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1. Introduction

In uttering a sentence we are often taken to asseré than the literal meaning of the

sentence; though we sometimes assert less. Robysto@aand others that this

phenomenon to reveal that what is said or assdiyed speaker on an occasion of
utterance is a contextually-enriched version ofgamantic content of the sentence. But
we need not always accept this conclusion. Somstimteat we think we are asserting, or
what we take others to be asserting, involves gBeéeattention to just one of the ways

the sentence could be true and fails to recogrtizer®. Most of the time people converge
in their selective attention and communication @& mmpaired, but in the case of

sentences involving predicates of taste, variation®ur selective attention to truth

condition can lead to seemingly intractable disputepropose a way of handling such
cases on which speakers mean the same by a serdssed no more than its semantic

content, hold conflicting opinions about its trithlue, and are both right.
2. Semantics and Pragmatics
In her paper, ‘Linguistic Meaning, Communicated Mieg and Cognitive Pragmatics

(2002), Robyn Carston distinguishes between thiegdphical and the cognitive science

perspective on linguistic communication. Philosaphe language mostly concentrate on



semantic issues and take pragmatics to be concevitedthe problems left over by
semantics. Cognitive scientists, on the other haad,pragmatics as concerned with the
mental processes that yield interpretations of [@eptterances in context. As such the
two approaches seem to pass each other by: philesopf language concentrate on the
semantic properties of expression types; cogngoientists concentrate on how speakers
and listeners communicate. However, this divisidabour understates the potential
consequences the findings of cognitive pragmataee Hfor the philosophy of language.
For if pragmatic processes must be invoked to aratvsomething fully propositional —
the proposition explicity communicated — then teendard view of semantics as
focusing on how declarative sentences are ablexpoess propositions falls by the
wayside. Recently, philosophers of language hawritéo see the potential impact on
their subject of accepting the conclusions of ctigmipragmatics, and have begun to
fight a rearguard action (see, in particular, Cégapand Lepore 2005). Such defenses
often trade on the distinction Carston draws betwieories in semantics being about
what words and sentences mean, and theories in pragmatics being about wieakers
mean anchow they communicate. Philosophers of language tmesaue the interest of
semantics by making it either the study of minipdpositions (whatever they arepr
sub-propositional contents expressed by sentefjcesither of which look very much
like what the folk consider to be the literal mewaniof thei sentences. In response,
advocates of cognitive pragmatics suggest that wigatmean by using a sentence is
almost never what theentence means, and they suppose that a great deal of non-
linguistic inference goes into figuring out whatnsmone said in using a sentence.
However, the ordinary speaker’s intuition is thdtalvsomeone said is closely tied to the
words they used to say it. ‘I took him at his wordle say, and, ‘He may have meant
something else but what he said was such and dutink there’s something right about
the ordinary speaker’s intuition here but to respeone must reject the view that the
literal meaning of an uttered sentence is eithergtoposition the semantic minimalist
points to or an incomplete proposition determingdtiee meaning of the sentence’s

syntactic constituents and the way they are pudttey. A more sympathetic construal of

! See Cappelen and Lepore’s notion of a minimal gsijon in their 2005.
% See Kent Bach’s notion of a propositional radinaach 1994 and 2001.



the (naive) intuition — that what you said is tiedthe words you used to say it—
requires a re-working of the notion of literal memwnin order to connect it more closely
to the thought typically, or most often, communéchby use of the sentence. However,
there is what weake ourselves to be saying by the use of words, aacktls what we
actually say by means of them. And neither the philosophé&nguage nor the cognitive
scientist has got the relation between these tvaatBxright. The reason has to do with
the use made of the notion of proposition and trdhdition in both semantic and
pragmatic theorizing. They are typically thoughtgo together and seldom thought to
coincide with what is explicitly (or recognizablgkpressed by a sentence. | shall reject
this assumption and offer a way of relating whatsag, what we think we say, and what
we communicate. But before doing so, | want to drarthe cognitive pragmatic view of
the distance between the literal meaning of expmmessuttered and what is explicitly

communicated by their utterance.

