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Abstract:

The explicature/implicature distinction is one nfasiation of the
distinction between the explicit content of an ratee and its implicit
import. On certain ‘minimalist’ approaches, the leigimplicit distinction
is equated with the semantics/pragmatics distincto with Paul Grice’s
saying/implicating distinction. However, the contep‘explicature’, which
belongs to the relevance-theoretic pragmatic fraonkwRT), has closer
affinities with the wider ‘contextualist’ perspeat, according to which
context-sensitive pragmatic processes make a mrgdtey contribution to
the proposition explicity communicated than menadgolving ambiguities
and providing referents for indexicals. Cruciallhere are pragmatic
processes of meaning enrichment and adjustmenthwiage no linguistic
mandate but are wholly motivated by consideratiohscommunicative
relevance. Two consequences of this are that (@l)céxutterance content
can include constituents which are not articulatethe linguistic form of
the utterance, and (b) certain Gricean implicatuaes reanalysed as
components of the explicitty communicated truth-ditional content. In
this chapter, we outline the explicature/implicatdistinction and highlight
some of the issues it raises for semantic/pragrtiagiorizing.

1. Introduction

To get a preliminary idea of how the distinctiorivibeen implicature and explicature
works, consider what Amy communicates in the folluyeexchange:

1. Max: How was the party? Did it go well?
Amy: There wasn’t enough drink and everyone left early.

2. THE PARTY DID NOT GO WELL

It seems fairly clear that she is communicating T2)is is hot something she says explicitly;
rather, it is an indirect or implied answer to M&aguestion — a ‘conversational implicature’,
as such implicitly communicated propositions arewn. The hearer (Max) derives this
implicated meaning by inferring it from the propgasa which is more directly and more
explicitly communicated by Amy, together with headily available assumptions about the
characteristics of successful versus unsuccesaftiep (e.g. People tend to leave early when
a party isn’'t very good). What is the more directynmunicated proposition, the
‘explicature’ of the utterance? One possibilitghat it is simply the linguistically encoded
meaning of the sentence that she uttered, stheisonjunction of the context-free meaning
of the two simple sentence types:
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3. (i) THERE WASNT ENOUGH DRINK (ii) EVERYONE LEFT EARLY

Certainly, that meaning is as explicit as any megusian be, but it is very unclear what
exactly it amounts to and it seems to lack the ifipieg of the understood content. For
instance, the extension of the nodnink’ includes green tea, tap water, and medicines in
liquid form, to mention but a few of the many dnkhich are unlikely to be relevant in the
context of Amy’s utterance. Similarly, the lingticslly encoded meaning of the bare
quantifier everyoneincludes many people whom Amy has no intentiodesfoting. In the
context of the dialogue above, it is clear thatishends to convey that everyomao cameto
the particular party that Max asked her about left that party early.

So, although the linguistic expressions employediny, the words she actually
uttered, have a meaning and that meaning is, akguhb most explicit meaning that her
utterance provides, it seems to be quite remota fre proposition that Max is likely to take
her to have directly communicated (to have saatedt or asserted). That seems to be more
like the content in (4) (where the elements hiditkgl in bold all go beyond the encoded
meaning of the linguistic expressions uttered):

4, THERE WASN T ENOUGHALCOHOLIC DRINK TO SATISFY THE PEOPLE AT THE
PARTY,; AND SO EVERYONEWHO CAME TO THE PARTY | LEFTIT, EARLY.

This is the proposition on the basis of which Amytgerance would be judged as true or
false, would be agreed or disagreed wite§, there was so little alcohol that we all had to
go off to the pubor ‘No, not everyone left the party early and those diddhad an exam the
next morning. Notice also that it is this proposition (andtithe very general encoded
linguistic meaning) which plays the crucial roleppémise in the reasoning process which
leads to the implicated conclusion that the paidiy'td go well. We take it that this (or
something very similar to it) is the explicaturefoshy’s utterance.

The distinction between two kinds of communicgteapositions, explicatures and
implicatures, has been developed within the relegaheoretic account of communication
and utterance interpretation (Sperber and Wils@6135; Carston 2002; Wilson and Sperber
2004). This is very much a cognitive-scientificirawork and the central notion of
informational ‘relevance’ which drives the accoimtlefined in terms of the positive
cognitive implications that a new input has in gritive system weighted against the costs
(in such resources as attention, inferential effett.) that it imposes on that system. The
greater the range of cognitive implications andltiveer their cost, the more the relevance of
the input. Verbal utterances and other kinds cérosive communicative acts are special
inputs in that there is an inevitable presumptiwat they will be ‘optimally relevant’, that is,
they will provide at least a sufficient array ofgoitive implications and other positive
cognitive effects to offset the processing effbeyt requiré It is in the (nondemonstrative)
inferential process of looking for an interpretatimonsistent with this presumption that a
hearer derives an explicature, by enriching andufatthg the conceptual schema provided
by decoded linguistic meaning. This occurs in paralith the derivation of implicatures
(cognitive implications manifestly intended by #meaker) and the two kinds of propositional
meanings are mutually constraining. The ultimaterpretation should be one in which the
explicature together with intended contextual agstions provides an inferentially sound
basis for the implications derived.

