing the
thought Sid did just where he counts as saying things to be the way Sid did. On the new
occasion, he would so count, and would fail to, in ways he would not have done on the
occasion on which Sid spoke. We need not take this to mean that on different occasions Sid
will count as having expressed different thoughts (though there may sometime be cause to
speak that way). We need only say that, on different occasions, different things would count
as expressions of the thought that Sid expressed in saying what he did. No purpose would
be served here by insisting on one occasion-insensitive criterion for ‘same-thought’ [i.e. for
the identity of “what is said”]. (Travis, 2000, 160)

How does this doctrine of the relativity of what is said help Lepore explain away
the phenomenon of incomplete definite descriptions? Recall what the problem is
and for whom it is a problem. The problem is that we judge different utterances of,
e.g., (1) to have distinct truth conditions. (Indeed, if the doctrine of the relativity
of what is said is correct, we might in different contexts of judgment even judge
the very same utterance to express different truth conditions.) Thus, such utterances
of (1) seem to constitute a counterexample to AACM. Now, Lepore has claimed
that there is nothing to what is said by an utterance beyond what we, on a partic-
ular occasion, judge to be said, and moreover that such judgments depend upon “a
number of ... ‘non-semantic’ features of the context of utterance” (2004, 61). So,
in other words, Lepore’s response to the problem is simply to reject the idea that
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what is said by an utterance is determined solely by “semantic” factors. It certainly
seems as if Lepore is endorsing CSAs involving incomplete definite descriptions
and advocating rejection of AACM in favor of some version of RPM.

But things are not that simple. Lepore clearly takes himself to be defending
Russell’s theory, and “systematic semantics” along with it: In summarizing his
position Lepore writes, “Incomplete definite descriptions are non-denoting, just as
Russell taught us,” (2004, 65) and “Sentences have truth conditions, as determined
by their meaning” (2003, 61). What’s going on? How can Lepore, like Travis,
endorse the radical thesis of the relativity of what is said, and at the same time take
himself to be defending Russell’s theory, and “systematic semantics” along with it?
Here is how we are to make sense of things: Lepore wants to drive a wedge between,
on the one hand, what is said by and/or the truth conditions of utterances, and on the
other hand, the truth conditions of sentences. The following four points are intended
to drive home this wedge:

(a) The truth conditions of a sentence S need not correspond to what’s said or
stated by an utterance of S.

(b) What’s said by an utterance of S can be true, even though the truth conditions
for S aren’t satisfied (and vice versa).

(c) What’s said by an utterance of S can be ‘about’ something (e.g. NYC) even
though the truth conditions for S makes no reference (to that thing).

(d) Because of (a)—(c), intuitions about utterances of sentences can in no simple
and direct way be used as guides to the truth conditions for those sentences.
(2004, 61)

So what Lepore is doing is this: He agrees with radical pragmatics that CSAs
succeed in demonstrating that AACM is inadequate with regard to the truth condi-
tions of utterances; according to Lepore, what is said by an utterance is “no more
systematic than determining whether two items are similar” (2004, 66). But, unlike
the radical pragmatician, Lepore maintains that AACM is true of sentences rela-
tivized to satisfiers for the “basic” context sensitive items. (Perhaps he even takes
SACM to deliver truth conditions for sentence types.'?) It is only with respect to the
latter claim then that Lepore’s view differs from that of radical pragmatics: Lepore
maintains that sentences systematically encode minimal semantic truth conditions in
the way described by AACM, whereas radical pragmatics maintains that sentences
encode only propositional radicals.

Lepore’s views concerning the problem of incomplete definite descriptions are
an instance of the general positive view advanced in Cappelen and Lepore (2005a),
and this positive view is composed of Semantic Minimalism (SM), and Speech Act
Pluralism (SPAP). SM is, in essence, the view that AACM holds not for what is
said by utterances — for utterance content is subject to the relativity of what is
said — but rather to the semantic content of sentences.'® Thus, Lepore’s claim that
Russell’s theory of definite descriptions is correct as applied to the semantic content
of sentence (1) is one instance of SM. SPAP is, in essence, the complementary view
that what is said by utterances — but not the semantic content of sentences — is subject
to the relativity of what is said.!* Thus, Lepore’s admission that Russell’s theory of
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definite descriptions does not apply to what is said by all utterances of (1) — nor even
all judgments as to what was said by one utterance of (1) — is one instance of SPAP.
Moreover, just as Lepore’s motivation for his views concerning incomplete definite
descriptions is provided by CSAs involving different utterances of sentences such
as (1), so Cappelen and Lepore’s motivation for endorsing SM and SPAP generally
must be provided by CSAs. For recall the plausible claim introduced earlier: the
only sort of argument that could persuade one to abandon AACM as applied to
what is said by utterances are CSAs. Hence, just as it is CSAs that force Lepore
to sharply distinguish between the semantic content of sentence (1) and the intu-
itive content of utterances of (1) and to concede that different utterances of (1) will
express different intuitive content to different interpreters, so it is CSAs generally
that compel Cappelen and Lepore to endorse SM and SPAP.1°

The tension in Cappelen and Lepore’s view arises because, in an attempt to
refute radical pragmatics, they also formulate a global criticism of all CSAs; they
argue that all such arguments are unsound. But, if all CSAs are unsound, then
there is no motivation for Lepore’s positive view concerning incomplete definite
descriptions, nor, more generally, for endorsing the complementary views of SM
and SPAP. There is then a considerable amount of tension in Cappelen and Lepore’s
overall view: They — perhaps unknowingly — rely on CSAs to motivate their positive
view, but they also reject all such arguments.'® And thus the stage is set for the
next section, in which | resolve the tension in Cappelen and Lepore’s views by
showing why their main criticism of CSAs fails to demonstrate that all CSAs are
unsound.

4 Cappelen and Lepore’s Main Argument Against CSAs

Cappelen and Lepore (2003a, 2005a) argue that all CSAs against AACM (i.e. CSAs
that do not involve “basic” context sensitive words) are unsound. The essence of
their argument is as follows:

1. If there is a sound ICSA against AACM, then this CSA must be capable of being
transformed into an intuitively true “real context shifting argument” (RCSA).

2. There are no intuitively true RCSAs against AACM.
Therefore,

3. There are no sound CSAs against AACM.

I will show that this argument is unsound, because the second premise is false. But
first some clarification is in order concerning premise 1, and the distinction between
“ICSAs” and “RCSAs.”

Cappelen and Lepore offer a buttressing argument in support of premise. First,
they claim that a sentence S is context sensitive “only if there is a true utterance of
an instance of the following schema for Inter-Contextual Disquotation . . .

(ICD) There are (or can be) false utterances of "S™ even though S.
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Unless [S] passes this ICD Test, it is not context sensitive” (2005a, 105). Second,
they maintain that the only way to demonstrate that S passes the ICD test is to tell
an intuitively true story in which one utters an instance of ICD; they claim that “it is
only through such stories that we should be convinced that [a sentence S] passes
the ICD test” (2005a, 108). Now to tell such a story, a story in which one utters an
intuitively true instance of ICD and thereby uses an instance of S, is to construct
a “Real Context Shifting Argument” (RCSA) involving S. In contrast to RCSAs,
Impoverished Context Shifting Arguments (ICSAs) are not sufficient to establish
that S is context sensitive. In an ICSA one only mentions S, and thus one does
not utter an instance of ICD; and thus, in turn, one does not establish the context
sensitivity of S.

For example, consider again my above stories involving the sentence
(1) The table is broken.

In Cappelen and Lepore’s terminology, these stories constitute merely an ICSA
because in telling the stories, | never used (1) (or its negation) — I merely mentioned
(1). Now Cappelen and Lepore claim — in premise 1 — that if this ICSA is sound,
then one ought to be able to transform it into a “real context shifting argument”
(RCSA), i.e. a CSA in which I use, and do not merely mention, sentence (1). That
is, in an RCSA, one must utter a sentence such as

(1a) There are false utterances of ‘The table is broken’ even though the table is
broken.

So much for clarifying the first premise. The second premise simply claims that
there are no RCSAs in support of radical pragmatics; that is, any attempt to formu-
late an RCSA for a sentence S which contains no “basic” context sensitive words
results in making utterances that are intuitively false, or at least not true. If both
premises are true, it follows that there are no sound CSAs against AACM. That is,
it follows that even seductive ICSAs invoked to refute AACM must contain some
hidden flaw.

5 Vagueness and a Reductio of the Main Argument

Before delving into the details of Cappelen and Lepore’s main argument, | want to
persuade you that something must be wrong with it by presenting a quick reductio
of the assumption that it is sound: If Cappelen and Lepore’s main argument were
sound, then there would be no non-“basic” vague expressions, or at least we would
have no good reason for thinking any non-“basic” expression was vague. A vague
expression is standardly defined as one that “admits of multiple precisifications.”*’
To say that ‘bald’ “admits of multiple precisifications” is to say that the satisfaction
conditions interpreters associate with ‘bald’ vary from context to context. In some
contexts, ‘bald” is precisified in a such a way that a certain individual, say Jim,
satisfies ‘bald’, and in others it is precisified in such a way that he does not. Thus,
since ‘bald’ admits of these multiple precisifications, the intuitive truth conditions
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of utterances of sentences containing ‘bald’ vary from context to context. And this
is simply to point out that what philosophers and semanticists have called “semantic
vagueness” is a sort of ubiquitous, non-“basic,” context sensitivity. But according to
Cappelen and Lepore’s main argument a sentence such as “Jim is bald” is context
sensitive only if it is possible to construct an RCSA involving the sentence. That
is, by premise 1, we must be able to tell a story in which there occurs an intu-
itively true utterance of “There are false utterances of ‘Jim is bald’ even though
‘Jim is bald’. But, since ‘Jim is bald’ contains no (relevant) “basic” context sensi-
tive words, by premise 2, it is not possible to tell such a story. And hence we are
led to the absurd conclusion that “‘Jim is bald” is not context sensitive, and thus
that “bald’ does not admit of “multiple precisifications.” Hence, if Cappelen and
Lepore’s main argument in support of the claim that there are no non-“basic” context
sensitive words were sound, it would follow that there are no non-“basic” vague
words. But, obviously, there are such words. So, clearly Cappelen and Lepore’s
main argument is unsound.*® The task is now to locate where in the argument things
go awry.

6 Why the Second Premise of the Main Argument
Against CSAs Is False

In order to demonstrate that premise 2 of the above argument is false, | must present
an intuitively true RCSA.1® But as preparation for constructing such an RCSA, |
would first like to consider a sort of puzzle raised by premise 1. Cappelen and
Lepore concede that the radical pragmaticians have succeeded in presenting intu-
itively true ICSAs; in Chapter 1 of (2005a) they describe seven different kinds of
intuitively true ICSAs. But Cappelen and Lepore deny that such ICSAs can be trans-
formed into intuitively true RCSAs. And this raises a puzzling question, a question
that both radical pragmatics and Cappelen and Lepore need to address: Why would
it be more difficult to construct an intuitively true RCSA for a sentence S than an
intuitively true ISCA for S (where S contains no “basic” context words)?

The radical pragmatician can answer this question. Indeed, if radical pragmatics
is true, then one would expect there to some difference in the ease with which intu-
itively true RCSAs and ICSAs can be formulated. Suppose, as | claim the defender
of AACM must admit, the noun ‘home’ is context sensitive, and as a result so are
VPs containing the word, e.g., ‘is at home’.?% Suppose a speaker is trying to explain
the meaning, and thus the context sensitivity, of the word to a (very) foreign visitor.
Obviously, the speaker is going to mention the word in giving her explanation, and
this will proceed unproblematically:

‘Home’ Lecture

‘home’ refers to different places in different contexts. For example, if John utters
‘I am at home’ then, typically anyway, what he says is true if he, John, is at
his permanent place of residence at the time of the utterance. And if, in another
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context, Mary utters this same sentence, this will typically mean that Mary is at
her place of permanent residence, at the time of her utterance. But the context
sensitivity of “‘home’ does not end there — “home’ does not have a hard-edged
“character” as does, e.g., the indexical ‘I’. So, for example, if Mary is visiting
John, and John is at his office, and Mary calls John from John’s house, in
response to John’s question ‘Where are you?” Mary might respond by saying
‘I’m at home’ and thereby say that she is at John’s house, and not her own
house. Moreover, people sometimes use ‘home’ to refer not to their current place
of residence, but rather to the house in which they grew up. And sometimes
‘home’ refers not to a house, apartment, or other domicile, but rather to a town,
state, country or region. So you see, ‘home’ is a very slippery context sensitive
word.

So far, so good. This all sounds intuitively true, that is, the above lecture is at
least the beginnings of a plausible ICSA for “home’. But suppose that speaker of the
above CSA now uses ‘home’, boldly declaring, in the middle of her lecture,

(2) John went home.
followed by

(2*) There are false utterances of ‘John’ went home’ even though John went
home.