3. The Context Sensitivity of What is Said

A sentence uttered in different contexts of usdyyodifferent people in the same context,
can be understood differently, even though the esemt itself is not lexically or

syntactically ambiguous. Examples include utterarufe

(1) The leaves are green
(2) John’s car is red
(3) Itis raining

(4) The wine is beautifully balanced

In each of these cases a speaker may mean somditi@rgnt by his or her utterance of

the sentence in different contexts, and differgqegakers may mean different things by
uttering the same sentence in the same contex(®) speakers may be talking about the
car owned by John, stolen by John or bet on by.Joh(8) what is said depends on the

time and place of the utterance. What should welode from such cases? They clearly



point to a context-sensitivity in the use and usterding of the sentences as used. But
what, if anything should we conclude about the eots of the sentences themselves?
The temptation for some philosophers and linguistso think that variability in how
utterances of these sentences are understood amoExts means variability in what
those sentences express in those contexts. Bugotigusion is hasty. A more guarded
claim is that when a sentence is uttered in diffecentexts, differentitterance contents,

or speech act contents are expressed, despite the sentence’s havingathe semantic
content on each occasion. As it is often put, tiherance or speech act content goes well
beyond the semantic content of the sentence uttévldt then explains the variability in
utterance or speech act content? Relevance thebkistCarston assume that since that
the semantic content of a sentence fails by itselidetermine the thought content
communicated by its utterance, cognitive processesneeded to get at this content. In
fact, pragmatic processes are always involvedenrterpretation of speech, according to
Carston, since the sentence uttered (almost) alwayderdetermines the content

communicated by speaker to hearer. As she puts it:

The semantics of the linguistic expression type leygal in an utterance, while
clearly crucial to comprehension, is seen as hajisggan evidential role, rather
than a fully determining, role in the identificatiof what a speaker has explicitly

communicated (‘what is said’) (Carston, 2002 p.130)
The pragmatic processes work to make up the shdrtfaveen what is made available to
the listener by the linguistically encoded contehthe uttered sentence or expression,

and the thought content conveyed to the listenehatutterance:

The linguistically encoded element of an utterance



...the linguistic contribution [of the uttered sentehis not propositional, it is not

a complete semantic entity, not truth-evaluablel(ip.134)

The linguistic material articulated by the speaffails to fix a thought conteri,
nevertheless a propositional thought is communiGaséad it is the task of cognitive

pragmatics to say how this happens.

There are a several things to note about Carstoeis. First, it assumes that what gets

communicated or conveyed is a truth-evaluable Bibpio:

...what is communicated, that is the output of thegpratic processor, is usually
a set of fully propositional thoughts or assumptionhich are either true or false
of an external state of affairs in the world. (ipid 34)

There may be more than one proposition recoverechges where there are explicitly
and implicitty communicated propositions. | shall cemtrate on the explicitly
communicated propositions since these are, ‘in seemese, built out of [upon] the

semantic template contributed by the linguisticregpion used’ (ibid., p.134)

Second, the picture assumes that the propositiommmicated is (almost) never entirely

fixed by the linguistic meaning of the sentencenett:

...linguistically decoded information is usually vencomplete and...pragmatic
inference plays an essential role in the derivatbrthe proposition explicitly
communicated. (ibid. p.133)

% | won't discuss those who, like John MacFarlarsspane propositions can lack truth
values but still be true or false relative to catdeof assessment. See MacFarlane
forthcoming.



So not only is it usually the case that the sememtered fails by itself to provide
evidence of which proposition the speaker intemdsadnvey, it often fails to express a
proposition at all. (On this point Carston and catliminimalists like Bach agree). And
since the terminus of a successful linguistic actrecovery by the hearer of the
proposition conveyed by the speaker we need tcaexphe means by which the hearer

derives the proposition explicitly communicated.