In this paper, we will look in detail at some bétparticular micro-processes involved
in the on-line, relevance-driven derivation of éxglure and implicatures. But before that,
we set out a bit of background intellectual histbegause the concept of implicature arose
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not within linguistics or cognitive science but kit the philosophy of language where its
main purpose was to help in delineating a favom@ibn of ‘semantic content’. Its adoption
into the cognitively-based RT account of commundratvhere it is placed in opposition to
explicature rather than semantics has naturallydet$ being somewhat altered with regard
to the domain of utterance meaning it encompasseshe role it plays.

2. How it all began: semantic content and implicatte

In his ‘logic of conversation’, Paul Grice (1967)&®ught to separate out the
semantic content of an uttered sentence, whayst $eom any other thoughts and ideas that a
speaker might mean or communicate by her actiarntefing the sentence. His collective
term for all those extra or secondary meaningsrttight be conveyed was ‘implicature’,
where implicatures are intended propositional comembs of the utterance’s overall
significance but are not the basis on which theratice is judged as true or false.

Implicatures can arise in two ways: via presumpgiooncerning rational
communicative behaviour or via certain linguistomeentions. The implicature of (5) is an
example of the first sort, a ‘conversational’ inggliure, and the implicature of (6) is an
example of the second sort, a ‘conventional’ imgtdlice:

5. That material looks red to me.
Implicature: HERE IS SOME DOUBT ABOUT WHETHER THE MATERIAL IS REOR NOT.

6. Mary is a housewife but she is very intelligent.
Implicature: HERE IS A CONTRAST OF SOME SORT BETWEEN BEING A HSBWIFE AND
BEING VERY INTELLIGENT.

With (5), the idea is that if the speaker was catgly certain of the redness of the material
she should have made the more informative statethanthe material is red; since she did
not and since, other things being equal, speakerexpected to be as informative as they can
relevantly be, she must be implicating that thergoime doubt about the redness of the
material. Thus this conversational implicaturedals from one of the several conversational
maxims that Grice sets out as regulating ratiooairaunication (Grice 1975). Note that the
proposition in (2) above, implicated by Amy in esponse to Max in (1), is also a
conversational implicature, one that would be ddpehon Grice’s conversational maxim of
relevance. He drew a further distinction among eosational implicatures between
‘generalized’ ones, such as (5), which arise acagg®at many contexts of use and
‘particularized’ ones, such as (2), which are dejgem on the properties of specific, often
one-off, contexts, in this case the conversatiayuah particular party. Whether Grice
intended this generalized/particularized distinctio carry any theoretic weight is unclear,
but, as we will see when we move to the explicdimm@icature distinction, it turns out that
the status of many of the generalized cases is guittroversial.

With (6), on the other hand, the implicature doeesdepend on any conversational
presumptions and occurs across all contexts bedgigsgenerated on the basis of the
conventional linguistic meaning of the connectiat'.

In all these cases, the meaning allegedly imm@at# siphoned off from the primary
meaning, that is, the semantic content of the editsentence, the propositional content on the
basis of which the utterance is to be judged asdrualse. In the case of (5), that
propositional content is that the material in gisesappears to the speaker to be red, so if the
speaker is, in fact, in no doubt that the mateésiabd, her utterance is somewhat infelicitous
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or inappropriate, but she has not spoken falselhanbasis. In the case of (6), the semantic
content is that Mary is a housewife and she is wr@sfligent, and, again, if there is, in fact,
no contrast between these two properties, theamiteris not thereby made false; it is merely
inappropriate and somewhat misleading.