I think we all agree that there’s something very odd, and problematic, about uttering
either (2) or (2*) — thereby using ‘home’ — in a context in which one has made very
clear the context sensitivity of the word. But it is not a deep mystery as to what,
roughly anyway, is going on here: ‘home’, because it is a very slippery context
sensitive word, requires a sufficiently helpful context for unproblematic usage. The
context must provide sufficient clues to enable the interpreter to arrive a unique
(unique enough for the utterance) interpretation of ‘home’. The context created by
the lecture on the slippery context sensitivity of “home’ fails to satisfy this adequacy
condition. But this is an understatement: in taking pains to make very clear the
slippery nature of the word ‘home’, the above lecture undermines the possibility
of unproblematic interpretation. Generalizing now, contexts in which the slippery
context sensitivity of a term is intentionally made manifest undermine the poten-
tial for unproblematic use of the term. I will call this general phenomenon “the
phenomenon of Contextual Muddying.” So, one reason it is more difficult to formu-
late plausible RCSAs than corresponding ICSAs is because of this phenomenon
of Contextual Muddying: in presenting an ICSA one cannot help but muddy the
context.

Another, complementary, reason one might able to formulate an ICSA yet not a
corresponding RCSA concerns what Cappelen and Lepore call “Contextual Salience
Absorption”: “As soon as you think about a context C, the standards of C affect
the standards of the context you’re in (the context in which you do your thinking).
Just thinking about C changes the context you are in so that there is no longer a
clear distinction in contextual standards between the Storytelling Context and the
Target context” (2005a, 114). In terms of formulating an RCSA to demonstrate the
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context sensitivity of ‘home’, the problem of Contextual Salience Absorption is this:
Suppose the context of the RCSA , the “storytelling context,” is sufficient for an
unproblematic use of ‘home’. If the storytelling context is sufficient to make salient
some semantic value for uses of ‘home’ — if the context is rich enough to “nail down”
the semantic values of uses of ‘home’ — then this richness and salience is going to
bleed into the contexts for the mentionings of ‘home’, i.e. the “target contexts.” For
example, suppose we are in a context rich enough so that we can unproblematically
interpret (2) as saying that John went to Cleveland; in the storytelling context,
Cleveland is salient. But if this is so, it makes acceptance of ‘home’ mentionings,
such as,

(3) “home’ can be used to refer to cities other than Cleveland, e.qg., it can be used
to refer to Seattle.

problematic. One can imagine a frustrated interpreter complaining, “Look, here
and now it is clear that home is Cleveland, darn it. So why is it being claimed
that “home’ could refer to Seattle? Are you suggesting that Cleveland is not home
afterall?”

Contextual Muddying and Contextual Salience Absorption are complementary
reasons for why it is problematic to transform an intuitively true ICSA into an intu-
itively true RCSA. If the storytelling context is sufficiently rich to unproblematically
nail down a use of “home’, then — due to Context Salience Absorption — it is going to
be at least somewhat difficult to make just plain obvious by mentioning ‘home’ that
in other utterances the word gets nailed down differently. Conversely, if one makes it
obvious by mentionings of “home” that in different utterances the word gets nailed
down differently, then — due to Contextual Muddying — it is going to be at least
somewhat difficult to use ‘home’ in such a way that it is unproblematically nailed
down. The general reason that it is not a trivial matter to transform an intuitively true
ICSA into an intuitively true RCSA is that Contextual Muddiness and Contextual
Salience Absorption are complementary phenomena: in amending the context so as
to lessen the effects of one phenomenon, one automatically augments the effects of
the other.?

This is not of course to concede that such a transformation cannot be achieved.
I maintain that, given an intuitively true ICSA, if one takes pains to overcome
the complementary phenomena of Contextual Muddying and Contextual Salience
Absorption, one can transform the ICSA into an intuitively true RSCA. That is,
premise 2 is false. Cappelen and Lepore express concern that when it comes to
premise 2, the debate is in danger of turning into a mere clash of intuitions. Their
concern is well-motivated — my intuitions differ from the intuitions Cappelen and
Lepore claim to have. In an attempt to persuade you that premise 2 is false, I’m going
to do two things: First, I’m going to try to do slightly better than a mere appeal to
intuitions by formulating an argument in support of the claim that my intuitions are
the right ones, thus supporting my claim that premise 2 is false. After presenting
this argument, I’m going to stoop to mere intuition mongering: I’m going formulate
an RCSA and ask you to consult your intuitions about it. I think you, like me, will
judge the RCSA | formulate to be intuitively true.
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Cappelen and Lepore claim that to formulate an RCSA corresponding to the
above ICSA involving sentence (1), | must be able to “hear” an utterance of

(1a*) Some utterances of ‘The table is broken’ are true even though it is not the
case that the table is broken.

as true. | insist that though (1a*) sounds a little funny — especially in isolation — |
“hear it as true.” In an attempt to shake my intuitions, Cappelen and Lepore present
several stories about a pretended familiar character called “Rupert.” These stories
are supposed to be sincere (I’m sure!), albeit obviously failed, attempts to formu-
late intuitively true RCSAs. I’m going to argue that my intuitions must be right as
follows: 1 am going to repeat one of Cappelen and Lepore’s (2003a) Rupert stories,
“Rich Rupert,” and then | am going to mimic this story as closely as possible, only
instead of the controversial context sensitive adjective ‘rich’, my mimicked story,
“Home Rupert,” will involve the obviously context sensitive noun ‘home’.2> When
these stories are compared, you will have the intuition that my “Home Rupert” story
is no more plausible than is their story, “Rich Rupert.” That is, ‘home’ and ‘rich’
stand or fall together; if “Rich Rupert” shows that ‘rich” is not context sensitive, then
“Home Rupert” shows that ‘home’ is not context sensitive. But, ‘home’ obviously
is context sensitive.?3 Consequently, since “Home Rupert” cannot show that ‘home’
is not context sensitive, neither does “Rich Rupert” show that ‘rich’ is not context
sensitive.

I here repeat verbatim “Rich Rupert”:
Rich Rupert

Rupert isn’t rich. Anyone who is rich must make more money than 92% of
Americans. That’s necessary for being rich. It is impossible to be rich without
satisfying this condition. Rupert doesn’t. His income is average. However, one
could still utter ‘Rupert is rich’ and express a true proposition, but not because
Rupert makes more money relative to other Americans, but rather because in this
possible context of utterance, some other comparison class has been rendered
salient. This other comparison class, however, is of course irrelevant to whether
or not Rupert is rich; again, a person is rich just in case he makes more than 92%
of Americans. Still, somehow or other, the salience of this other comparison class
(the comparison class that’s irrelevant to whether or not [Rupert] is rich) makes
a difference. (2003a, p. 15)

(Note that “Rich Rupert” is allegedly attempting to provide an intuitively true utter-
ance of “There are true utterances of ‘Rupert is rich’ even though Rupert is not
Rich.” Thus “Rich Rupert” and the following CSAs utilize a slightly different form
of ICD.) And here’s the above, allegedly sincere, attempt at formulating an RCSA
for “rich” mimicked for the obviously context sensitive ‘home’:

Home Rupert
Rupert is not at home. Anyone who is at home must be at 703 E Front St.,

Bloomington IL. That’s necessary for being at home. It is impossible to be at
home without satisfying this condition. Rupert doesn’t. He is at 333 Maple Lane,
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in Cleveland OH. However, one could still utter ‘Rupert is at home” and express
a true proposition, but not because Rupert is at 703 E. Front St. in Bloomington
IL, but rather because in this possible context of utterance, some other location
has been rendered salient. This other location, however, is of course irrelevant to
whether or not Rupert is at home; again, a person is at home just in case he is
at 703 E Front St., Bloomington IL. Still, somehow or other, the salience of this
other location (the location that is irrelevant to whether not Rupert is at home)
makes a difference.

I think that, though both “Rich Rupert” and “Home Rupert” are odd, and somewhat
strained, “Home Rupert” is no less odd sounding than is “Rich Rupert.” It follows
that “Rich Rupert” does not demonstrate that “rich” is not context sensitive.

Let me clear about what is going on. | think both “Rich Rupert” and “Home
Rupert” sound odd, a bit strained — I want you to have this intuition too. Suppose
you do. What follows? We know that ‘home’ is context sensitive. Cappelen and
Lepore claim that if an expression is really context sensitive, then there must be
an intuitively true, RSCA, a Rupert Story, involving that term. They claim to have
demonstrated that ‘rich’ is not context sensitive on the grounds that “Rich Rupert”
is not intuitively true. But, since you think that Rich Rupert is no less plausible,
or intuitively true, than Home Rupert, it would follow that your intuitive unease
concerning “Home Rupert” shows that ‘home’ is not context sensitive, just as your
intuitive unease concerning “Rich Rupert” shows that ‘rich’ is not context sensitive.
But this result is bogus, since ‘home’ obviously is context sensitive.

What are we to make of all this? It important to keep in mind that in order for
premise 2 to be true, it must be impossible to construct an intuitively true RCSA.
| grant that the Rupert stories sound a bit strained. But this only shows that some
half-hearted attempts at constructing RCSAs might fail. The funniness of “Home
Rupert” does not show that ‘home’ is not context sensitive, and the funniness of
“Rich Rupert” does not show that ‘rich’ is not context sensitive. What we must do,
on pain of denying the obvious context sensitivity of ‘home’, is do a better job telling
the Rich Rupert story, making it plausible and intuitively true. Here goes:

Rich Rupert Il

The adjective ‘rich’ is context sensitive, not in an obvious way like ‘I’ or ‘now’,
but rather in a more subtle way. In some contexts, say in a sociology seminar
discussion concerning the economic status of members of an Amish community,
‘rich” might apply to a person if they have several healthy horses, and some fertile
farm-land. But in a discussion concerning how much Hollywood stars are paid,
a correct application of this predicate to someone might require that the person
have much more than horses and some fertile land. So, the predicate “is rich’
is context sensitive; in different contexts it has different satisfaction conditions.
(It “admits of different precisifications.”) Given this context sensitivity, every
sentence of the form ‘NP is rich’ is context sensitive: That is, in different contexts
it will express different truth conditions. In particular, in different contexts utter-
ances of ‘Rupert is rich” will express different truth conditions, and thus it is
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at least possible that in some contexts an utterance of ‘Rupert is rich’ says
something true, and in other contexts an utterance of this sentence says some-
thing false. Let us give the sentence type ‘Rupert is rich’ the name, ‘a’. So, our
conclusion thus far is that some utterances of « are true, while other utterances
of o are false. Now, let’s just stipulate that here and now, i.e. in this context,
one can apply ‘is rich’ to a person only if they have as much money as Dick
Cheney has right now — this criterion is arbitrary, I know, but given that | have
just been talking about the context sensitivity of ‘is rich’, if I am going to use
‘is rich’ to say something sufficiently clear, I’m going to have to be a bit heavy
handed. (After all, | must work to overcome the effects of Contextual Muddying,
and Contextual Salience Absorption.) Indeed, given the somewhat odd linguistic
task |1 am performing right now, everything is going to sound a bit heavy-handed.
Ok, so | am about to use “is rich’ to say something false — if you don’t interpret
my forthcoming utterance in such a way that it says something false, then I insist
that you are misinterpreting me. Oh, one more thing — just believe me when 1 tell
you that Rupert has less money than Dick Cheney. Here it is: Rupert is rich. That,
partially by stipulation, is false. But you agreed above, remember, that ‘rich’ is
context sensitive — and it follows that some utterances of « are false, while other
utterances of « are true. So, it follows from what you’ve agreed to that in some
other contexts, wherein ‘rich’ has other satisfaction conditions, an utterance of
« is true. Yet, since | have stipulated and demanded that in this context ‘rich’
applies to a person only if they have as much money as Dick Cheney, and poor
Rupert does not have this much money, | speak falsely when | say, here and now,
that Rupert is rich. Thus, there are true utterances of «, even though, and I insist
on this, Rupert is not rich.

As clumsy and heavy handed as this RSCA is, it is intuitively true.?

At this point the debate has devolved into an appeal to intuitions, and | cannot
argue against Cappelen and Lepore that my intuitions are correct. | can, however,
argue that Cappelen and Lepore are not compelled to reject my intuition — accepting
it would be fully compatible with their positive view. Moreover, given that Cappelen
and Lepore utilize CSAs to motivate their positive view, they ought to want my
intuitions to be correct.

If Cappelen and Lepore did share my intuitions concerning Rich Rupert Il, and
thus admit that there can be intuitively true RCSAs against AACM, this admission
would not require them to amend their positive views in any way whatsoever. For
both SPAP and SM are fully compatible with conceding the intuitive truth of some
RCSAs. SPAP, which incorporates the radical doctrine of the relativity of what
is said, is certainly compatible with the intuitive truth of some RCSAs. And SM
is fully compatible with the intuitive truth of some RCSAs because thesis (7) of
SM states that “intuitions about, and other evidence for, speech act content are not
direct evidence for semantic content: an intuition to the effect that an utterance u
said that p is not even prima facie evidence that p is the proposition semantically
expressed by u” (2005a, 145).% So, Cappelen and Lepore can accept my intuitions
concerning the utterances in Rich Rupert Il and still maintain — in keeping with SM
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— that the sentence ‘Rupert is not rich’ invariantly encodes a minimal proposition
(ignoring tense). Generalizing now, Cappelen and Lepore’s positive views are fully
compatible with the intuitive truth of RCSAs.