This programme has potentially worrying consequender the semanticist, or
philosopher of language. Why? Because if it is pedjpons that have truth conditions,
and pragmatic processes are needed to arrive pogitions, then pragmatic processes
will be required to determine something truth ceéindial. So for anyone who thinks truth
conditions belong in the domain of semantics, thewld appear to be no clear
boundary between semantics and pragmatics; betwhahis fixed by the properties of
expressions and what is fixed by the cognitive @ssing of those expressions in context.
On the other hand, those who wish to maintainra fioundary between semantics and
pragmatics have to show how an uttered sentenceaamuch as express a proposition,
or settle for incomplete propositional functionsvalsat is expressed and then explain
how we figure out from these entities the propositithe speaker intended to

communicate.

Grice, of course, had a different story about hosvget from the proposition expressed
by the sentence uttered (‘what is said’) to a (ferf proposition conveyed by its
utterance (‘what is meant’). But Grice was overegane, it is thought, about being able
to find a single or complete proposition determitgdthe semantic constituents of the
sentence and the way they are put together sycallgti That's why semantic

minimalists have much work to do to show that tlenstituents and structure of
sentencesdo determine a truth-evaluable proposition. Contdidts&a and relevance

theorists, if they are prepared to acknowledge dlRistence of such theoretically-
motivated minimal propositions, can argue that tp&y no role in the processes by
which a hearer arrives at the proposition commuedaby a speaker. Pragmatic

processing begins with processes that adjust thenimgs of words used, and perhaps



enrich the sentence structure in the light of @erfaatures of the context, to reach
relevant interpretations of utterances in contlixt.use is made at any stage of the literal
meaning of the sentence-type. Radical minimall#ts,Bach, do take sentence meanings
to make a contribution but these incomplete prdms must be augmented by the

hearer in context to reach the communicated cowtfehie utterance.

So we appear to have the following options. Eitllee pragmatic processing of
utterances, not the literal meaning of sentencémd provides hearers with truth-
evaluable propositions or thoughts to consider;tr@ literal semantic content of a
sentence is a minimal proposition that plays ne mlthe interpretation of the utterance,
but may be asserted along with the propositionatest(s) explicitly communicated and
retrieved by pragmatic processing.

On each option, speakers are assumed to be agsaie than, or diverging from, the
literal meaning of the sentences they utter. Cdotdists and relevance theorists claim
that what is said or asserted by a speaker on eesmn of utterance is a contextually-
enriched version of the semantic content of theresgions used. Semantic minimalists
concede that what is said or asserted is not thpogition (or not even a proposition)
understood in context. The crucial assumption es¢happroaches, as far as philosophers
of language are concerned, is that we need songethiore than the grammatically
arranged meaningful constituents that make up desea to arrive at the truth
conditional content of an utterance: the thoughtposposition communicatéd The
search for what has truth conditions — the propwstl content conveyed by a speaker
—drives contextualists and relevance theoristsejpad from the literal meaning of the
sentence uttered, and drives semantic minimalistsrtbrace a linguistically determined
but dismally thin proposition that seems to bettlelior no relation to the content of the

thoughts speakers and hearers entertain when pleak.s

* Even less than the utterance of a sentence wifl Siainton is right and non-sentential
utterances can also convey propositional cont&as.Stainton 2005, 2006.



But need we accept either view? | will suggest aaotvay to see things, overlooked by
most parties to the debate. Instead of seekingnaarstcally minimal and perhaps
unasserted truth-evaluable proposition, or a fulleyposition given by the output of
pragmatic processing, why not acknowledge thatrgivbat the uttered sentence means
there is more than one way for it to be true, ntbes one way to consider what is being
claimed to be the case, and that in any given gbmte usually entertain only one way of
thinking of it as being true. When we regularlygakhat a given sentence says one way
rather than another, even though there are othgs fea it to be true, this is our ordinary
notion of the sentence’s literal meaning. Of couaskess intuitive, and highly theoretical
notion of what the sentence literally expressesbheanonstructed to bring out aspects of a
sentence’s meaning that were previously unnotittets these other, unusual ways of
understanding sentences that lead some to suppaséhe same sentence can express
many different propositions. But really all its m@sg does is constrain the way things
have to be in the world in order for the sentemcbhd true, and this will encompass more
ways for it to be true than we consider. When timgkof what a sentence says we
typically focus rather selectively on just one whings could be that would make it true.