In Grice’s account, what implicatures of any strgye set apart from is ‘what is said’
by an utterance, its truth-conditional content,chhis determinable from the conventional
linguistic meaning of the sentence uttered togethdr some minor context-dependent
considerations, specifically in selecting the ocmaspecific sense of any ambiguous words
or structures and fixing the referents of index&laments. The centrality of this semantic
‘what is said’, the proposition expressed by aesce, goes back some way in the history of
the philosophy of language, to at least Frege, &uasd Carnap. They were first and
foremost logicians, interested in the syntactic, @sgpecially, the semantic properties of
formal languages, such as the predicate calculoweier, they extrapolated from these
artificial languages to human (natural) languagésch they assumed would have the same
fundamental properties, modulo such imperfectiaarabiguity and vagueness. So, just as
the semantics of logical formulae was taken to beatter of how the external world must be
for them to be true (that is, their truth condispand the semantics of logical connectives
such as ‘&', ‘v, ‘>’ was fully captured by truth tables, it was assdniet natural language
sentences also have truth conditions and naturglilge connectives such asd’, ‘or’, ‘if
...then’are truth-functional. The presence within natlaauages of such elements as
indexicals which depend on a context of use foir tsemantic value’ was seen as an
interesting extra issue to be dealt with but neahto the overall picture. Adherence to truth-
conditional semantics and to explicit logical fofisia continues today in contemporary
formal semantic work on natural languages.

This ‘ideal language’ approach was challenged bgti, Strawson, and the later
Wittgenstein, who developed the ‘ordinary languaa@iroach, aimed at describing natural
language phenomena rather than forcing them imtdotical mould. They rejected the
equation of sentence meaning with truth conditiomsintaining that although a sentence
abstracted from use has a meaning, it is onlyarctintext of a speech act (an utterance) that
it expresses a proposition and so has truth camgitiit is the statement thus made that has
truth conditions, the sentenper sedoes not. This aspect of ordinary language phibgas
very much reflected in the relevance-theoretic Bauork according to which sentence
meaning is not truth-conditional but provides mgiretemplate or schema which is
contextually enriched on an occasion of utterant®a complete proposition, a proposition
which the speaker has explicity communicated é&xglicature of the utterance).

A second aspect of the descriptive investigatioekvof the ‘ordinary language’
philosophers was the close observation of the megaofiwords as used in ordinary
communication. This included attention to a rangknguistic expressions that lay beyond
the reach of the truth-conditional paradigm, inahgdsuch connectives asut’, ‘yet’,

‘despite, ‘afterall’, ‘whereas, ‘moreovey ‘so’ and anyway, sentence adverbials like
‘frankly’, seriously; ‘evidently; ‘unfortunately; and incidentally, and such ‘discourse’
elements asalas’, ‘indeed; ‘oh’, ‘for goodnessake; and well’. Quite a few of these
seemed explainable in speech act terms; for instdmat’ in (6) above could be characterised
as introducing a second-order speech act of cdimgathe two first-order speech acts of
stating (‘Mary is a housewife’ and ‘Mary is vengtatligent’); ‘seriously’could be
characterised as modifying the speech act a spe&akerforming, e.g. an act of asserting
(‘Seriously, you will regret thisor an act of requesting informatiorSgriously, where is my
key?) (for discussion, see Ifantidou 2001).

This focus on language in use also led to a redggdrof analyses of words whose
semantics was of central importance within the frtruth-conditional paradigm. Strawson
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(1952) pointed out that the natural language capatés of logical connectives are often used
with much richer (non-truth-functional) meaningartttheir counterparts in logical languages,
such as the temporal and causal connotations of matances ofdnd’-conjunctions (e.g.
‘She insulted him and he resighethe implication often carried by conversational
disjunctions that the speaker’s grounds for uttearsentence of the forr® ‘or Q are not

that she knows P to be true or that she knowsl§g toue, but she has some other (non-truth-
functional) basis for her utterance. Close attento a range of predicates led to strong views
on their precise meanings and thus on how theytdodte used: the wordnow should not

be used about certainties (e lgknow this is my hands a misuse), the wordry’ only

applies if there is some difficulty, the phrakeoks to mé(as in (5) above) is used only when
there is some doubt about the reality, and so@nd{Ecussion, see Travis 1991).