But, more significantly, Cappelen and Lepore should want to agree with my intu-
itions, and they should want to accept the general claim that it is possible to formu-
late intuitively true RCSAs. For, as we have seen, they utilize CSAs to motivate their
positive view, the combination of SPAP and SM. Another way to see this point is
to appreciate that if SPAP were true, then one would fully expect there to be intu-
itively true RCSAs. If one endorses SPAP, then one maintains that the satisfaction
conditions for what is said by utterances of S vary depending upon “non-semantic”
factors concerning both contexts of utterance and contexts of interpretation. If this
is granted then it seems that one has no choice but to agree that there are some
intuitively true utterances of the form

(ICD¥*) There are utterances of "S™ involving other contexts of utterance and
other contexts of interpretation which are, relative to those contexts, correctly
interpreted as being false, even though, given our context of utterance and context
of interpretation, it is true that S.

In other words, SPAP seems to entail the possibility of intuitively true RCSAs.

7 Conclusion: Cappelen and Lepore Should Endorse CSAs

It is now clear how the tension between Lepore and Cappelen’s positive and nega-
tive views ought to be resolved: Cappelen and Lepore should abandon their nega-
tive view that CSAs are unsound. For first, the intuitive truth of some RCSAs is
fully compatible with SM, for SM concerns the semantic content of sentences and
this rather abstract theoretical content is not the subject of our intuitive judgments
concerning what speakers say in making utterances. And second, CSAs provide the
reasons for endorsing SPAP, and, conversely, SPAP seems to require the intuitive
truth of some RCSAs.

But this proposed resolution leaves one crucial question unanswered: If CSAs
are not only compatible with Cappelen and Lepore’s positive views, but moreover
are the real motivation for their positive views, then why do Cappelen and Lepore
feel compelled to criticize CSAs at all?

I think I can answer this question. Consider the following passage:

Nothing that [radical pragmatics] has so far argued shows, for example, that (5*)
is not true.

(5*) “Smith weighs 80 kg’ is true iff Smith weighs 80 kg.

... consider whether alleged context shifting shows that (5*) is not true. (5*) is
not true just in case it is either false or lacks a truth value. With regards to falsity,
context shifting doesn’t establish that for any utterance of (5*), its LHS and RHS
can disagree in truth value. If Smith weighs 80kg, [‘Smith weighs 80kg’] is
true; and if he doesn’t, [*Smith weighs 80Kkg’] is false. ... If your intuition is
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that [‘Smith weighs 80Kkg’] is false, your intuition will also be that he doesn’t
weigh 80 kg. It’s exceedingly hard for us to see how to pull these intuitions apart.
(2005b, 56)

This passage suggests that CSAs and truth conditional semantics are incompatible.
According to the version of truth conditional semantics favored by Cappellen and
Lepore, a semantic theory is to take the form of a Davidsonian T-theory, and such
theories yield theorems such as (5*). Hence, Cappelen and Lepore are compelled to
defend the truth of (5*). But, a sound CSA involving “Smith weighs 80 kg” would
demonstrate that utterances of “Smith weighs 80 kg” have different truth values in
different contexts. And thus it would seem to follow from such a sound CSA that
(5*) is not necessarily true, that is, that some utterances of (5*) are not true. So,
first, it appears that if truth conditional semantics is correct, then CSAs must be
unsound. Moreover, second, Cappelen and Lepore suggest that it is “exceedingly
hard” to see how an utterance of (5*) could not be true. So, it appears that CSAs and
truth conditional semantics are incompatible, and, moreover, that truth conditional
semantics must be correct.

But the appearance is an illusion. First and most importantly, note that even if
Cappelen and Lepore could bring themselves to “pull these intuitions apart,” and
thus intuitively judge of an utterance of (5*) that it was not true, this would not
require them to reject truth conditional semantics. Because Cappelen and Lepore
endorse truth conditional semantics, they are committed to the truth of the semantic
content of sentence (5*). But, since Cappelen and Lepore maintain that “an intuition
to the effect that an utterance u said that p is not even prima facie evidence that p
is the proposition semantically expressed by u” (2005a, 145), this commitment to
the truth of the semantic content of (5*) does not commit them to the intuitive truth
of every utterance of (5*). Cappelen and Lepore fail to appreciate that by sharply
distinguishing between intuitive utterance content and abstract sentence content,
they insulate their semantic theory from refutation by CSAs. And hence they have no
reason to reject CSAs. Second, the above passage suggests that in order to formulate
a CSA involving ‘Smith weighs 80 kg’, one must create an utterance of (5*) that is
intuitively false. But this is not correct. Sentence (5*) applies the predicate “is true’
to a sentence, and not to an utterance; but to formulate a CSA involving ‘Smith
weighs 80kg’ is to elicit the intuitive judgment that utterances of the sentence in
different contexts will express different truth conditions. Hence, to formulate a CSA
involving ‘Smith weighs 80kg’ it is not necessary to elicit the intuition that an
utterance of (5*) is not true; rather, it is only necessary to elicit the intuition that
an utterance of

(5**) Every utterance of ‘Smith weighs 80 kg’ is true iff Smith weighs 80 kg.

is not true. And, to repeat, since Cappelen and Lepore endorse SPAP, it seems they
must agree that there are intuitively untrue utterances of (5**). For according to
SPAP, “No one thing is said (or asserted, or claimed, or .. .) by any utterance: rather,
indefinitely many propositions are said, asserted, claimed, stated, etc.” (20053, 199).
According to SPAP then, not only do different utterances of ‘Smith weighs 80 kg’
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express different intuitive truth conditions, but moreover one utterance will express
different intuitive truth conditions to different interpreters.

Suppose then that Cappelen and Lepore accept my proposal for resolving the
tension in their views, and thus they reject their negative claim that all CSAs are
unsound. What then would be the difference between Cappelen and Lepore’s version
of truth conditional semantics, and radical pragmatics? Both sides now accept that
CSAs succeed in undermining AACM as applied to the intuitive truth conditions of
utterances. That is, both sides accept the radical context sensitivity of what is intu-
itively said by utterances that is encompassed by SPAP. Moreover, both sides accept
that AACM is adequate for providing a semantic core, a linguistically encoded
minimal representation that provides interpreters with a crucial “starting point”
(20054, 185) for determining what is intuitively said by utterances. Both sides agree
that such contextually invariant encoded information serves as the “shared fallback
content” that is further enriched and developed with context specific information
to yield what is said by an utterance. Thus both sides agree that the task of a pure
semantic theory is to delineate the purely semantic constraints that the invariant
meaning of a sentence places on the intuitive truth conditions expressed by, or what
is said by, utterances of that sentence. The only difference concerns the nature of
this minimal semantic core: Radical pragmatics, which endorses RPM, denies that
sentences (even sentences relative to contexts) encode truth conditions, and instead
maintains that sentences encode what | earlier called, following Bach, “proposi-
tional radicals.” Cappelen and Lepore, in contrast, maintain that sentences (relative
to contexts) encode minimal semantic truth conditions. However, given that these
minimal semantic truth conditions are neither (a) immediately accessible to the
intuitions of interpreters, nor (b) identical to the intuitive truth conditions of what is
said, it is not clear that there is a significant disagreement here.

Notes

1. A very similar positive view is advanced in Soames (2002) and rightly, in my view, rejected
in Soames (2005).

2. Cappelen and Lepore resist the suggestion that “deep down it is all about compositionality”
((20054a, 12). There may be no fact of the matter as to what it is “all about deep down,” but
there can be no doubt that semantic compositionality is central to the debate: Truth condi-
tional semantic compositionality for sentences is essential to Cappelen and Lepore’s Semantic
Minimalism (2005a, 144-5), and the core idea of their Speech Act Pluralism (2005a, 199-204)
is that such semantic compositionality does not apply to what is said by utterances. Moreover,
as will be demonstrated, the arguments in support of radical pragmatics that Cappelen and
Lepore reject, viz. CSAs, are arguments against truth conditional semantic compositionality
for utterances.

3. I borrow the suggestive phrase ‘assign and combine’ from Reimer (2002).

4. One might suggest that Grice’s Strategy and Kaplan’s Strategy do not exhaust the possible
strategies of response. In particular, one might deny that clause (a) is satisfied on the grounds
that S and S’ are not “relevantly similar” because they do not have the same relevant
syntactic structure (LF). Indeed, one might point out that this response is favored for sentences
exhibiting quantifier-scope ambiguities. That is, because of scope ambiguities, ‘Everybody
loves somebody” seems to express different truth conditions in different contexts, and so it
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seemingly gives rise to CSAs. The standard response in defense of AACM is to defang the
alleged counterexample by positing two LFs, each of which corresponds to the “sentence”
‘Everybody loves somebody.” The suggestion assumes that it is possible to have one “sentence”
associated with two LFs. For the sake of clarity | hereby stipulate that this is impossible: if
you have distinct LFs, you have distinct sentences.

In the pseudo-formal representations of SACM and AACM, ‘—’ represents a heuristic,
informal, sort of mental process, whereas ‘=’ represents an algorithmic, formal, sort of
mental process. For example, according to AACM in interpreting an utterance of “John is
here’ the process whereby one determines the proper interpretation of ‘here’ is somewhat
“fuzzy,” requiring inductive inferences based upon contextual “clues.” But once the LF of the
sentence, and the semantic values are — perhaps by heuristic processes — fixed, it is automat-
ically determined by the semantic rules what the truth conditions of the utterance are. | do
not intend this to be precise, but some such distinction seems to be essential to the semantic
minimalism defended by Cappelen and Lepore, for in the end it is by appeal to some such
distinction between kinds of mental processing that the pragmatic content of utterances is to
be distinguished from the semantic content of sentences. Indeed, Borg (2004) argues that only
“formal” processes can be involved in an interpreter’s determining the semantic content of a
sentence.

Cappelen and Lepore use the phrase ‘basic context sensitive expressions’ to designate those
context sensitive expression that they concede are really, “semantically,” context sensitive.
These include only the pronouns, indexicals and demonstratives with which Kaplan was
concerned, and perhaps some other terms such as ‘local’ that are widely recognized as context
sensitive. (See Cappelen & Lepore, 2005, p. 2.) | will need a term to designate the class of
expressions that Cappelen and Lepore concede are context sensitive, so | will follow them
in this use of ‘basic’; but | will always use the term in scare-quotes to indicate that | do not
necessarily think these are the only context sensitive terms.

Cappelen and Lepore distinguish between CSAs and what they call “Incompleteness Argu-
ments” (2005a, 33-8). Incompleteness Arguments, however, are sub-species of CSAs, which
in turn are a species of counterexamples against AACM.

So for example, “John is here’ in C is relevantly similar to ‘He is there’ in C” just in case the
sentences have the same LF (or their LFs have same structure), and the words in the sentences,
including the context sensitive words, are assigned the same semantic values in both Cand C’.
So, for example, ‘John is here’ in C is relevantly similar to ‘He is there’ in C; only if the
semantic value of “‘John’ in C is identical to the semantic value of ‘he’ in C’, and the semantic
value of ‘here’ in C is identical to the semantic value of ‘there’ in C’. (I continue to ignore
tense.)

Two scholarly caveats are in order: First, Lepore (2004) is not co-authored by Cappelen.
Nonetheless this paper presents a clear application of the general theses advanced by works
that are co-authored by Cappelen and Lepore (including 2005a), and thus | will treat the paper
as if it were co-authored. Second, in the last footnote of Lepore (2004) he states that in the
time intervening between his writing the paper and its publication he has “in places changed
his views” and he suggests that Cappelen and Lepore (2005a) represents his current views.
However, | can detect no differences between the views espoused in Lepore (2004), and those
espoused in Cappelen and Lepore (2005a) that are relevant to my purposes.

That the problem is really that incomplete definite descriptions give rise to CSAs is just barely
discernible in Lepore’s brief sketch of the problem:

In short, unexceptional uses of incomplete definite descriptions that are not singular
terms are endemic. But the traditional view that all definite descriptions are quan-
tifiers contributing only general uniqueness conditions to propositions expressed by
their use is jeopardized by incomplete ones if they on occasion denote. So, what are
we theorists of language to do in the face of these commonplace linguistic facts?
(2004, 43)
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Note that, in the terms of Cappelen and Lepore (2005a), this passage, at best, sketches an
“ICSA” against AACM; the passage falls far short of constituting a full-blown “RCSA.”
Nonetheless, Lepores take the “problem” presented in the passage as the central motivation
for his positive, and radical, view concerning incomplete definite descriptions.

To see that the problem essentially involves CSAs, suppose it was impossible to use (1) such
that (1) had the truth conditions predicted by Russell’s theory. If this were the case, then,
first, we (as defenders of “systematic semantics”) would simply reject Russell’s theory. And
consequently, second, we would not consider incomplete uses of definite descriptions to be
threats against “systematic semantic theories,” i.e. against AACM.