Take sentence (1) for example:

(1) The leaves are green

Most people who are told (1) when contemplatinges tin someone’s garden would
suppose the leaves to be naturally green. Tha&snttural thing to think given our

understanding of (1). However, Charles Travis explthis example in cases where the
leaves on Pia has painted the russet leaves dneleegreen. This is a very unnatural way
to understand (1). Travis concludes that sincefiteeway of taking the sentence to be
true is not the same as the second, (1) expres$eent things on different occasions;

that (1) can be used to assert different truthsneédiones what it says would be true,

sometimes it would be false. Sentences, Travis ladas, have at most occasion-



sensitive meanings. Only in context can they exgppsesnething capable of being true or

false®

But that’s not the only way to react to such exaspWe could say is that the sentence is
true under both conditions since for all the secgesays the leaves just have to be green.
Both ways count as ways of making it true, evenugfiothe second is highly unnatural.
The sentence places no qualification on the wawlwch the leaves are green. The
natural way for things to be to make this sentenge is just one way of the world’s
fitting what the sentence says. When we use (1pxpress something about the reality
that could be realized in many more ways than wkrstt recognize. We somehow get

across something more specific than we have agtgald. Our use of words is not as



utterance interpretation with the explicitty comnuated proposition retrieved by
pragmatic processing. But that cannot be right. Sér@ence uttered was true or false all
along, and could even be true under conditions reat surprise us. A sentence’s truth
conditions cover circumstances extending beyonatigs featuring in what speakers and
hearers take to be explicity communicated by theies of sentences. We come to
recognize that a sentence could be true indepdgdenihe way we think of it as being
true when we recognize an unusual situation tonbieedy compatible with what it says.
Thus it is a mistake to suppose that truth conaétienter the picture only with the
proposition communicated. The natural way of thigkof a sentence’s truth conditions
pairs with the intuitive understanding of what vay $n uttering the sentence. However,
when we come to see what else could make the sEnteme, consistent with what it
means, we recognize something our understandiegdrallowed for. The sentence’s
wider fit with reality pairs with its explicit mearg. It is not a new meaning we confer on
it to extend its application to such cases. Thietstotion of what is explicitly expressed
by a sentence as fixed by the syntactic arrangewofeitd meaningful constituents, pairs
with this broad notion of truth conditions but diges from the intuitive notion and the
proposition speakers communicate. A sentenceth trondition cannot be construed so
narrowly as the single set of circumstances we Inasiturally think of when producing
or comprehending the sentence. To construe trutdittons as narrowly along with the
proposition communicated by an utterance of theéeswe leads to trouble, for they are
not fixed by the sentence’s meaning. When we redlat the sentence could be true
under unforeseen circumstances, we realize thaetlmher circumstances were also

covered by the meaning of the sentence, and encs@pdy its truth conditions.

In cognitive pragmatics, the notionstofith condition andproposition communicated are
aligned, forcing us to divorce them from whatliterally expressed by the sentence
uttered. The ordinary notion of what (1) literafigys does coincide with the thought or
position we communicate by uttering it. But in ifiag to anticipate all the ways (1) could
be true in the external world the ordinary underdtag diverges from the sentence’s
actual truth condition. One could institute a notwf the intuitive truth conditions of a

sentence that lines up with the notion of the psitpm communicated, but that will not
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be the only notion relevant to the truth of theteeoe, or all we recognize as compatible
with its meaning. Many states of affairs could benpatible with what the sentence says.
We may only think of some of these ways but sineecan be brought to see that, for all
that is strictly and literally expressed by theteane uttered, it did not rule out or limit us
to one particular way to think of the world as lgeiwhen it is true, we are forced to
recognize more to a sentence’s meaning and trutditons than cognitive pragmatics
allows. The notion of something more can, undersualicircumstances, be recognized

as encompassed by what the words mean.