Initially, the two approaches, the truth-theoretinzl the use-theoretic, were seen as
diametrically opposed and exclusive: either youysganatural language meaning in the
logical truth-conditional way or you describe itineccurs and is understood in everyday use.
One of Grice’s great contributions was to bringftile traditions together into a
complementary rather than rivalrous relation. Hismdormative philosophical development
lay within the ordinary language camp and its emsgghan speaking as an action (rationally-
based and with consequences) is evident throudgh®wutork on implicature. However, his
saying/implicating distinction and his analysepaifticular natural language words, including
the connectives and quantifiers, are informed Bigints from both traditions. He insisted -
against the central tenet of most ordinary langubgerists - that it is important not to equate
meaning and use (Grice 1967/89: 4); in other wdndglistinguished semantics and
pragmatics. So, in the case of (5) above, somedweutters it looks red to mewhen she has
absolute certainty about the redness of the itequéstion may, in many contexts, be
somewhat misleading, saying something weaker thartsuld have said, given the state of
her knowledge; nevertheless, the proposition tbatgrises the semantic content of her
utterance, what she has said (as opposed to whanstely implicated), namely, that the item
in question looks red to her, is true. Most impott@r Grice’s case here is that the
implication of doubt or uncertainty is cancellabitas possible to conceive of a context in
which what is at issue is people’s perceptions, tlongs look or sound or feel to them, in
which case the utterances feels hot to nie‘Y looks red to mievould not carry any
implications of doubt or uncertainty. Thus, thasgilications, prevalent though they may be,
are not part of the meaning (the semantics) ofetvasrds, not part of what is said by them;
when they do arise they are a product of speakarehassumptions about normal
conversational use.

The explanatoriness of an account that combirgisdesemantic analysis with
considerations of language use is particularly \wrémplified in Grice’s treatment of the
connectivesand’ and or’. Their semantics, he argues, is identical witt tf their logical
counterparts, hence truth-functional, and the ggoimplications that they seem to have in
many contexts can be explained by the ‘logic ofvessation’:

7. Amy insulted Max and he resigned
Propositions meant:
a. AMYINSULTED MAX & MAX RESIGNED
b. Max RESIGNED AFTERAMY INSULTED HIM
C. MAXRESIGNED BECAUSEAMY INSULTED HIM

8. Max is working on his lecture or he is watching TV.
Propositions meant:
a. MAX IS WORKING ON HIS LECTURE VMAX IS WATCHING TV



b. MaX IS NOT BOTH WORKING ON HIS LECTURE& WATCHING TV
C. THE SPEAKER DOESRNT KNOW THAT MAX IS WORKING ON HIS LECTURE
d. THE SPEAKER DOESANT KNOW THAT MAX IS WATCHING TV

In each case, on Grice’s account, the propositiahdonstitutes the semantics of the
utterance (what is said) is the first one andredldthers are conversational implicatures.
Various conversational maxims play their part i@ (hondemonstrative) inference process by
which these implicatures are derived: the maxirarderliness for (7b), probably the maxim
of relevance for (7c), the maxim of informativenéms(8b)-(8d)® One of the great strengths,
in Grice’s view, of an account which distinguishies statement made by an utterance (hence
its semantics) from its implicatures is that ibals for the very general patterns of valid
inference formulated within the logical semantaxition to be carried over into the semantics
of natural language (for discussion, see Grice 19T7543).

Thus, in Grice’s notion of ‘what is said’ we sée fpreservation of a notion of
semantic content much akin to that of Frege and&Lidhat is, closely tied to the context-
free semantics of the words in the uttered sentefitbeonly a very minimal context-
dependent component, restricted to choosing betteesenses of ambiguous words and
supplying values for indexicals, both apparentlyi@ged on the basis of best contextual fit
(Grice 1975: 44). However, Grice’s ‘what is said'shanother important property that
distinguishes it from truth-conditional sentenceamag. His interest in language in use, in
actions performed by speaking, such as assertmgthing or implicating something,
required that, for him, ‘what is said’ by an utteca must be a component of speaker meaning
(m-intended), that is, it is overtly endorsed by sipeaket.What is said and what is
implicated together constitute what the speakemtieyaher utterance (for discussion, see
Neale 1992, Recanati 2004: chapter 1).

3. From ‘what is said’ to explicature

The two-fold nature of Grice’s ‘what is said’ idlexted in the fact that Griceans
sometimes talk of what the speaker said and sorastohwhat the utterance or the words
themselves say. Unfortunately, this very combimatibfeatures — speaker meantness and a
minimalist, albeit truth-conditional, semanticstai single notion leads to a problem. It seems
that quite often what a speaker says and meansisthing more specific than that which
results from the minimal identificatory procesdesttGrice allowed for in arriving at what is
said. Consider (9):

9. It's snowing

What sentence semantics (linguistic convention§rine’s terms) plus values for indexical
elements delivers is, at most, the proposition, $e,IT IS SNOWING AT MIDDAY ON 31

MARCH 2010. But is this the proposition that the speasserts (explicity communicates)?
Consider an utterance of (9) as a response toguirgrabout why the speaker, who is in
London, has abandoned plans to go for a run itotted park. It does not seem that the
speaker intends to ‘say’/assert/express the propodhat it is snowingpunkt(that is, just
anywhere): If it is snowing in Oslo, that fact wdulot make this particular utterance of (9)
true. What makes it true is that it is snowing onbon, which suggests that the location of
the snowing, despite apparently not being the vafusnything in the conventional meaning,
is part of what is said, rather than being menalglicated.