It is not clear whether or not Lepore endorses the adequacy of SACM for the truth conditions
of sentences. It seems initially unlikely that he would, but he does write as if sentences have
truth conditions wholly independently of context. For example, Lepore states that “Sentences
have truth conditions, as determined by their meanings” (2004, 61) And this statement is made
apparently in contrast to Soames’ statement that “the meaning of a sentence can be thought of
as a function from contexts to what is said by the sentences in those contexts’ (Soames, 1989,
394). The lack of clarity here may result from a concern that there is no theoretical motivation
for endorsing AACM as a model for the truth conditions of sentences, yet denying SACM as a
model for the truth conditions of sentences. For recall that our intuitions about what is said by
utterances of, e.g., ‘I am hungry’ are not directly relevant to the truth conditions of the sentence
‘I am hungry’. So, why not claim that the sentence ‘I am hungry’ expresses the same minimal
“proposition” in every context, just as — as Cappelen and Lepore (2005a, 2005b) suggest — the
sentence ‘It’s raining’ expresses the same minimal “proposition” in every context (ignoring
tense)?

In (2005a), pp. 144-5, Cappelen and Lepore define SM in terms of seven theses. Thesis (5) is
an explicit endorsement of AACM (as applied to sentences).

In (2005a), pp. 199-204, Cappelen and Lepore define SPAP in terms of eight theses. Thesis
(1) and (4) constitute an explicit endorsement of the contextual relativity of what is said.

In (2005a), pp. 190-6, Cappelen and Lepore develop a sophisticated CSA involving Nixon’s
Watergate tapes. They demonstrate that not only are there sentences such that we intuitively
judge that different relevantly similar utterances express different truth conditions, but more-
over that — because of the relativity of what is said — there are single utterances such that in
different contexts we intuitively judge of the same utterance that it expresses different truth
conditions.

In a very revealing passage Cappelen and Lepore write:

If there really were (or had to be) a close connection between speech act content and
semantic content, then all the data we think support Speech Act Pluralism would also
serve to undermine Semantic Minimalism. That’s how some of the most clearheaded
[radical pragmaticians] argue. Our strategy is to endorse the data they invoke, but under-
mine their assumption that this data has semantic implications. (2005, 4)

Cappelen and Lepore are here admitting that it is the intuitions invoked by CSAs that support
SPAP. But they fail to take the next step: If their attempt to undermine all CSAs is successful,
then they thereby undermine all their support for SPAP. (And the passage begs the question
against the clearheaded radical pragmatician: The clearheaded radical pragmatician neither
accepts nor rejects the claim that “there [is] a close connection between speech act content
and semantic content” (MA); rather, the clearheaded radical pragmatician denies that there
is any such thing as “semantic content,” as Cappelen and Lepore utilize the term; i.e. the
clearheaded radical pragmatician denies that sentences encode truth conditions.)

That Cappelen and Lepore accept this standard definition of semantic vagueness is suggested
by their, to my mind extremely puzzling, remark that “the effects of context on assigning truth
conditions to an utterance are limited to fixing the values of context sensitive linguistic items,
precisifying vague terms, and disambiguating ambiguous strings in the sentence uttered”
(2003b, 70).
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18. It is telling that Cappelen and Lepore attempt to set vagueness aside, as if vagueness were
irrelevant to the debate between the radical pragmaticians and the defenders of AACM. They
claim, or at least suggest, that the sentences put forth as counterexamples to AACM must be
“unambiguous, non-vague, [and] non-elliptical.” (See 2003a, pp. 1, 4.) But this request to set
vagueness aside rests on confusion. For example, Travis’ examples concerning color words are
designed to show that AACM is incompatible with the vagueness of such words. One might
go so far as to say that the radical pragmaticians reject the AACM because it is incompatible
with the ubiquitous and multifaceted phenomenon of semantic vagueness. Bach (2003) at least
hints at this sort of reductio.

19. | think the first premise is also flawed, but | am granting it here for the sake of argument.
Premise 1 is flawed because it presupposes that the only way to refute AACM is to utter a true
instance of ICD thereby showing that some sentence S, (where contains no “basic” context
sensitive words) is context sensitive. But this assumption is false. For AACM entails claims of
the following form:

What is said by every utterance of S is the same.

Since such claims only mention and do not use "S™ there is no reason to suppose that intu-
itively true ICSAs that mention but do not use "'S™" would not suffice to establish their falsity.

20. 1 am assuming that, upon reflection, Cappelen and Lepore would admit ‘home” into the set of
“basic” context sensitive words. As with Stainton (2003), an underlying theme of the present
paper is that Cappelen and Lepore, as with other defenders of the AACM, ignore words that
— at least upon reflection — are obviously context sensitive, but are not included in the “basic”
context sensitive indexicals and demonstratives discussed by Kaplan.

21. Cappelen and Lepore maintain that the radical pragmatician cannot appeal to “Contextual
Salience Absorption” to explain why it is possible to construct a plausible ICSA, yet not
possible to construct a plausible RSCA:

Context Shifting Arguments are supposed to convince [defenders of AACM] that their
position is flawed. The evidence takes the form of a counterexample: intuitive evidence
that there is at least one utterance u of S that semantically expresses a different proposi-
tion or has different truth conditions . .. than another utterance of S in the Storytelling
Context. But to endorse Contextual Salience Absorption is in effect to grant that no
intuitive counterexample is forthcoming. (2005a, 115)

This point, however, would apply only to a radical pragmatician who accepted both premises
of Cappelen and Lepore’s argument.

22. “Rich Rupert” does not appear in Cappelen and Lepore’s more recent (2005a). My point could
have been made with “Known Rupert,” “Red Rupert,” or “Skinny Rupert,” which do appear
in (2005a), but for reasons that are not important “Rich Rupert” is more convenient.

23. Note that ‘home’ passes Cappelen and Lepore’s tests for context sensitivity. For example, if
John utters ‘Somebody is at home’ in a context C and in a different context 'C Mary reports
Johns utterance with ‘John said that somebody is at home’ then it “will be just an accident”
(200543, 89) if they refer to the same place with their uses of ‘home’. But “home” is not context
sensitive in a Kaplanesque way, not in the same way that, e.g., ‘I’ is context sensitive. For one
thing, ‘home’ seems to be in some sense governable by “monsters”: Compare, e.g., ‘Home is
not a happy place’ and ‘For John, home is not a happy place.’

24. Stainton also points out that there are many resources useful for constructing intuitively true
RCSAs that are not utilized in Cappelen and Lepore’s Rupert stories. Stainton points out
that “Caveats, ‘Pssts’ and other devices thus afford [construction of intuitively true RCSAs]”
(2003, pp. 10-1). Stainton seems to concede to Cappelen and Lepore — incorrectly in my
view — that all such devices are “monsters,” or what Stainton calls “pseudo-operators.” The
issue of whether or not there are “monsters” in natural language is very much relevant to the
soundness of CSAs, but I do not have the space to address it here.

25. Perhaps this point can be made more perspicuously as follows: Cappelen and Lepore reject
“the mistaken assumption” (MA) that “a theory of semantic content is adequate just in case it
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accounts for all or most of the intuitions speakers have about speech act content” (2005a, 53).
Because they reject MA, appeals to intuitions concerning what was said by utterances cannot
be used to refute their semantic theory, viz. SM. So, there is no reason for them to reject CSAs,
since CSAs crucially involve intuitions concerning what is said.
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Contextualism, Skepticism and Objectivity

David Hunter

Abstract In this paper, | try to make sense of the idea that true knowledge attribu-
tions characterize something that is more valuable than true belief and that survives
even if, as Contextualism implies, contextual changes make it no longer identifiable
by a knowledge attribution. I begin by sketching a familiar, pragmatic picture of
assertion that helps us to understand and predict how the words “S knows that P”
can be used to draw different epistemic distinctions in different contexts. | then argue
that the examples provided by Cohen and DeRose meant to illustrate Contextualism
fail to do so, and | construct an example that does. | conclude by considering the
response that an objective assessment of skepticism depends, not on what we might
use sentences of the form “S knows that P” to say, but on what such sentences
themselves say—on their literal, context-invariant meanings. | argue that there is
little reason to believe that our words have such context-invariant meanings, and |
suggest that the pragmatic picture of assertion can secure a rich enough conception
of objectivity to address the skeptic.

Keywords Knowledge - assertion - contextualism - objectivity - skepticism

Contextualism in epistemology is the view that the truth conditions of knowl-
edge attributions depend on context because the truth conditional contribution
of “knows” in sentences like “S knows that P” depends on context. Contextual-
ists disagree about which contextual factors are relevant. According to some, the
truth conditions of a knowledge attribution depend on the standards of evaluation
in the context of attribution, while others say it depends on which possibilities
or contrasts are presupposed in that context.! Contextualists also disagree about
what linguistic mechanisms explain the context dependence. Some posit under-
lying syntactic or semantic complexity in the word “knows”, while others explain
the context-dependence in terms of pragmatic mechanisms like those involved in
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conversational implicature.? But all Contextualists agree that even if many ordinary
knowledge attributions are true there are some very special contexts where very few
if any will be true. In those special contexts, exemplified by the skeptic’s fantastic
doubts, the truth conditional contribution of the word “knows” makes true knowl-
edge attributions virtually impossible. In fact, some Contextualists hold that merely
mentioning these possibilities has this same result. As David Lewis put it in his
defense of Contextualism, knowledge is elusive: doing epistemology with a skeptic
seems to make our knowledge go away.®

But one might wonder how we could have, and why we should value, knowl-
edge that is elusive in this way. If a person’s grip on the facts were really of
the right kind and strength for knowledge, then how could merely humoring the
skeptic who mentions the bare possibility of her being tricked by, say, an evil
demon weaken this grip? Just what was her relation to the facts, and how strong
could it have been, if it is so easily loosened? And why should we value knowl-
edge if it is so easily lost? True belief, presumably, is not altered or weakened
merely by humoring the skeptic. Nothing the skeptic says can force a change
in a person’s beliefs let alone affect their truth. So why not prefer stable true
belief to elusive knowledge? Why value knowledge at all, if it must be
elusive?

Part of the Contextualist reply to these questions is that they involve a subtle
use-mention confusion.* What changes when the skeptic raises her fantastic possi-
bilities, the Contextualist says, is not our grip on reality, but only our means for
describing that grip. The grip remains wholly unchanged in nature and value,
but the linguistic resources we once had for identifying and characterizing it,
resources that included the word “knows”, are no longer of the same use once
the skeptic’s doubts are raised. The grip remains knowledge in every respect but
name. Contextualism is a thesis, not about our cognitive relations to the world,
but about our resources for identifying those relations, and context-dependence
affects, not our relations to the world, but only our means for saying what those
relations are.

The aim of this paper is to explore this Contextualist reply. How should we
make sense of the idea that true knowledge attributions characterize something
that is more valuable than true belief and that survives even when it can no longer
be identified by a knowledge attribution? Contextualists typically address this by
providing examples of the kinds of contextual changes they have in mind. But |
want to approach the issue at a more abstract level. | begin by sketching a some-
what idealized picture of context-dependence and then a minimalist account of what
makes knowledge more valuable than true belief. I will then describe two uncon-
troversial respects in which knowledge attributions are context-dependent. Seeing
these will allow us to understand the more radical kind of context-dependence
that Contextualists claim is involved when the skeptic raises her challenge. I will
argue that this claim is more subtle and more interesting than a simple charge
of confusing use with mention.> For it involves also challenging a certain view
of what an objective conception of our cognitive relations to the world would
be like.
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1 Assertion and Context

The picture of context-dependence | will describe is a familiar one that fits asser-
tion into a broader conception of inquiry.® On this picture, the goal of inquiry is
to identify which of the many ways things might be is the way they are. Progress
towards that goal requires drawing a distinction among ways things might be and
locating the actual world on one side of the divide. Picturesquely, we can think of
this as drawing a distinction among possible worlds, where each world represents a
way things might be. In judging or asserting something one marks off some of those
worlds from the rest. To judge or assert that P is to judge or assert that the set of P
worlds includes the actual world.

One might identify the content of a judgment or assertion with the ways things
would be if the judgment or assertion were true, or, more accurately, with the ways
things would be if they were to be as they were judged or asserted to be. Abstractly,
this is to identify the contents with a set of possible worlds: those where things
are as they were judged or asserted to be. On this view, equivalent judgments or
assertions would have the same content. Many philosophers, though, prefer to indi-
viduate contents more finely so that different contents could have the very same
truth conditions. For our purposes, though, we can identify contents with sets of
worlds. For on any account, the content of an assertion or judgement determines
truth conditions and thereby a division among ways things might be. So, on any
account of judgement or assertion, to judge or assert is at least in part to draw
a distinction among possibilities. More importantly, though, Contextualism is at
heart a thesis about the truth conditions of knowledge attributions: about the role
context plays in determining truth conditions. So while a more complete account of
such attributions might need to individuate their contents more finely than by truth
conditions alone, I doubt this will be needed for my purposes here.

I said that to judge or assert something is to draw a distinction among a set of
possibilities. Which set? A natural idea, and one that introduces context dependence,
is that it is the set of worlds left open at that point in the inquiry.” At all but the very
last stages of an inquiry, some questions have been settled and others remain open.
We can represent this state of the inquiry by a set of worlds. What the worlds in the
set have in common represents answers to settled questions. If all the worlds are ones
where P is the case then this represents the fact that the inquirer(s) has decided, at
least provisionally, that P is true. Differences among the worlds represent questions
that have yet to be answered. If only some are Q worlds then this represents the fact
that the inquirer(s) has not yet decided whether Q is true. The goal of inquiry is to
answer those open questions.