Language can surprise us. We can come to recotirasevhat we said was compatible
with more states of affairs than we first realizédthe lifts in Stockholm University a
message is written beside the alarm button: ‘Pteesalarm button if the lift stops
between two floors.” Most people would take the sage to have as its ordinary literal
meaning that we should press the button only ifithetops between two adjacent floors.
Though, for all it says, we would be complying withe instructions were we, in
travelling between floors five and seven, to priggsbutton when the lift stops on Six.
Even if we don’t use sentences in accordance withr tfull range of linguistically
permissible applications, we can confirm that rageprising further applications were
all the time compatible with the meaning we attacteeour sentences. This view of the
wide range of application of linguistic expressi@t®sn’t mean communication is likely
to fail, or that elaborate pragmatic inferencesraeded on every occasion to figure out
what people mean. Not all options are live, antbag as others tend to take sentences to
be true in the same circumstances we do things gjb @pecial contexts may call for
special inferences but given our selective attentoar needs, perceptions and interests,
special inferences will be not operative everywherer be part of the normal case.
Hearing a sentence one way rather than anotharsifug on a restricted way the world
could be when that sentence is true, helps to expldny we do not usually find
ourselves in difficulty in understanding one anotheven though further uses of our
words are always possible. No appeal to unconsaouogutations of others’ intentions

is needed to explain the immediate and effortlemgwie usually understand one another.

® | owe this nice example to Peter Pagin.
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Carston is right to consider our use of languageotzern the relation between thoughts
and utterances (as she does in her 2002) butessstg the role contextually based non-
linguistic inference plays in arriving at the thbigy conveyed she downplays aspects of
the linguistic meaning of sentences and the roky thlay in securing the regular
communication of our thoughts to one another. lyisocusing on the strict notion of the
literal meaning that departs from our ordinary ustinding that she arrives at the
premise for arguments designed to show that trothteuth conditions enter only at the

level of the pragmatically derived proposition coomitated.

The intuitive notion of what is literally said fosess on the particular use we make of
sentences on the restricted understanding we Hathesio truth conditions. We do not,
and perhaps cannot, state every part of our thijnkkplicitly. But we do say enough to
constrain one another’s thinking, in a contextwioat we are on about; provided we
remain unaware of the rather surprising things aad be taken to mean by the words
we use. It is here that we see the slack betwemugtit and language. Our thoughts are
not always precisely captured by the words we chos®nvey them, though we may be
unaware of this fact. What we say only constramsways the world would have to be in
order for what we claim to be true. It does notsklone definite way of making a
sentence true. However, perceiving or thinking —d &nall goes well, other people’s
perceiving and thinking — selectively illuminatessimall number (perhaps one) of the
possibilities compatible with what our words say.id not propositions — either
minimally expressed or arrived at by enrichment hattwe should be searching for in
order to get at the truth of our utterances, sohrascour selective way of taking the truth
conditions of the sentences we utter to voice bdoughts. Room is always left for a
distinction between all that is actually claimed ttne sentence uttered, and what we
typically take ourselves to be claiming when usinigp a context. Cognitive pragmatics
and relevance theory can help at this point toarpbur tendancy to focus selectively on
only understanding what we actually said. We shdgjdto maintain intelligible links
between the words people use to say what theyrgirggtto express and what they

intuitively understand themselves to be saying.eHee are concerned with the ordinary
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and intuitive notion of the literal meaning of timords they utter. The more precise
notion of what is literally expressed by a sentemag be hard for us to recognize, and

recognizing it in full may be a considerable ackiment’