Here is another example, well-known in the literat(see Bach 1994), which
illustrates the same problem:

10. Mother (to child crying over a cut on his kne&pu're not going to die
a. You (BILLY ) ARE NOT GOING TO DIE FROM THAT CUT
b. You (BILLY ) SHOULD STOP MAKING SUCH A FUSS ABOUT IT

What the mother means (what she intends to comratenio the child) is given in (a) and (b),
where (b) is clearly an implicature and (a) seemiset what she has said (explicitly
communicated). But the proposition delivered bywvational linguistic meaning and the
assignment of a referent to the pronoyou’ (hence the Gricean ‘what is said’)B8ly is not
going to die which seems to entail that Billy is immortal, setiming that the mother has no
intention of conveying.

What these examples indicate is that it is justgemerally right that what a speaker
says (and means) is as close to the semantice sktitence uttered as Grice’s definition of
‘what is said’ requires (Grice 1975: 44). In otkvards, it is not the case that a single level of
meaning can do double duty as both sentence sermamii speaker-meant primary meaning
(explicitly communicated content). Faced with ttiiemma, there are essentially three moves
a theorist can make. The first is to maintain taditional minimal truth-conditional
semantics and drop the requirement that it be ggeakant (communicated); the second is to
make the opposite move, that is, maintain a lef/el@ant/communicated content that is
distinct from merely implicated content and acdépt this may require much more
elaboration of the linguistic meaning than Gridewakd; the third is to separate the two
Gricean requirements on ‘what is said’ and havé baruth-conditional semantic content
(which is not a part of speaker meaning) and § fulhgmatic (speaker-meant) notion of
‘what is said’. For discussion of these optiond Hreir takers, see Carston (2004a) and
Recanati (2004: chapters 2 and 4). The RT apprtetiwe support takes the second option:
we see the explicit-implicit distinction aammunicativelistinction — a distinction between
two types of communicated assumptions or thodghss our discussion of examples (1), (9)
and (10) indicates, the explicity communicatedteahmay go well beyond Grice’s what is
said.

Before looking at the kinds of pragmatic procegkas can contribute to the content of
an explicature we need to say something aboutiewr of linguistic meaning or sentence
semantics. The label ‘semantic minimalism’ has beggpropriated by philosophers who take
a resolutely truth-conditional stance on senteneaning (Borg 2004, Cappelen and Lepore
2005), but, in fact, our relevance-theoretic vidvthe linguistic semantics on which
pragmatics builds in constructing an explicaturevisn more minimalist. The view is that,
typically, context-free sentence meaning is sulppsdional (does not determine a fully
truth-conditional content) and provides a schemsepof clues that constrains the occasion-
specific pragmatic process of determining the pstmn the speaker explicitly
communicated. This view marks a strong shift awaynfthe traditional ideal language
philosophy of Frege and Russell to a much more itwgnempirically-informed position.

The cognitive turn in linguistics spearheaded bpi@sky (1980, 2000), experimental work

on language processing (Swinney 1979, Altmann aeddgnan 1988, among hundreds of
others), and hypotheses about cognitive architeaurerging from both philosophy of mind
(Fodor 1983, 1987) and evolutionary psychology (@ides and Tooby 1994, Sperber 1994,
2002) have converged on a view of the mind as stingi in large part, of modular systems
each dedicated to dealing with a particular probileat human minds confront. These include
an array of perceptual modules, systems for spa#edoning, a language faculty (dedicated to
decoding linguistic forms), and a cluster of systetadicated to social cognition, including a
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mental state interpreter (a system or systemsthrétute intentions, beliefs, motives, etc. to
others) and, perhaps as a submodule of this, amsybiat interprets ostensive stimuli, that is,
a pragmatics module, which recovers the conteapeékers’ communicative intentions.
Within this cognitive landscape, sentences (linguisntities) and acts of ostensive
communication (whether verbal or nonverbal) falthe domain of distinct, albeit interfacing,
systems. The language faculty operates in accoedaith its own parsing procedures, which
are encapsulated from general world knowledge dgfiders a logical form, that is, a
nonpropositional conceptual representation, geedrantirely from the context-free meaning
of lexical items and the syntax of the sentencerett This is a vital input to the pragmatic
processor, which uses it, together with a circuibedrset of contextual assumptions, to
construct the explicatures and implicatures ofutterance. For further discussion, see
Sperber and Wilson 2002, Wilson and Sperber 2004.