As the inquiry proceeds and questions are answered the set of worlds changes.
One kind of change is that some worlds may be eliminated from the set. After
judging that P, for instance, the new set of worlds contains only P worlds. As a
consequence, the set of worlds among which the participant’s judgments and asser-
tions distinguish changes as well. Any subsequent judgment will distinguish among
the worlds in that set, all of which are P worlds. The effect of an assertion that
P is more complex when it occurs as part of a communal inquiry since the other
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participants might not accept the assertion. But when an assertion that P is accepted,
the new set contains only P worlds and any subsequent assertion will distinguish
among the worlds in that set, all of which are P worlds.

There are also more subtle changes to the set of worlds. For the agreement among
the inquirers concerns the way the world is, and so concerns their inquiry and, more
specifically, the linguistic resources they have for pursuing it. After an assertion
that P is accepted, the initial set of worlds is changed by eliminating all the not-P
worlds. Since all sides also agree that that assertion was accepted, every world in
the changed set will be one where that assertion occurred and was accepted. And
if the sentence S was used in asserting that P, then every world in the new set will
also be a world where S is (or could be used to assert something that is) true in all
the worlds. As the inquiry proceeds, the set of worlds changes to reflect changes
in the participants’ shared attitudes about the world and about their relations to it,
including their linguistic relations to it.

I have described the elimination of worlds from the set. But the set of worlds can
also change through the addition of a world. Such a change would occur when the
inquirers decide that a question needs to be re-opened or that some question has been
overlooked. If they decide that they were hasty when they agreed that P, they may
decide to re-introduce not-P worlds into the set. The more an added world differs
from the worlds already in the set, the greater the change to the participants’ shared
views. And as with the elimination of worlds, adding a world reflects a change
in attitudes both about the world and about the inquirer’s linguistic relations to it.
Accepting an assertion changes not just what the participants agree on about the
facts, but also what they agree on about how they can use their language to state the
facts.

This picture suggests that some kinds of assertions will seem odd. To assert
something that is true in all of the worlds in the set will seem odd because one
will have not ruled out any possibility. Likewise, to assert something that is false
in all of the worlds will seem odd because one will have ruled out all the open
possibilities. Given that the goal of inquiry is to rule out some worlds until only
one remains, both kinds of assertion frustrate the goal. This is already a familiar
feature of this account of assertion. It is also familiar that participants in an inquiry
can and typically do re-interpret such speech acts and that speakers can exploit this
fact. The subtle dynamics of assertion and accommodation have been the subject of
much study.®

A related detail is worth noting. If all of the worlds in the set are P worlds, then an
assertion made in that context will be true only if P is true. Does this mean that the
speaker will have asserted that P? In that case, she will have asserted something that
is true in all the worlds and, for reasons just sketched, this is typically an odd thing
to do. One might instead distinguish what a speaker presupposes to be the case from
what she asserts (or judges) to be the case. If all the worlds in the set are P worlds,
then the speaker is presupposing that P is the case, and in subsequent assertions not
asserting that it is, even though what she asserts will be true only if P is true. In
general, one does not assert what one presupposes.’

This picture of assertion and inquiry predicts that what is asserted using given
linguistic resources will be context-dependent. To see this, suppose that some of the
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worlds in the set are P worlds while others are not. Asserting that P will mark off
the P worlds from the rest. Suppose further that some other fact, Q, also obtains in
all and only the P worlds. The set of P worlds is the set of Q worlds, even though
P and Q are different facts. In this case, asserting that Q will mark off both the Q
worlds and the P worlds from the rest. The effect of asserting that Q is, in this case,
the same as that of asserting that P, even if different linguistic resources would be
used to make each assertion. In general, sentences that could be used to mark the
same distinction among a set of worlds in one context may, in a different context,
be used to mark different distinctions. As the inquiry proceeds, which distinctions
a given sentence will mark may change. This picture of assertion predicts that this
kind of context-dependence will be widespread.

This picture involves considerable idealization. It idealizes away from unrecog-
nized disagreements and inconsistencies among participants in an inquiry, as well
as from vagueness and indeterminacy in the distinctions given resources could be
used to draw among the possible worlds. It also assumes an unrealistically high
level of awareness among the participants about what they believe. In particular, it
implies that all sides agree (and believe they agree) on which distinctions among
the possibilities their words could be used to draw. | will return to this idealization
later. In practice, inquiries and participants are not nearly so well behaved. One
virtue of the picture, though, is that it helps us to predict and understand some of
this “misbehavior”. This picture of assertion also abstracts away from the specific
resources, linguistic and non-linguistic alike, that we have for making assertions. It
focuses instead on the rational nature of assertion, viewing it as a kind of rational
action to be explained in the ways rational action in general are best explained. Is
this amount of idealization and abstraction acceptable?

An idealization is acceptable if it provides clearer insight into some elements
of a phenomenon than could a picture that is more detailed and precise. | think
that this picture of assertion, while highly idealized and abstract, helps to reveal
subtle features of knowledge attribution, features that can help us to understand and
perhaps even see the appeal of Contextualism. More specifically, though, this picture
helps to reveal the structure of the skeptic’s challenge. When she raises a skeptical
possibility during a discussion of whether S knows that P, the skeptic is proposing
that a possibility be added to the set of worlds under discussion, a possibility that,
she believes, is incompatible with S’s knowing that P. Understanding the skeptic’s
challenge requires understanding just what the world she proposes adding to the set
is like. As | will describe in Section 4, there are many kinds of challenges that a
skeptic might make, and this picture can, | think, help us to distinguish them. To see
all of this, though, it will be helpful to have a picture of knowledge in mind.

2 Knowledge and Belief

Contextualism is a thesis about knowledge attributions, not about knowledge itself,
and should not be tied too closely to any specific account of knowledge. So | want
to sketch a relatively minimalist account of knowledge, but one that indicates why
knowing that P is more valuable than merely believing truly that P. The picture will
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(or so | hope) be minimalist in the sense that it could be incorporated into other-
wise very different accounts of knowledge and belief. But nothing I will say about
Contextualism later will depend on this picture. It will serve purely as a helpful
picture. | begin with a rough first pass, and then add details and qualifications.

What are we saying about Jones when we say that she knows that P? A natural
idea is that we are saying in part that she has exercised a capacity to tell whether it
is the case that P: a capacity to distinguish the actual world from worlds where it is
not the case that P. By contrast, one can believe that P without having exercised a
capacity to tell whether it is the case that P. Believing that P, even believing it truly,
requires only a disposition to treat the world as if it were the case that P. Before
discussing why this difference makes knowing that P more valuable than merely
believing truly that P, let me note some details and qualifications.

| said that knowing that P requires a capacity to tell whether it is the case that
P. Typically, there are different ways to tell. One can on occasion tell whether it is
raining by listening to radio reports, or by asking a friend who is well-positioned,
or by looking out the window, or by listening for the sounds of rain. Some ways to
tell whether P may be more extensive than others. A maximally extensive capacity
would distinguish a P world from any possible not-P world, whereas a minimally
extensive one would distinguish a P world only from the not — P world or worlds
closest to it. Perhaps listening for the sound of rain is less extensive, in this sense,
than is listening to the weather report, since there are a lot of things that sound
like rain, but few things that sound like a news report of rain. Perhaps there are
no maximally extensive capacities for telling whether it is raining, or for telling
anything else. Just how extensive a capacity one must have to count as knowing that
P is an issue I will return to when I discuss the skeptic’s challenge.

There are two reasons for thinking that the difference between knowing whether
P and merely believing that P involves the exercise of a capacity and not merely
its possession. First, having a capacity to tell whether P might be insufficient for
believing that P, and so insufficient for knowing whether P . For it may be possible
to have a capacity without having exercised it, and it may even be possible to have
a capacity to tell whether P even though one is not in a position to exercise it.
Perhaps Jones is able to tell by looking whether it is raining even though she has not
checked and is nowhere near a window. If so, then Jones might not know whether
it is raining, even though she can, in a sense, tell whether it is. That is one reason
to think that knowledge requires having exercised some capacity, and not merely
possessing it.

A second reason is that having a capacity to tell whether P might be necessary
for believing that P. Perhaps one could not believe that it is raining without having
some way to tell whether it is. If so, then a form of verificationism about the limits
of belief would be true: one could believe that P only if one could know whether it
is the case that P.X? These reasons indicate that the difference between knowing that
P and merely believing (even truly) that P might involve having exercised a capacity
to tell whether P, and not just having such a capacity. For, whatever else it might
involve, believing that P does not require having exercised a capacity to tell whether
P, whereas knowing that P does.
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Does knowing that P require believing that P? It seems to me that if one has
exercised a capacity to tell whether P, and it is the case that P, then one will be
disposed to treat the world as if it were the case that P. If it is raining and Jones can
tell whether it is raining, and has checked whether it is, then, it seems to me, Jones
will be disposed to treat the world as if it were raining. Is this enough for Jones to
believe that it is raining? It seems clear that believing that P requires being disposed
to treat the world as if it were the case that P, but perhaps more is needed. | want to
set this aside, since what | want to focus on is the fact that believing that P, whatever
it might require, does not require having exercised a capacity to tell whether it is the
case that P.

The value of knowing that P over believing truly that P comes clear when we
contrast knowing that P with being a lucky guesser. If Jones knows that P, then
she has exercised a capacity to tell whether it is the case that P. This means that,
had it been the case that not-P, she would have found that out. If Jones knows that
it is raining, then had it not been raining Jones would have known that instead.
True belief is not like this. A lucky guesser or a wishful thinker might believe
that P, even though she would have believed that P even had it not been the case,
or might have not believed that P even if it were the case. A desperate farmer’s
wish for rain might lead to belief whether it is raining or not. Believing that P
does not require that one would have not believed that P had it not been the case
that P. Not even true belief requires that. The capacity involved in knowing that
P tracks the facts in a way that even true belief does not. Plausibly, this is at
least part of what makes knowing that P more valuable than merely believing truly
that P.

According to this picture of knowledge, to attribute knowledge to someone is to
say something about her capacities. It might be that we are saying more about her
than just this. Perhaps we are also saying something about which capacity she has,
or about how she has exercised that capacity, or about how extensive her capacity
is, or about how she has acquired that capacity. If so, then a complete account of
knowledge attributions would need to explain what more it is we are saying. But
since my present aim is just to locate a fundamental difference between knowledge
and true belief, | want to set all of this aside. However one fills out the details, what
I am calling a fundamental difference between knowledge and belief will, I think,
remain.

Assuming this picture of knowledge, we can now say more precisely what
Contextualism claims. In fact, it makes two claims. The first claim concerns the
context dependence of knowledge attributions in general: which capacity a phrase
of the form “knows that P” can be used to identify may vary from one context to
another. | think this kind of context-dependence is relatively uncontroversial. | will
say why in the next section. Contextualism’s second claim concerns what happens
when the skeptic raises her challenge: a capacity once identifiable using a phrase of
the form “knows that P” may, after the skeptic raises her challenge, no longer be
so identifiable. This is what makes knowledge seem elusive when the skeptic joins
in the discussion. The picture of assertion | sketched can help us to see what these
kinds of context-dependence would be like.
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3 Two Uncontroversial Kinds of Context Dependence

On the picture of assertion | sketched, the source of context-dependence is that
what is presupposed can vary from one context to another. This gives rise to
two kinds of context-dependence in knowledge attributions that should be uncon-
troversial. Seeing them will help us see the more controversial kind of kind of
context-dependence that Contextualism claims is involved when the skeptic raises
her challenge.

First, there will be context-dependence if the “that”-clause of a sentence of the
form “S knows that P” contains a sentence that is itself context-dependent. In such
a case, which capacity a use of it may identify will depend on context. This is clear
when that sentence contains an indexical. Suppose Suzie and Sarah each make an
assertion using “Jones knows that | am here.” Suzie and Sarah said different things,
and what Suzie said might be true even if what Sarah said were false. Suzie ascribed
a different capacity to Jones than did Sarah, even though they used the same words.
And Jones might have the former capacity without having the latter one. This shows
that which capacity a sentence of the form “S knows that P” can be used to identify
can depend on context.

This example involves an indexical and indexicals are obviously context-
dependent. But the picture of assertion | sketched entails that many, perhaps even
all, sentences will be context-dependent—even those that do not contain indexicals.
For, according to this picture, what distinction a given sentence can be used to mark
among possibilities will depend on what is presupposed when it is used, and in
different contexts a given sentence may mark different distinctions. If this is right,
then since knowledge attributions involve a “that”-clause, such attributions will also
be context-dependent. Which capacity a sentence of the form “S knows that P”
could be used to identify, even when the “that”-clause contains no indexicals or
demonstratives, would then depend on context.