4. Predicates of Taste and What We Express

Does this way of thinking help us to address olinguistic phenomena? | think it does,
as we can see if we look at examples of sentenmesiving predicates of tasfe.
Assessments of the truth or falsity of such sememften leads to intractable disputes.
There is no clear way to resolve them: no furtiets can be brought to light, and neither
party to the dispute has overlooked anything. Tteactability leads some to suppose
that there are no fact of the matter concerningguaents of taste. However, we should
not so easily surrender the idea that these sesdene truth-evaluable, especially when a

skilled wine taster utters:
(4) The wine is beautifully balanced

Surely, such pronouncements aims to get sometighgy end either they do or do not do
justice to the wine in question. But now suppose texperienced wine critics,

contemplating a bottle of 2003 Chateau Pavie, disa@bout the truth of (4). A is

convinced the wine is beautifully balanced and Bgsally convinced it isn’t. What are
we to make of their disagreement? Can we (or teeff}e for the view that there is a fact
of the matter that it is forever likely to eludetlboof them? Such a view is surely
implausible for matters concerning how somethirgietss Equally, it would be hard to

settle for the view that there is no fact of thettera Balance in a wine is a substantial

" This achievement is more readily available to Higictioning autistic subjects, who for
reasons of executive function disorder cannot sdyeselectively attend to salient
features of a situation, but who still use wordthwhe same meanings we do.

® The semantic problems raised by predicates obpatgaste are brought out well in
Lasersohn (2006). The underlying philosophicalessare clearly addressed in Wright
2006.
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achievement which wine makers aim for, and do heays achieve, or achieve in every
vintage. Still, there will be those who doubt the@n be objective disagreements on
judgements involving taste, and will deny sentenides (4) an objective truth value.
However, wine critics are doing more than just répg their subjective experiences;
they aim to describe properties a wine actually. Isxs how should we understand an
intractable dispute between the two experts ovetrilth of (4)? Do they simply disagree
about the meaning of (4), in which case there islispute? Or, is there a sense in which
they are both right and we have to embrace sonme ébrrelativism? None of the options

appears palatable. Can we do better?

According to critic A an utterance of (4) would toee, and according to critic B it would
be false. Should we say it is true according to, éeee according to the other? To make

sense of this we need to make appeal to an extaane#er of evaluation:

(5) The wine is beautifully balanced from A’s pezspive

(6) The wine is not beautifully balanced from Bergpective

Described in this way, A and B no longer seem tanbeonflict since (5) and (6) are not
incompatible. But the difficulty is to understaritetappeal to perspectives and what it is
for a claim to be true relative to a perspective.agsess truth according to X or Y invites
a subjectivism we were trying to avoid. But in &s$eg (4) we are not assessing the truth
of “The wine is beautifully balanced according tbok ‘The wine is beautifully balanced
according to B’. Anyone can recognise the truthheflse claims from any standpoint. No
relativism obtrudes here. And (4) says neithetheke things. If it did there would be no
genuine disagreement between A and B? It wouldkieta assessing the truth of ‘It's

raining’ with respect to different places.

Either A and B are in good positions to judge aytlare not, and if they are, shouldn’t
we say they are both right? If A is in good healk, has not just brushed his teeth,
sucked a lemon, or eaten chocolate, etc. — therwillebe judging under ideal

circumstances for him, and what he says by uttgdngvill be true. But the same goes
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for B. And how can the semantic content of (4)roe tvhen said by one person and false
when said by another? Instead of being absoluéetrtith of (4) would be relative to an

additional parameter, as in (3). So either (4) espes a proposition that lacks a truth
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wrong to criticize each other’'s. The wine would lEdanced in both conditions, but is
only recognizable as balanced for A in circumstan€4 and only recognizable as
balanced for B in circumstances C2. Is truth redatio the context of judgement, or only

from a perspective? No. But our take on truth may b

The truth of (4) is not sensitive to aspects of ¢cbatext of assessment, its truth-value
does not vary from one circumstance to another;does (4) need to be freely enriched
to determine the proposition expressed by A ormBtdad (4) simply leaves things open
as to how the world could be when (4) is true. €an be more than one point at which
a wine could be balanced, and judged so by diffetesters (or populations of tasters);
the sentence simply doesn’t pick out any of therparticular. Different tasters will think
of the conditions for (4)’s truth they can accessha way for (4) to be true. They will
selectively attend to just those conditions: tHeeot being out of reach given their palates
and sensitivities.

