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I

(ii) rests upon several misconceptions.
(some prevalent even among Griceans)

(Yes, I do pragmatics.)
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(1) Mr. X has excellent handwriting and is always very punctual.
He has no philosophical qualities.
The standard explanation:
I Semantic theory: sentences denote pieces of information;
I Pragmatic theory: it is rational to utter a sentence denoting
the strongest relevant piece of info you know to be true.
I If the writer had known any virtue of Mr. X that actually
mattered for the job, she should have said so.
Some problems:
(Groenendijk & Stokhof, 1984)
I The obtained implicature is too weak: not-knowing, rather
than knowing-that-not.
I The account fails to tell (1) from (2):
(2) Mr. X has excellent handwriting etc., or both that and he is a
fantastic philosopher.
6 He has no philosophical qualities.
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but also to mention all relevant, possible information;
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the only excuse for not mentioning relevant information, is
that you think it is false.

Formal implementation:
I

Richer semantic theory: informative content plus attentive
content, i.e., the possibilities mentioned.

I

Richer pragmatic theory: e.g.: “draw attention to all
relevant possibilities”.
→ This will make for a good illustration below.
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(ii) that the hearer recognizes her intending (i);
(iii) that (i) obtains in part due to (ii) obtaining.
(and several refinements)
A sentence S means p iff speakers tend to mean p by S.
→ Which speakers? In which circumstances?
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Attentive pragmatics, however, does double duty:
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This requires that we answer the following question:
I

Why are conventions the way they are?

Answering this requires a diachronic perspective:
I

conventions must be useful and learnable;

I

compositionality would be beneficial;

I

as would convexity of lexical concepts;
as would non-arbitrariness, e.g.:

I

I
I

iconicity (e.g., onomatopoeia);
naturalness (e.g., biological codes (Gussenhoven, 2004)).

This is the semanticist’s toolbox, given a pragmatic theory.
(Work in progress: a compositional attentive semantics.)
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But the effect is correspondingly weak: [it] produces
cancelable implicatures rather than indefeasible truth
conditional effects. (Beaver & Clark, 2008, p.41)
[Conversational implicatures] are non-deductive. [...]
Implicatures are [...] abductive inferences, or inferences
to the best explanation [...] (Geurts, 2010, p.34)
...by characterizing a philosophically important distinction
between the “genuinely semantic” and “merely
pragmatic” implications of a statement, Grice clarified
the relationship between classical logic and the semantics
of natural language. (Neale, 1992, p.1)
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A part of what is meant, the intended recognition of which relies
on the hearer’s presumption of the speaker’s rationality.
Why would CI be weaker than entailments?
I

“The presumption of rationality is defeasible; inferring
intentions from behaviour is mere abduction.”

I

“Conversational implicatures are cancelable.”

I

“Experiments on implicatures show mixed results.”
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(6) only seems to work because it lacks context or intonation.
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More directly:
1. CI follow from rationality presumption;
2. hence: if CI is false, speaker must be irrational.
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I disagree; a speaker can opt out and still make a contribution:
(8) a. Okay, I’ll just guess: ...
b. What I’m about to say is false: ...
(elsewhere I’ve argued that a final rise can do the same.)
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(6) I saw some of the students. Indeed, I saw all.
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I saw some of the students. # Indeed, I saw all.
Experiments (e.g., Van Tiel et al.) show mixed results, because:
I intonation is left implicit;
I question under discussion is left implicit;
I role of experimental task is ill-understood;
I ...
(e.g., Schwarz, 1996)
Participants may:
(cf. Westera & Brasoveanu, 2014)
I fill in the gaps according to typical usage; and/or
I take the CI to be absent (because a rational
speaker/experimenter would have been more clear).
This explains the apparent weakness of CI in experiments.
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Cancelability of CIs does not imply weakness, but:
I

systematic context-dependence;

I

the systematicity is governed by rationality;

I

studying this is the goal of pragmatics.
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And illustrate this in a number of cases:
I

exhaustivity implicatures (e.g., (1));

I

intonational meaning: focus, contrastive topic, final contours;

I

questions, “yes” and “no”;

I

Maybe: conditionals, presuppositions.

A
Thank you!
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