Illustrating this would, I think, take us too far afield.!! The indexical example
is enough to make the general point. And, in any event, this kind of context-
dependence should not be controversial. For it involves contextual variation in what
a sentence says someone to know, not what it takes for someone to know that. It
reveals nothing special about the nature or value of the grip involved in knowing a
fact. And, most importantly, it does not entail the kind of elusiveness that Contextu-
alists claim the skeptic’s challenge generates.

There is a second kind of uncontroversial context-dependence. The capacity
identified by a knowledge attribution might, depending on the context, also be
identified without reference to knowledge. | will illustrate this kind of context-
dependence using three cases.

Case 1: suppose that all sides in an inquiry agree that P and that S believes that
P, but disagree on whether S just got lucky. What is in question is whether S has
exercised a capacity to tell whether it is the case that P. We can represent this state
of the inquiry using a set of P-worlds in all of which S believes that P. Some of the
worlds are ones where S got lucky in believing that P. Call these the “L” worlds, to
suggest some degree of luck. Other worlds are ones where S did exercise a capacity
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to tell whether P. Call these the “K” worlds, to suggest that they are worlds where S
(assuming that nothing else is needed for knowledge) knows that P. Suppose, further,
that in all and only the K worlds, S read the New York Times that morning.

The worlds in the set differ in one linguistic respect. In the K worlds, an asser-
tion using “S knows that P” would be asserting something true, whereas in the L
worlds an assertion using it would be asserting something false. But the worlds are
linguistically similar in an important respect: in all of them an assertion using “S
knows that P” would mark a distinction between the K worlds and the L worlds.
This reflects the fact that while it is an open question whether an assertion using that
sentence would say something true, it is not an open question what such an assertion
would say. The inquirers agree on how to state what the facts might be, even while
they disagree on what the facts are.

Any assertion would, in this case, presuppose both that P and that S believes that
P. The content of an assertion using “S knows that P” would (let us assume) be that
the actual world is one of the K worlds. Notice that this would also be the content of
an assertion using “S read the NY Times today”. In this case, such assertions would
simply be different ways of marking off the K worlds from the rest, different ways
of determining the very same truth conditions.

Case 2: suppose that all sides agree that P but wonder whether S believes that P.
We can represent this state of agreement by a set of P worlds that includes some in
which S believes that P and some in which S does not. Suppose also that some of
the worlds where S believes that P are K worlds while the rest are L worlds. This
reflects the fact that the participants also wonder whether, even if S does believe that
P, she also knows that P. Finally, suppose that in none of the worlds did S read The
New York Times that day.

An assertion using “S knows that P” would, in this case, mark a very different
distinction than in case 1. For in case 2 it is not being presupposed that S believes
that P. In asserting that the actual world is a K world one would also be asserting
that it is a world where S believes that P. But notice that, in this case, this effect
would not be achieved using “S read The New York Times.” An assertion using this
sentence would not mark off all and only the K worlds from the rest. Indeed, such
an assertion might not even mark off all of the worlds where S believes that P from
the rest, since it might be true in some of them that S would not believe that P if not
P. However, the very same distinction marked using “S knows that P” could also be
marked using “S has exercised a capacity to tell whether P.”

Case 3: suppose that it is an open question whether P is the case, whether S
believes that P, and even whether S can tell whether it is. To represent this state of
inquiry, we need a set of worlds where some are P worlds and others are not; where
some but not all of the P worlds are ones where S believes that P; and where some
but not all of these are K worlds. An assertion using “S knows that P would, in this
case, be saying even more than was said in case 2. For in this case, it is not even
presupposed that P. Intuitively, the content of this assertion is much richer than the
assertions in the first two cases. And notice that an assertion using “S has exercised
a capacity to tell whether P” would not necessarily mark off the K-worlds from the
rest, since this might be true even in some of the not-P worlds in the set.
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I suspect that case 1 exemplifies the typical case when a knowledge attribution
is made (i.e., when a knowledge attributing sentence like “S knows that P” is used
to make an assertion). The use of “S knows that P” in case 3 strikes me as very
odd. For, in effect, it is in that case a way to assert that P. Too much is being ruled
out in one assertion. A more reasonable strategy, it seems to me, would be first to
assert that P is the case and then that S believes it, and only then, as in case 1, to
assert that the actual world is a K-world. Case 2 strikes me as not quite as odd as
case 3, but still less natural than case 1. | do not mean to suggest that cases 2 and 3
are somehow defective or impossible, only that they are probably not examples of
typical knowledge attributions.

These cases illustrate that what is said in a knowledge attribution might also be
said, depending on context, using other words. One way to describe this phenomenon
might be to say that the content of a knowledge attribution varies from context to
context. But notice that in all of these cases, the effect of the knowledge attribution
is to mark off the K worlds from the rest. What varies is only the membership in the
set of excluded worlds, not the membership in the K set. What is more, in all of these
cases, the set of K worlds can be identified using a knowledge attributing sentence,
even though it can also be identified in other ways. This kind of context-dependence
is, | think, relatively uncontroversial.

In any event, it is not the kind of context-dependence that makes Contextualism
controversial. For everyone can agree that which capacity a knowledge attributing
sentence can be used to identify can vary from one context to another. That is, which
set of worlds a knowledge attributing sentence can be used to identify can vary
from context to another. All sides can also agree that, depending on context, a given
capacity may be identified without explicit reference to knowledge. That is, the set
of worlds a knowledge attributing sentence can be used to identify may, depending
on context, also be identifiable in other ways. None of this, I think, should be contro-
versial. Contextualism is controversial, because it claims that a set of worlds, once
identifiable in a knowledge attribution might, after a change in context, not be so
identifiable. This is the alleged elusiveness of knowledge. According to Contextu-
alism, this is what happens when the skeptic raises her fantastic doubts.

4 Contextualism and the Skeptic

To describe this kind of context-dependence, | want to consider a challenge to a
knowledge attribution made in case 1, from above. One reason for focusing on this
case is that, as | indicated, | think it is the most representative kind of knowledge
attribution. But another reason is simply a concern to keep the presentation as simple
as possible. So, to recall that case, an assertion is made using “S knows that P” in a
context where all sides agree that P and that S believes that P. Let us suppose that the
assertion is accepted by all sides, so that all the worlds in the set after the assertion is
accepted are K-worlds. But then the skeptic raises her challenge: “But what if Q?”
The force of the skeptic’s challenge is that some possibility, Q, that she believes
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to be incompatible with S’s knowing that P, be added to the set. The nature of the
challenge depends on what that possibility is. We need to consider three cases.

Truth Skepticism: In one kind of case, the skeptic raises a possibility that is
incompatible with P. This skeptic is questioning whether S knows that P because
she is questioning whether it is the case that P. Perhaps the skeptic has some
evidence that it is not the case that P, and wishes to consider it. In that extreme
case, she is proposing that all the P worlds be replaced by Q worlds. Or, more
moderately, perhaps she simply proposes reopening the question as to P. In that
case, her proposal is that Q worlds be added to the set.

In practice, | think, the onus would be on the skeptic, whether moderate or
extreme, to justify adding this world to the set. In practice, | think, merely mentioning
a possibility is not sufficient for it to be included. But let us suppose the skeptic has
the more moderate challenge in mind and that it is accepted. (This requires only
that the participants accept for the purposes of the inquiry that it is an open question
whether P, and not that they give up their belief that P.)

What is this Q world like? Given that it is not a P world, it is a world where S
has not exercised a capacity to tell whether P. (This skeptic might agree, though,
that S has such a capacity.) There is an important linguistic similarity between Q
worlds and K worlds. In both kinds of worlds, an assertion using “S knows that P”
would say something that is false in the Q worlds and true in the K worlds. This
means that, as in case 3, the K worlds can still be identified using “S knows that P”.
This would be (to my ear) a bit odd, since it would be asserting a great deal more
than was originally asserted using those words in case 1. But the important point,
for present purposes, is that the K worlds identified using “S knows that P” could,
even after the truth-skeptic’s doubts are accepted, still be identified that way.

Capacity-Skepticism: A second kind of skeptic agrees that P, and that S believes
that P, but questions whether S has the capacity to tell whether P. She agrees that if
the actual world were a K world then S would know that P. That is, she agrees that
in those worlds S has (exercised) the capacity required for knowing whether P. But
she doubts whether S in fact has (exercised) such a capacity. She wonders whether S
really just got lucky. As before, this challenge might be either extreme or moderate.
A moderate capacity skeptic is proposing that an L world be added to the set, one
where although S believes truly that P, S did not exercise a capacity to tell whether
P. | think that the onus would be on the skeptic to justify this addition. But suppose
that it is a moderate challenge and that it is accepted.

As before, the skeptic’s challenge has produced a change in the set of worlds
under discussion. The set is now like that in case 1, above. And, as in case 1, the
K worlds can still be identified using the sentence “S knows that P.” For, as with
the truth-skeptic, in every world in the set an assertion using this sentence would
say something that is true in all the K worlds and false in the rest.*? So the capacity
identified using “S knows that P before the skeptic raised her challenge could still
be so identified even after the skeptic’s challenge is accepted.

Standards-Skepticism: A third kind of skeptic agrees that the actual world is a K
world, but denies that it is a world where S knows that P. It remains, as she would
put it, an open question whether S knows that P, though she is happy to agree (at
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least for the sake of the discussion) that the actual world is a K world. This skeptic
is raising a question about what it takes for S to know whether P, about the standards
that must be met for this. Her contention might be that S’s capacity to tell whether P
is not extensive enough for knowledge: there are possibilities where P is not the case
that S’s capacity could not distinguish from the actual world and which it must, she
contends, for S to know that P. She is not claiming that one of those worlds is the
actual world. Her claim is that knowing that P requires having a capacity that would
distinguish such possibilities from the actual world, and that S has not exercised
such a capacity.

This kind of challenge is hard to classify because while the skeptic is proposing
that some world be added to the set, it is not immediately clear what this world is
supposed to be like. It is not one where P is not the case, nor is it one where S does
not believe that P, nor even is it one where S lacks a capacity to tell whether P. For
this skeptic may agree that, as she would put it, the actual world is such a world. Her
claim, as she would put it, is that in none of these K worlds does S know that P.13
Let us call the kind of world she is proposing be added to the set an “NK” world (to
suggest that it is a newly introduced). How do NK worlds differ from K worlds?

One clear difference is linguistic. While everyone, including the skeptic, agrees
that the actual world is a K world, they disagree about whether the sentence “S
knows that P” is true. So, at the very least, the skeptic is proposing to add a world
that is just like the K worlds, in that it is one where S truly believes that P and has
a capacity to tell whether P, but where the sentence “S knows that P” is false (or at
least not true). But there is a more important linguistic difference between K and NK
worlds. An assertion using “S knows that P” would mark a different distinction in K
worlds than in NK ones. An assertion using it in a K world would assert something
true in all the worlds, even the NK worlds; whereas an assertion of it in an NK
world would assert something false in all of the worlds, even the NK worlds. In
other words, this skeptic’s challenge is that it is an open question what an assertion
using “S knows that P” would say, and not just whether it would say something
true. The standards-skeptic’s proposal is that it is (at least) an open question what
the truth conditions of an assertion using “S knows that P” would be. This marks off
this kind of skeptical challenge from both the truth skeptic and the capacity skeptic.
For their challenges concerned, not what the content of an assertion using “S knows
that P is, but only the truth of that content.

Given all of this, it might be tempting to say that the standards-skeptic’s chal-
lenge concerns not the facts but rather the linguistic or conceptual resources for
thinking about or describing the facts. It is, one might think, solely a challenge about
meaning and not about truth: what she questions is not what the facts are, but rather
which words can be used to state those facts. However tempting this description
of the skeptic’s challenge might be it is best resisted. For a disagreement about the
linguistic facts is still a disagreement about the facts. The fact that a phrase like
“knows that P” means what it does derives from facts about speakers’ intentions,
conventions, and past usage. So K worlds differ from NK worlds not just in what an
assertion using that sentence would say but also with respect to these other kinds of
facts. And it seems right that the standards-skeptic’s claim is, in part anyway, that
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our past usage and intentions concerning “knows that P” are such that it rarely if
ever is used to say something true. This is why it is an unsatisfactory response to
such a skeptic merely to say: Well, maybe that’s what you mean by “knowledge”,
but it is not what | mean. For it is, or may be, part of her claim that she is the one
being faithful to ordinary language.

There is a second reason to resist this tempting response. The standards-skeptic’s
challenge may also concern what kind of relation to the facts is most valuable.
According to an extreme standards skeptic, perhaps, only the strongest kind of
relation—perhaps one impervious to demonic trickery—is worthwhile. Anything
less is, in her eyes, no better than a lucky guess. It is harder to know how to resolve
this kind of disagreement. Again, though, it is no good to respond simply by saying:
Well, maybe that’s what you want, but it is not what | want. For part of her claim is
that we in fact do, or perhaps should, want the kind of cognitive relation she finds
most valuable.

In any event, once the standards-skeptic’s challenge has been raised, there are
three possible responses. The other participants might decide to make no change to
the set of worlds, perhaps because they are unconvinced by the reasons the skeptic
offers for changing it. Or the participants might decide that it is an open question
whether the skeptic is right. Finally, they might agree that she is right in her chal-
lenge. Some Contextualists claim that any challenge to the standards for knowledge
invariably succeeds. | doubt this. There is no obvious reason why the skeptic’s
challenge cannot simply be resisted. In any event, since the skeptic’s challenge is
accepted in only the last two cases, | will focus on these.