When judging in different samples of the same wangics may disagree with each other
on when it is true to say the wine is balanced.yTrhay each be right in what they judge
but wrong in discounting the other’s judgement. ig)not, as they think, false with
respect to those other circumstances, or samples.ishit only true in their favoured
conditions, it is simply that each critic has noyved grasping the truth when confirmed

by a critic with a quite different palate.

Is the sentence or the condition it imposes somelamme or indeterminate? No. We can
all agree that for a wine to be balanced all itdgpaust be in harmony and no taste must
dominate the others. This is what we are sayind,agree that we are saying, whenever
we say that a wine is beautifully balanced. But twhakes it true according to me, may
not be what makes it true according to you. Néwmdess, under these very different
conditions we may both have a way of recognisimgttbth of the proposition expressed

by sentence (4) — just as we do with (1).
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What conclusions are there for belief and actiothimview of linguistic meaning? Well,
suppose it has been said that a given wine is ib@hutbalanced. What should |
conclude? The answer is that it depends on who isaidl it was someone imy
population of tasters it is true for me (as thetreists like to say). | assess the truth of
what is said with respect to the sayer, and whdthery a case of this wine depends on
the reported sentence having been true accordirgy ¢otic who judges as | do. My
endorsing the truth of (4) is therefore relativewtho says it, and assessor relative to
which sort of palate and sensibilities | have agmster. But of course it is only my
endorsement or taking something to be true that is assessor relative. There are other ways

of judging the sentence true. But they are nowthgs that counfior me.
5. Conclusion

Language doesn’'t do everything we think it does.sédldom achieves a precise
encapsulation of our thoughts: though we may badbto this fact when expressing
ourselves linguistically. Sometimes it does moranthive think: unlike logic, there are
surprises in language. We need to distinguish Etwewwe apply a sentence — the
conditions under which we would assert it— andvieous ways the world could be that
would make the sentence true. Failure to note tbestinctions makes for quick though
perhaps conclusions about what it (or isn’t) expedsby a sentence, and about what is
required to engage in explicit communication — dosions of significance for the
semantics-pragmatics distinction. There may be nmo@n for a truth-conditional
semantics than cognitive pragmatics currently ashkedges, though pragmatics will still
have the central role to play in explaining how meke selective use of what our

linguistic capacity makes available.

® A version of this paper was given at a conferamc&xplicit Communication in
Granada. | am grateful to members of that audieBeksn Soria, Esther Romero and
Robyn Carston. | am also grateful to Ophelia Ddonyhelpful comments on an earlier
draft.

17



Bach, K. 1994, ‘Conversational Implicitaufdind and Language, pp.124-162

Bach, K. 2001, ‘You Don’t Say?’ iBynthese pp.15-44

Carston, R. 2002, ‘Linguistic Meaning, Communicatéening and Cognitive
Pragmatics’ irMind and Language pp.125-148

Carston, R.  200ZThoughts and Utterances: the Pragmatics of Explicit
Communication (Blackwell Books)

Cappelen, H. 2003nsensitive Semantics, (Blackwell Books)

and Lepore, E.

Lasersohn, P. 2006 ‘Context Dependence, Disagmetesnel Predicates of Personal
Taste’ inLinguistics and Philosophy 2006

MacFarlane, J. forthcoming, ‘Nonindexical Contexisra’

Stainton, R.  2008\ords and Thoughts, (Oxford University Press)

Stainton, R. 2005 ‘In Defense of Non-sententialekgens’ in Z.Sabodd.) Semantics
vs. Pragmatics (Oxford University Press)

Travis, C. 1997, ‘Pragmatics’ in B.Hale and C.Witi¢eds.)The Blackwell
Companion to the Philosophy of Language (Blackwell Books)

Wright, C. ‘Intuitionism, Realism, Relativism andh&barb’inTruth and Realism,
P.Greenough and M. Lynch (eds.) (Oxford UniverBitgss)

(6428)

18



