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current coricention of nrasmatics jshe& ‘
om séwanﬁics nroper in Lerms of<inﬁex55ality:
usst ?ér awtbuﬁﬁ dgfinﬁtion
@xhressioﬁég ﬁraﬁmaﬁics is. )
28 A » Lrufth definiftion fog ianﬁuages with
sxnressions. clearest expression ol this ﬁos— .
mt{@n i c&n find is Donald ¥alish's. - (Donald Kalisﬁ-"gémanticsﬂ;
e ;d. ?aul EdwardS; (196?),

Yol. VIT, 355-354; Montasue !Prarmatics and

‘

Lorie’, Semantics o 'latural Laniuage, eds. Donald

~

Yalish and Yontague

'Tndexical . .

offers a defin

.

. Tn what follows my - ;

rily to anv 'reasonable

extension of Xalish's account fo a Zefinition of prasmatics

D

Tut thew will elsc apply, T think, to the mor

. ) .

Dlsewhere T have arcused that the distinctlon between

asyntax, sermantics and vragmatics as oricinally set out by .

[N

Tlorris and Carnav is défectlve In varicus respecta. (L. .
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) Semantics a%ﬂ Suwntax', Poundations of Lanﬁu@gg; 11, (1e74),
' 27-196.) A 5ttémnt o i&prove on their formulations isvﬁo
R . L . : Bt
. te uelcomed, Howe&é?, ro such atteénﬁ wlll be successful if
it is as far ﬁempﬁed Frcm'what‘ﬁarhan aﬁd Morris ori¢iﬂallyl
nad ig mind as, ?Hﬁhali aroue , Kaliéh;a nroves to be.
T . .
" n “euhinv'vﬁénald 5évidson iﬁtPO*
ducas o truth rredleate ddfferent in imﬁortantkrespectsvfbom
Lhe more customary 'ig trua' or 'ia true in Fnczisd'E’ |
Tra Sheopyv of m=anine undersoes a-rsystematic hut not
. R ) o
rurzline ohanre: cof?es%onﬁink Lo each excfeésjon with
soin *heA%heer be a
sentences 1in
- times and
¢
will entall sentences like
. . T oam tired is f%ofentiallv)’snoken by n.
: at £ if and oniv 17 r 1s tlred at £.
;The noock wes stolen! is.irue as (notentiallv)’
e swokan by ooat 4 17 and dni? i? ﬁhe‘hook demon-—
) . strated by rnat £ ds stolen OPiO; ta t.
. N o L - o
. © {Tonald 3av{8sén, "Truth and “leanine’, Svnthese, 17,
(1967), 304-223, vp. 310-320.)
The basic Torm of the truth-nredicate iﬁtroduced is:~ i
) (™) . - x is true 1n £:a€ 1n5ex'i.
Vfdr ﬁaViﬁson an index 1s juég an ordered pair CQNSiStinﬁiOf
a person and time; for others an index is a more compiicated
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’ : ﬁaﬁﬁhfkdﬁ);, i N Losic! "ogppﬁﬁénlmfégilgms“in
ﬁ » ' bert, (1970),
. Semantics ',
) o saving that ﬁraqmagics’A,_
i?ﬂ“u&T@S nredicates of f
i .
L corralates {51 venicle., désixnatum,
- ( = relation of semiosis, a  !.*
. T “nf o abher Avadic relstions rav be abstracted Tor
~<+ud7 COne study the relation ofigéﬁns to the

. Thls rel-

.- ' ’ atien will he called the semantical dimenpgion of semlosis
ject of study may be the relation of
sirns to.interpreters. This relation will he called

the vrapmatical dimension of semiosis.
t , T P T
§ . . N . . .
The relation of siens to one another 1t the eyntactical
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The study of each.dimension is called,

omatics and syntactics.

to semanties

and Tormalization

. TP i an inventicrat

, o put it in more gzeneral’-

anmumoe, ther we assirn 11 to

... TF we abstract From the
) snaltvre dnly t%é'expreﬁgions
ot hrnedr degion ‘

a, we are In.the Tiglid of semantics.
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are in {(lomleal) dvntax. e whele.sclence of language
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¢ con T ohwe 5 rentioned is called semiotic.” ™
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v dust how doed Carnan="Torris
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account of pragmatics

wevardine the

o?a?ﬁaticsAis] aasy to reconcile.

)y Me truth value of a

an  indexical = & seerz to be related to both
£ peraon assertines fhe sentence and his space~time position'
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ceount impossible to
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synkax,. semanbles vr prasmatics. And it is not very hard to show

that there 1s moére to sirnificant investimation of a 1anﬁuage,iw"

nine its svyntax and

Feds

even an artifiecial lancuace, than determ
oroviding it with a truth definition. h
( » { I A " < ' ‘ .
Suppose there.¥s available an adequate syntactieal . -
vheory and an adenuate truth definition of that vortiontof

Friglish . sentences which have truth conditions,

P )
and that Frnelish masters these two theories.

<

It seems plain that the non-soeaker does not thereby know

enourh about this portion of Fnrlish to converse with a°
B - ) . = o - .

native spaaker, who, we shall suppose, limitfs himself to the
utterances of sentences of Fnellsh having -truth conditions.
~The non-speaker will not in reneral be able to understand. ’
the illocutionary force of these utterances. A case ih.
,point:  the native sneaker utters - ‘ L

' - . , N o

(o) I will se=e you tomorrow

and, ifA.sco doines, promises to ses the norn-sneaker tomorrow.

a

The non~éséékér has no way of’diétin@uishinr'aééertions from

nromises nade by the utterancevof Ensiish sentences. Hence .

,hé does. rot undéfstand'the jllocu;ionary force of (g}.
iThe~Same ﬁoint can be made with regard_to afﬁificial

N . N

lanmuages. It is hard to see what would rule out the possib-

i;ity‘cfAconst;uct%ng,an‘aftificiél 1anguaﬁe:ih~$dch a Qay' ) i
. that rules povern utterances of'iﬁs'éentenées;‘ And thésé ;
rﬁies would detérﬁine«when.&ﬁ}gtterance is an assefﬁion;~
when it i§~§ promiSQ3»WhenAifvhaé $qmeiqtheﬁ«illocﬁtianafy, ’
. N ) :
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. The.Carman-7orris ﬁistindtiamwbetween\sgngax, semagtlc§ ‘ ,

and vrarmatics does need reformulation. Bgt Kalish's account

. - - ) . :
w311 not do. . Indexicality is not a feature that -can be | - . .
‘ j'used~ﬁo canture anvthine like what Yorrils and Carqap had in
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