First, suppose the participants agree to re-open the question by adding an NK
world to the set. And suppose that one of the participants wants to claim that S has
the capacity earlier identified using “S knows that P.” That is, she wants to mark off
the K worlds from the NK ones. Making an assertion using “S knows that P” will
not achieve this. For what would be said using that sentence depends on whether
the actual world is a K world, and it is an open question whether it is. And this
means that it would not be clear what distinction among the worlds the speaker
would intend to mark. What is clear to all in the inquiry is that if the actual world
is a K world, then S has a certain capacity and an assertion using “S knows that P”
would say something true, whereas if the actual world is an NK world, then S has
that very same capacity and an assertion using that sentence would say something
false. But since it is an open question which world in the set is the actual world,
it would be unclear which kind of world one who uttered that sentence would be
saying is the actual world. For this reason, the K worlds cannot be identified in that
way, even though they were identified in that way before the skeptic’s challenge.
After the skeptic’s challenge is accepted, S’s capacity eludes identification by “S
knows that P.”

But notice what is agreed to by all sides: in all the worlds, S has a capacity to
tell whether P. All sides can agree that S’s grip on the world, identified at one time
using the words “S knows that P”, remains just as it was in nature after the skeptic
has raised her challenge. All sides can also agree that it remains more valuable than
mere true belief, even if they disagree about its ultimate worth. Finally, all sides
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also agree that after the skeptic’s challenge that grip can no longer be identified by
“S knows that P.” All sides, including the skeptic, agree on the nature of S’s grip
on the facts and on its value over mere true belief. But they differ on whether it
is properly identified by “knowledge that P.” The grip remains unchanged in every
respect but name.

Suppose, next, that the participants decide that the skeptic is right. That is, they
agree with the standards-skeptic that the actual world is an NK world. To reflect this
acceptance, an assertion using “S knows that P” would say the same thing in all the
worlds in the set. And in all the worlds it would say something that is false in all
those worlds. This reflects the fact that the participants have accepted the skeptic’s
claim that S’s capacities, however impressive, do not measure up to the standards
of knowledge. But notice that in all of the worlds it remains the case that S has
that capacity. All sides, in other words, agree that S has a capacity that it is more
valuable than mere true belief. However, they also agree that it is a capacity that
cannot be identified using “S knows that P”. As before, the capacity remains the
same in nature and value, but not in name.

I have been discussing an extreme version of a standards-skeptic’s challenge to
a knowledge claim. She claims that the standards for knowledge are so high that, as
she would put it, in none of the K worlds does S know that P. But more moderate
challenges are possible. A more moderate challenger might claim, instead, that the
standards for knowledge are met in only a subset of the K worlds, and question
whether that subset includes the actual world. Such a challenge might again rest
on a view about just how extensive a capacity must be for knowledge. She might
allow that in some of the worlds S has a capacity that is extensive enough while
in others she has a different, and insufficiently extensive, capacity. And she may
wonder whether the actual world is one of latter. But in the case of all such chal-
lenges, whether by an extreme standards skeptic or a moderate one, all sides agree
about S’s capacities. The dispute concerns, not what S is capable of doing, but only
whether her capacities meet the standards for knowledge. And in all such cases,
once the skeptic’s challenge is accepted, S’s capacity cannot be identified using “S
knows that P.”

I have discussed Contextualism without discussing the specific mechanisms
involved. As | noted at the outset, some Contextualists posit underlying syntactic
or semantic complexity in the word “knows”, while others explain the context-
dependence in terms of pragmatic mechanisms like those involved in conversational
implicature. Just what the mechanisms in fact are is an important empirical issue.
It may turn out that several different kinds of mechanism are at work. But the
picture of assertion | sketched suggests that this kind of context-dependence will
occur regardless of the specific resources used for making knowledge attributions.
For it suggests that, in general, as conversations proceed the distinctions that given
linguistic resources can be used to draw among possible worlds will change too.
There is no reason to expect that knowledge attributions would be an exception.
In my view, Contextualism should be tied, not to a specific account of the mech-
anisms involved, but rather to a more abstract account of the rational nature of
assertion.
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5 Some Examples

My discussion of Contextualism has been rather abstract. It would be helpful to
consider a concrete example. Two leading exponents of Contextualism, Stewart
Cohen and Keith DeRose, offer now familiar examples which they claim illustrate
how different contexts can involve different standards of knowledge. But it is not
clear to me that their examples succeed. Since the examples have played an impor-
tant role in the literature, | will consider them at some length.** | will then offer
what may be a better example.
Here is an example Cohen uses to motivate his version of Contextualism.

Mary and John are at the L.A. airport contemplating taking a certain flight to New York.
They want to know whether the flight has a layover in Chicago. They overhear someone
ask a passenger Smith if he knows whether the flight stops in Chicago. Smith looks at the
flight itinerary he got from the travel agent and responds, “Yes | know—it does stop in
Chicago.” It turns out that Mary and John have a very important business contact to make at
the Chicago airport. Mary says, “How reliable is that itinerary? It could contain a misprint.
They could have changed the schedule at the last minute.” Mary and John agree that Smith
doesn’t really know that the plan will stop in Chicago. They decide to check with the airline
agent. (Cohen, 1999, 58)

In commenting on this example, Cohen claims that Smith and Mary have different
standards as to what counts as knowing whether the plane will land in Chicago.
Smith’s standard, Cohen claims, is weaker than Mary’s. Cohen considers whether
we should say that one or the other or neither standard is correct. He argues that
saying any of these things would be unacceptable. Instead, he suggests, the more
reasonable view is that

[N]either standard is simply correct or simply incorrect. Rather, context determines which
standard is correct. Since the standards for knowledge ascriptions can vary across context,
each claim, Smith’s as well as Mary and John’s, can be correct in the context in which it
was made. When Smith says “l know. ..”, what he says is true given the weaker standard
operating in that context. When Mary and John say “Smith does not know. ..”, what they
say is true given the stricter standard operating in their context. And there is no context
independent correct standard. (Cohen, 1999, 59; italics in original)

Plainly, Cohen thinks that this example involves a disagreement about standards for
knowledge.

But it is not clear from Cohen’s description of the example that this is what
Mary and Smith really disagree about. Mary’s challenge to Smith’s claim to know is
complex, but also under-described. Clearly, she questions whether he has exercised
an appropriate capacity to tell whether the plane will stop in Chicago. But her reason
for this, it seems, has to do with questions she has about whether the plane will in
fact stop in Chicago. It is not that she agrees that the plane will land in Chicago,
but doubts whether Smith knows this. She doubts whether the plane will land in
Chicago. She and Smith disagree about this: he believes it will, she is not convinced.
Her challenge to his claim to know is thus, at least in part, that of a truth-skeptic.

Since they disagree about whether he is right, Mary and Smith must also disagree
about whether he has exercised an appropriate capacity. But there are different ways
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they might disagree on this. They might disagree about which capacity he used.
Perhaps Mary believes he used the inappropriate capacity C while Smith believes
he used the appropriate capacity C*. This disagreement would be like that of the
capacity-skeptic. Or perhaps Smith and Mary agree about which capacity he used,
but disagree about whether it is appropriate. This would be like the case of the
standards-skeptic. Unfortunately, there is not enough detail in Cohen’s example to
decide just where they are disagreeing here.

It is not even clear from the example just which capacity Smith has exercised.
We are told that Smith looks at the itinerary he got from the travel agent. But that
itinerary might be minutes old, or it might be 2 weeks old. And Smith might be
relying on other evidence he has. Nor is it clear whether Smith and Mary agree on
which capacity he has exercised. Given that she hardly knows him, Mary probably
does not really know what capacity Smith has exercised. In any event, there is not
enough detail in the story to make it clear that the example does involve a genuine
disagreement about standards. So it is not clear that this example really does support
Contextualism.

Here is an example Keith DeRose uses in an exposition and defense of Contex-
tualism. It involves contrasting cases.

Bank Case A: My wife and | are driving home on a Friday afternoon. We plan to stop at the
bank on the way home to deposit our paychecks. But as we drive past the bank, we notice
that the lines are very long, as they often are on Friday afternoons. Although we generally
like to deposit our paychecks as soon as possible, it is not especially important in this case
that they be deposited right away, so | suggest that we drive straight home and deposit our
paychecks on Saturday morning. My wife says, “Maybe the bank won’t be open tomorrow.
Lots of banks are closed on Saturdays.” I reply, “No, I know it’ll be open. | was just there
two weeks ago on Saturday. It’s open until noon.”

Bank Case B: My wife and | drive past the bank on a Friday afternoon, as in Case
A, and notice the long lines. | again suggest that we deposit our paychecks on Saturday
morning, explaining that | was at the bank on Saturday morning only two weeks ago and
discovered that it was open until noon. But in this case, we have just written a very large
and important check. If our paychecks are not deposited into our checking account before
Monday morning, the important check we wrote will bounce, leaving us in a very bad
situation. And, of course, the bank is not open on Sunday. My wife reminds me of these
facts. She then says, “Banks do change their hours. Do you know the bank will be open
tomorrow?” Remaining as confident as | was before that the bank will be open then, still, |
reply, “Well, no. I’d better go in and make sure.” (DeRose, 1992)

DeRose comments that the “contexts of my utterance in the two cases make it easier
for a knowledge attribution to be true in Case A than in Case B.” (DeRose, 1992,
110.) He suggests that the relevant contextual difference concerns the importance of
being right. In Case A, less hangs on whether he is right about the bank’s hours than
in Case B. Consequently, he claims, the standards for knowing whether the bank
will be open are lower in Case A than in Case B.

Again, though, it is not clear that the difference in the cases is a difference in
standards. The wife in Case B seems to think that is an open question whether the
bank will be open on that Saturday. It is not that she agrees with her husband that
it will be open but questions whether he can tell that it will. She worries that it
might be closed. So, at least part of her reason for challenging his claim to know
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is that she has doubts about whether he is right. Her challenge is, to this extent,
that of a truth-skeptic. Of course, this means that she also questions whether her
husband has exercised a capacity to tell whether P. So she is also raising a capacity-
skeptic’s challenge. And perhaps she even questions whether he has exercised a
sufficiently extensive capacity. So perhaps she is even raising a standards challenge
to her husband’s claim to know. There is, | think, not enough detail in DeRose’s
example to decide this.

More specifically, it is not clear from the way DeRose describes the examples
why the wife does not have the same concern in Case A as in Case B. In Case B,
her concern is that the bank might have changed its hours in the last two weeks
and will be closed on that Saturday. The fact that it does not matter as much in
Case A whether the actual world is such a world is perhaps reason not to care as
much whether her husband is right. But it is not reason to think that he is right.
The reason she has in Case B for questioning his claim to know ought, it seems to
me, be a reason for her to challenge his claim in Case A. For that challenge rests,
not on the standards for knowledge, but on whether the husband’s belief is true.
And whether it is true is just as relevant to whether he knows in Case A as it is in
Case B. So it is not clear to me that DeRose’s example is the right kind to support
Contextualism.

What is needed is an example where all sides agree that the subject’s belief is
true. Let me try to construct one.

Ernie is sitting in a Buffalo garden watching a blackbird. He, in turn, is
being watched by Suzie and Sarah, from one corner, and by Frank and
Sam from another. Suzie and Sarah are good friends of Ernie’s. Frank
and Sam are ornithologists who have been studying a recently discovered
species of pigeon found only in the tropics that has the same outward
appearance as Buffalo area blackbirds. Here are their conversations.

Conversation 1:

Suzie: See that blackbird out there?

Sarah: Oh, yes. Pretty.

Suzie: | wonder what kind of bird Ernie thinks it is.

Sarah: He knows it is a blackbird.

Suzie: Well, I am sure he thinks it is a blackbird. But can he tell the differ-
ence between a blackbird and a raven? They are very similar.

Sarah: Yes, he knows it is a blackbird. He’s an amateur ornithologist.

Suzie: Oh, really, I did not know that.

Conversation 2:

Frank: Look, there’s Ernie studying that blackbird.

Sam: Oh, yeah. Isn’t it amazing how much it resembles those pigeons.

Frank: Yes, it really is. Can Ernie tell the difference?

Sam: Yes, he knows that’s a blackbird. Remember, we told him about the
pigeons, and how to identify them. And look how he is studying the
blackbird. He knows what to look for, and he always wants to be
right about things like that.
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Frank: No, you are thinking of Henry. We taught Henry how to distinguish
pigeons and blackbirds. I am not so sure Ernie can tell that it is a
blackbird. I mean, | am sure he thinks that it is. He’s a pretty good
amateur. He doesn’t think it is a raven or anything.

Sam: Oh, yeah, you are right. | guess Ernie doesn’t know. We should show
him.