The emphasis in cognitive science is on the nadltiee faculties of the human
mind/brain that house our linguistic and interpretabilities and on the mechanisms that do
the work of comprehension, a quite distinct setafcerns from those of the anti-
psychological ‘ideal language’ philosophers. Howeatongside these trends in cognitively-
based research, there have been some roughlygbaedelopments in the philosophy of
language. Kaplan’s (1977/89) distinction betwdendharacter and content of linguistic
expressions parallels the cognitivist distincti@iveen context-invariant, encoded (or
standing) linguistic meaning and the content irferin specific contexfsAnd the
‘contextualist’ semanticist stance that word megsiquite generally (not just indexicals) are
highly context-sensitive (Searle 1978, Travis 198% Recanati 1993, 2004) and so may
make different contributions to truth-conditionahtent on different occasions of their use is
very much at one with the RT view on explicitly aommnicated utterance content, as will be
evident in the next section.

4, The pragmatics of explicature

On the cognitive pragmatic approach that we enddingeexplicit content of an
utterance is taken to be that content which orglisaeaker-hearer intuitions would identify
as having been said or asserted by the speakszction 5, we discuss the role of intuitions
as a criterion for drawing the distinction betweaplicature and implicature. Here, we
provide some more examples, which together with(@)and (10) above, indicate the extent
and kinds of contributions that pragmatics may ntakiie explicature of an utterance. In the
following examples, the sentence uttered is give@) and a likely explicature of the
utterance (dependent on context, of course) imgivéb):

11. a. No-one goes there anymore
b. NO-ONE OF ANY WORTHTASTE GOES TO LOCATION ANY MORE

12. a. There’s milk in the fridge

b. THERE'S MILK OF SUFFICIENT QUANTITYQUALITY FOR ADDING TO COFFEE
IN THE FRIDGE
13. a. Max: Would you like to stay for supper
Amy: No thanks, I've already eaten.
b. AMY HAS ALREADY EATEN SUPPER THIS EVENING



Intuitively, the speaker of (11a) does not as$&t ho-one (that is, not a single person in
existence) goes to the place in question, whiethiat seems to be predicted by a strictly
Gricean account; rather, she is directly commuiigahat no-one of a particular sort
(important, fashionable, etc.) goes to the placguiestion these days. This is the content that
would be agreed or disagreed with, on which thtton falsity of her utterance would be
judged, and which would ground a possible implicathat the speaker doesn’'t want to go
there. In the case of (12), the presence of jiistvastale drips of milk in the bottom of the
fridge would be compatible with the conventionatleded linguistic meaning of the utterance
but in a context in which the participants aremtten having a cup of coffee a more specific
enriched conception of ‘milk in the fridge’ is imfed and contributes to the proposition
explicitly communicated.

The example in (13), like several of the earliee® (see (1), (9) and (10) above),
suggests that there are explicatures which inabadestituents of content that do not appear to
be the value of any element in the linguistic farhthe utterance: the causal component in
(1), the location in (9), the object of eating 48)]. Such constituents have been the subject of
extensive debate in recent years, concerning soeirce and the processes that are
responsible for their recovery. One way of accaunfor these elements is to assume that
there is a lot more linguistic structure in thestdihces than meets the eye. Such structure
takes the form of covert indexicals attached tarétevant (overt) linguistic items, or
parameters in the lexical semantics of the lingriestpression, requiring a particular type of
value to be assigned. For example, the domairigsir on the quantifier in (11) (and
perhaps (12)) would arise as the result of sangatn indexical that is encoded in the noun
phrasé, while the location constituent in (9) would be tralue assigned to a location
variable encoded with meteorological verbs or t@eent variable that accompanies
predicates quite generally.

According to our cognitive pragmatic stance, ijiste possible that these elements of
content are supplied by a process of ‘free’ pragriatrichment. That is a process which is
wholly pragmatic in that, not only is the specifmntent recovered pragmatically, but the
motivation for its recovery is entirely pragmaticat is, it is driven by the search for an
interpretation that is consistent with the presuampbf optimal relevance. If this is right, then
there are cases of genuinely ‘unarticulated carestils’, that is, constituents of explicature
content that are not just unpronounced but argresient at any level of linguistic
representation, where, by ‘linguistic’, we are rafeg to the processes or representations of
the language faculty, free from any pragmatic ierfice.