Here is my commentary on these conversations. Sarah and Sam each used the words
“He knows that is a blackbird.” to say something about Ernie. Sarah said something
true while Sam did not. They each ascribed a capacity to him. Ernie has the one
Sarah said he has, but lacks the one Sam said he has. The capacities are both capac-
ities to tell whether something is a blackbird. But they differ in their extensiveness.
The capacity Sam ascribed to Ernie would distinguish blackbirds from those trop-
ical pigeon look-alikes. The one Sarah ascribed would not. The truth conditions
of utterances of “He knows that it is a blackbird” are thus different in the two
conversations.

But perhaps this case involves a difference in what is known, and not a difference
in what it takes to know that. Earlier | said that different uses of “S knows that I am
here” involve a difference in the fact known, and not necessarily a difference in what
it takes to know something. Perhaps the fact Sarah said that Ernie knows is not the
one Sam said he knows. | find this not very plausible. For it seems natural to think
that the belief Suzie ascribes to Henry is the very belief Frank ascribes to him. They
agree, it seems, that Sam believes that it is a blackbird. They agree, it seems right to
say, about which fact would make that belief true. Where they disagree, it seems to
me, is over what relation to that fact “knows that it is a blackbird” identifies.

But suppose the case does involve a difference in the fact known. This would
still imply that the truth conditions of the two utterances of “He knows that it is a
blackbird” differ. It would, though, trace this variation to one in the contribution of
“it is a blackbird”. On this view, uses of this sentence state different facts in different
contexts, even when the same bird is being referred to. Perhaps the view is that uses
of “is a blackbird” can identify different properties in different contexts.’®> What is
more, if the fact Sarah identified is not the one Sam identified, then the capacity
Sarah ascribed to Ernie is not the one Sam ascribed to him. So this view even grants
that which capacity a phrase of the form “knows that P” can be used to identify can
depend on context. It seems to me that granting all of this is as good as agreeing
with the Contextualist.

6 Contextualism and Objectivity

The picture of assertion | have been relying on suggests that context-dependence
will be common and predictable. But it does not entail that it will be necessary.
The context-dependence derives, on this picture, from the context-dependence of
what is presupposed. Because what is presupposed can differ from one context to
another, and because it can change as inquiry proceeds, given linguistic resources
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could be used to mark different distinctions among possibilities in different contexts
and as inquiry proceeds.

But couldn’t one eliminate this source of context-dependence? Couldn’t one
make a knowledge attribution in a context where nothing was presupposed, where
all possibilities were left open, or at any rate where all those we can recognize or
distinguish among were left open? And wouldn’t such a context in fact provide a
more objective standpoint or perspective on the facts, one less tied to our contin-
gent interests and purposes. And wouldn’t it allow us better to identify just which
distinctions our concepts, and in particular our concept of knowledge, mark among
the possibilities.'® And wouldn’t this be the proper perspective from which to take
on the skeptic?

I want to conclude this paper by discussing these questions, though what | will
say will be pretty impressionistic. I will mostly pose questions about the idea of a
presupposition-free context. | think it is not so clear what such a context would be
like or how we could come to occupy one. But | will begin by arguing that, in an
important sense, a presupposition-free context would not provide a more objective
perspective on the facts.

The context-dependence | have been discussing derives from the context-
dependence of what is presupposed in an inquiry or a conversation. It is true that
what is presupposed can depend on the interests and purposes of those engaged in
the inquiry or conversation. Changing those interests and purposes can affect what
is presupposed by changing which questions are considered settled and which are
considered still open. How given resources, whether linguistic or not, can be used to
distinguish among possible worlds as we try to locate the actual world thus depends
on our interests and purposes. But whether we succeed in locating the actual world
does not. At least, nothing in the picture of assertion and inquiry | have sketched
entails that truth is somehow dependent on our interests and purposes. In this sense,
even a context where much is presupposed can permit a kind of objectivity worth
having.

Still, a presupposition-free context might seem to promise a different kind of
objectivity. In such a context, it might seem, our words and concepts would draw
distinctions among the ways things might be free of interference from our change-
able interests and purposes. We could, from such a context, identify just which
distinctions our words and concepts mark, their “literal” meaning. This kind of
“conceptual” objectivity might seem just as desirable as an objectivity about truth.
For, it might seem, a debate with the skeptic should concern, not which distinction
we might, on some occasion, use our word “knowledge” to draw, but rather which
distinction that word itself, or that concept, draws. Only in a presupposition-free
context, it might seem, could such a debate take place. So we should consider
whether the idea of our occupying such a context is a coherent one.

For reasons we have already noted, no context for inquiry or assertion could be
wholly free of presupposition. There have to be some similarities among the worlds
in the set. More specifically, there have to be linguistic similarities. A speech act
can succeed only if it is determinate what its force and content would be. What the
content of an assertion would be cannot depend on which of the worlds in the set
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is the actual world. For, in that case, we could not know what we were asserting
until we knew which world we were in. To avoid this, an act using given resources
would have to have the same force and content in every world in the set. Likewise,
we would have to have the very same concepts in every world in the set. For if
which concepts we had depended on which world in the set were the actual world,
then we could not know which way we were conceiving of things until we knew
how things were.!” So a context for assertion or judgment cannot be wholly free of
presupposition.

But, at least in the abstract, this amount of presupposition might not seem too
limiting. It would require only settling all questions of meaning while leaving open
all questions of fact. More specifically, it would require only that each sentence
mark, in each of the worlds in the set, the same distinction among the worlds in
that set. With questions about how to mark distinctions among possible worlds out
of the way, we could then focus on locating the actual world. In the dispute with
the skeptic, once we settle questions about what our words say, or about how our
concepts distinguish among the ways things might be, we could focus on deter-
mining what, if anything, we know. Couldn’t we come to occupy such a context?

I have already noted one obstacle. The fact that our words mean what they do
depends on facts about past usage and speaker intentions. So agreeing on what our
words mean would require agreeing on such facts too. In other words, the worlds
in the set must also agree in matters concerning past usage and speaker inten-
tions. Agreeing with the skeptic about the meaning of “knows” would thus require
agreeing with her about such facts. As with other historical questions, disputes
about these facts might be practically impossible to settle. In that case, the only
step forward would be for one side to concede in the other’s usage. This would, of
course, be to agree on a new language, and risks the charge that, instead of settling
the dispute, it has merely changed the topic.

There is an even more serious difficulty. Agreement on what our words mean is
not independent of agreement on what the non-linguistic facts might be. We cannot
determine how our words distinguish among the possibilities without determining
what possibilities there are. A disagreement about what is possible will lead to a
disagreement about whether two sentences say the same thing. So we cannot agree
on the meanings of our words without agreeing on how things might be. So agreeing
with the skeptic on the meaning of “knows” requires agreeing with her about what is
possible. But part of the dispute concerns what is possible. In particular, it concerns
whether it is possible for us to have the capacities we all think we have and yet for
us to fail to know anything.

The point is not that there is a merely practical bar to reaching these agreements.
It is not just that reaching an agreement on our language requires a prior agreement
on a different language, with a threatening regress. For the very same difficulty is
present when one tries to identify one’s own concepts. To figure out what | mean or
what | will decide to mean by “knowledge”, | have to decide how it distinguishes
(or is to distinguish) among the possibilities, and to do this I need to figure out what
the possibilities are. But these include possibilities concerning knowledge. And how
could I figure out these without knowing what | mean by “knowledge”? The point
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is that knowing what our words mean, and knowing what concepts we have to think
with, is not independent of knowing what is possible.®

All of this suggests that attaining a context that would provide what | called
conceptual objectivity is not a realistic goal. What follows from this about the nature
of our concepts and, in particular, about our concept of knowledge? I think there are
two broad responses. One might respond that, even though we cannot occupy such
a context, our concepts are nonetheless suited for one. According to this response,
we may not be able to understand just which distinctions our concepts draw among
the possibilities, because we are incapable of occupying the kind of context such
understanding requires. It is not that we cannot ourselves mark those distinctions:
it is rather that we cannot know them to be the ones that our concepts and words
mark. For, if such a context is unattainable, then we are never in a position to sepa-
rate the distinctions the concepts themselves draw from those they draw given our
presuppositions. On this response, our presuppositions about how things are prevent
us from seeing how our concepts carve up the space of possibilities.

I am inclined to view this response as a kind of Platonism about our concepts,
in that it views the question of what distinctions we use our concepts to draw as
independent of the question what distinctions those concepts themselves draw. In
fact, it sees the concepts, or better, the fact that our words express these concepts,
as more fundamental than the fact that we use these words to mark distinctions. The
fact that we cannot avoid presupposition is seen as an epistemic barrier, blocking us
from a complete understanding of our conception of the world.

One who finds this Platonism appealing will likely not be impressed by a Contex-
tualist response to skepticism. For it will seem to her that the skeptical debate
concerns our concept of knowledge, and not just those distinctions that we, with our
shifting presuppositions, might use that concept to draw. The debate, as she sees it,
concerns whether we have the kind of cognitive grip that our concept of knowledge
is a concept of. From her point of view, it is of only limited relevance whether we
have the kind of cognitive grip that we might from one context to another use that
concept to identify.

One might, though, draw a different lesson from the fact, if it is one, that we are
unable to occupy a presupposition-free context. The proper lesson, one might think,
is that because we cannot occupy such a context, our concepts are not suited for
one. It is not that we are barred from understanding the distinctions our concepts
mark among possibilities, but rather that our concepts mark no distinctions on their
own. The lesson, on this response, is that our concepts are suited for the uses we
make of them, for the distinctions we draw with them. And if these uses are invari-
ably against a background of presuppositions, then our concepts are suited for such
use and would not serve without such a background. It is a mistake, on this view,
to think that our concepts have a semantic life of their own, a “literal” meaning,
independently of the uses we make of them.

I think of this response as a kind of Pragmatism about our concepts, in that it
views the use we make of our words and concepts as being more fundamental than
any semantic properties our words or concepts may have. We can, from a given
perspective, draw distinctions among possibilities, and we can use our concepts
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and words to do this. In this sense, we can conceptualize the world. But different
perspectives may yield different conceptualizations. And we should not think of
such conceptualizations as second-rate versions of a genuinely objective conception,
one that is somehow just out of reach.

One who finds this Pragmatism appealing will likely also find the Contextualist
response to skepticism appealing. For, from the Pragmatist’s point of view, debate
about whether some cognitive grip is knowledge is debate about how we might
decide to use our concept of knowledge to mark distinctions, and not about which
distinctions that concept itself marks. Though she may be inclined to view such
a debate as purely linguistic, | have already argued that this is a mistake. But,
according to the Pragmatist, the idea that the debate with the skeptic could be
properly understood, not to mention resolved, from a presupposition-free context
is a mistake. We cannot occupy such a context, and even if we could, our concepts,
including our concept of knowledge, would be of no use in it.

This Pragmatism echoes a theme of Quine’s, that no neat distinction can be drawn
between the conventional and the factual components in any truth.*® Quine charac-
terized the idea that our concepts, by themselves, determine what is possible and
what is not, as the myth of the museum. | suspect that the lure of that myth feeds
the hope that we could, or perhaps even do, occupy a presupposition-free context.
But that myth, according to Quine, distorts the nature of our conceptual relations to
the world. One of the virtues of Contextualism, at least as | have tried to describe it
here, is that it can help us to see just what this alleged distortion is supposed to be.?°

Notes

1. See, e.g., (DeRose, 1992) and (Cohen, 1987) for examples the first kind, and (Lewis, 1996) for
one of the second kind. A different brand of Contextualism, associated with (Williams, 1991)
and (Travis, 1989), is more difficult to categorize. A very helpful introductory discussion can
be found in (DeRose, 1999).

2. (Stanley, 2004) develops a form of Contextualism of the first kind, though he does not endorse
it. A version of the second kind is defended in (Lewis, 1996). (Schiffer, 1996) describes
several accounts of the specific linguistic mechanisms involved, though he does not endorse
Contextualism.

3. (Lewis, 1996).

4. This response is suggested by David Lewis’s discussion at the end of (Lewis, 1996), and also
by (DeRose, 2004).

5. A common criticism of the Contextualist account of what happens when the skeptic raises
her doubts is that it makes defeating the skeptic too easy. Can it really be, the criticism goes,
that the debate with the skeptic is just over how to use the word “knows”? This criticism is
expressed in (Dretske, 1991), (Schiffer, 1996) and (Feldman, 2001).

6. This picture is clear in (Stalnaker, 1984) and the papers collected in (Stalnaker, 1999). It is
also developed in (Lewis, 1983). The idea that assertion is best viewed as rational action
traces back to the work of Paul Grice, see the papers collected in (Grice, 1989).

7. In Section 6, | consider whether attaining an objective conception of ourselves would require
occupying a context where the set of possibilities under discussion includes all possibilities.

8. See (Lewis, 1983) and (Grice, 1989).

9. A speaker need not believe what she presupposes during a communal inquiry. She may
assume something she in fact doubts, or treat as open a question she believes to be settled. In
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an ideal inquiry, the participants will be aware of the divergence between what is presupposed
by all (the common ground), and what each participant in fact believes. For more on this, see
(Stalnaker, 2002).

10. Thanks to a reviewer for helping me to put this point properly.

11. There are examples in (Travis, 1989).

12. This way of putting it may suggest that the words, all by themselves, mark distinctions among
the possibilities. Wha