There is a vigorous ongoing discussion about wdraths extensive covert linguistic
structure (plus pragmatic saturation), or a proocé$see pragmatic enrichment that is
responsible for the recovery of these non-phonobdbyi-realized constituents of content.
Both sides of the debate have developed variotevieriand tests for deciding in particular
cases whether the content is linguistically martlatepragmatically motivated. We cannot
review this extensive literature here, but it seefaar that the decision will have to be made
on a case by case basis. As things stand, it laskissome will be best explained in terms of
covert linguistic structure (the domain restrictmm quantifiers, for instance), while in other
cases there is just no linguistic evidence forgeddinguistic element underpinning the
content in question (for instance, the causal carapbin the explicature of certain cases of
‘and’-conjunction, such as example (1)). For stronge®gntatives of the covert linguistic
structure view, see Stanley (2000, 2002), King @tahley (2005) and Marti (2006); for the
opposing pragmatic view, see Carston (2000), Reicg@02), Wilson and Sperber (2002),
Hall (2008a, 2008b).

A case that has received considerable attentitheitocation constituent in utterances
about the weather (or other atmospheric conditiag)h as (9), repeated here:



9. It's snowing

It seems at first blush that this is a good cartdifiar the presence in linguistic logical form

of a covert location indexical which has to be gi@evalue in context. Its apparent
obligatoriness makes it like cases of overt indelsithat have to be pragmatically saturated in
context:

14.  She put it there

Arguably, for a full understanding of what a speadethis sentence has explicitly
communicated, a hearer needs to be able to supaliua for all the overt indexical elements:
‘she’, ‘it and there’. If he can't do this, if, for instance, the prefimn that he derives is that
a particular individual, Mary, put something onaatpcular table, he won’t have recovered the
proposition expressed; he needs to find the ingmneterent ofit’. However, several authors
(e.g. Recanati 2002, 2007a, Cappelen and Hawti&@®e€) have argued that the provision of
a location with weather verbs is optional. Fotanse, it doesn’'t seem to be required in the
following cases:

15. Once, in the middle ages, it rained for 100 years.
16. Why does it rain? It rains because water vapouthim air condenses and [...]

While it is true that the majority of uses of weatpredicates are understood as
communicating a location, (15) and (16) demonstifzdé this is not mandatory. It is, then,
highly unlikely that the logical form of weathergglicates contains a covert indexical
demanding saturation on every occasion of uttefafitet the location is so frequently
communicated is because the relevance of an epefa@i®wing or raining most often lies in
its location: the motivation for the hearer to intecomes not from the linguistic system, but
from the fact that the implications he will draverin the utterance will concern that particular
place and its inhabitants.

Furthermore, there is a range of other cases waheoenmunicated element which is
part of the explicature (the intuitive truth-conolital content) of the utterance cannot be
accounted for by positing some element of hiddegulistic structure. This includes cases of
deferred reference or metonymy, such as (17a),ewvherdefinite description is taken to refer
to the customer who ordered the ham sandwich, Brio) (where the predicatpdrked out
bacK cannot literally apply to the subjedt,’and referential uses of definite descriptiongeju
generally, as in (17c), which expresses a sindulam-descriptive) propositio 1S OUR NEW
EDITOR. There are also a lot of cases where the miniarahfuitive) proposition, derivable on
the basis of the encoded linguistic content aneregice assignment alone, is either trivially
true or patently false, as in (17d) and (17e):

17. The ham sandwich wants his bill.

I’'m parked out back.

The woman standing in the doorway is our new editor
That guy has a brain.

She isn’'t a human being.

®2 0T

So even if some phenomena, such as quantifier aorasiriction, turn out to be better
analyzed as involving saturation of hidden indelsicexamples such as these strongly
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suggest that, in the end, free pragmatic enrichrmembot be entirely avoided and everyone
who recognizes this speaker-meant level of exgdimittent will need an account of it.
Nevertheless, those of us who advocate free prigeraichment still have some
work to do to shore up our position against csticifrom the hidden indexicalists. The key
objection, made most explicitly by Stanley (2008)hat the process of free enrichment is not
sufficiently constrained, allowing for enrichmetitst clearly do not occur. Two examples of
the kind of overgeneration he presents are givéh8hand (19). According to the
pragmaticist, an utterance of the sentence in (@8ald communicate the explicature in (18b)
in an appropriate context, the quantifier domamrigbeen supplied by a process of free
pragmatic enrichment. Stanley’s question, themhat prevents that same pragmatic process
from supplying the constituenbR DUTCHMAN] so that the utterance is predicted (wrongly) to
communicate the proposition in (18c) in a contexivhich it would be relevant. Similarly,
free enrichment should enable, he says, an utteraintie sentence in (19a), in a context in
which it is common ground that John likes his mgth@ communicate the explicature in
(19b), which, however, it clearly does not:

18. a. Every Frenchman is seated
b. B/ERY FRENCHMAN IN THE CLASS IS SEATED
c. B/ERY FRENCHMAN ORDUTCHMAN IN THE CLASS IS SEATED

19. a. John likes Sally.
b. DHN, LIKES SALLY AND HIS, MOTHER

This overgeneration objection is potentially sesiamd it has been addressed in some detall
by Hall (2008a, 2008b, 2009), who sets out to stitata RT account of free pragmatic
enrichment would not make the alleged predictidvie.cannot review the arguments here
(though the distinction we make in the next sechietween local and global processes is
relevant to the issue), but what emerges cleaoiy fiHall’s discussion is that when proper
attention is given to the nature of the princi@esl processes at work in pragmatics, ‘free’
enrichment is in fact quite tightly constrained.

The controversy about the existence of a pragnpaticess of free enrichment has
focussed mainly on unarticulated constituents esaghere there is an extra component of
explicature that is not the value of an elemertheflinguistic meaning. However, it has been
claimed that there is another pragmatic procesgibating to explicature that is not
linguistically mandated and therefore can alsodresitlered a kind of free enrichment. This is
the process of adjusting or ‘modulating’ lexicadigcoded meanings, so that the concept
understood as communicated by the use of a wolerslifrom the concept encoded — it may
be narrower or looser, or some combination of W Consider some examples:

20. To buy a house in London you need money

21. Max: Would you like to go to a club tonight?
Amy: I'm tired. Let's go to a movie.

22.  I'll put the emptybottles in the garbage.
23.  The water is boiling

Grasping the proposition explicitly communicatedtbgse examples is very likely to involve
an optional process of meaning modulation (of thecept encoded by the underlined word in
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each case). In most contexts, the propositiontihging something requires (some/any
amount of) money will be trivial and uninformativag the lexically encoded concepdNEY

is likely to be narrowed to a concept, represeatMbNEY*, that denotes just those
quantities that would count as large amounts ofegan the context of house-buying.
Similar comments apply to Amy’s response in (2§ toncept she communicates with the
word ‘tired’ is more specific than the very general encodedemmiRED, which includes
states of exhaustion which would preclude doinglang other than lying down to sleep.
The examples in (22) and (23) appear to requiniéerent sort of adjustment: imagine (22)
uttered in a context where people are clearindhapitorning after a party, so that many of
the bottles to be put in the garbage may contardtegs of wine or beer and various other
items of debris, so are not strictly and literaippty. Here the communicated concept
EMPTY* has a broader denotation than the encoded coeesyatr. A similar point can be
made about (23), which might be used to communigayeof a range of broader concepts
than the encoded one: it might be a rough appraiamd#the water is near enough to boiling
for the difference not to matter for current pugsor a hyperbolic use as when someone
utters it upon stepping into bath water that istado hot for an entirely comfortable
immersion.

The general consensus is that these meaning ntimthslaffect the explicature, that is,
the proposition that the speaker communicatesttiirand that grounds any implicatures of
the utterance. If this were not the case — if thpragmatically derived concepts were
themselves registered only at the level of implioat- then we would expect that many of
them, particularly the loosening examples, wouldugged false. Yet, intuitively, this is not
the case: someone who, in the context describéalove, includes in the denotation of
‘empty’bottles, some that contain a few millilitres aitfbeer, would not be judged to have
spoken falsely and onlynplicatedthat the bottle is near enough to being emptyithen be
thrown out. Recently, it has been argued by beléwvance theorists and some philosophers
of language that many instances of metaphoricagduwords can be explained in the same
way, that is, as cases whose comprehension isva@chi®/ an adjustment of the literal
encoded concept, resulting in a radical broadeofrgnotation with often some degree of
narrowing as well (Bezuidenhout 2001, Carston 20@ison and Carston 2006, 2007).

Attempts to give an account of these lexical matioh processes are recent and have
raised many issues that remain to be investigateétail (see discussion in Carston 2010).
One interesting question is the nature of the inptie process — that is, the nature of word
meanings themselves. In the discussion so far,ave gone along with the view that most
open-class words (nouns, verbs, adjectives) enconeepts, but the idea that words might
not encode full-fledged concepts, but somethingentike constraints, instructions for
building concepts, or rules for use, has been ggipopularity recently (for discussion, see
Carston 2002: chapter 5.4, Pietroski 2005, Rec&d&4: chapter 9, and Bosch 2007). What
motivates this view is chiefly the observation thaterstanding the intended meaning of a
word quite typically requires some degree of motioteof its intended meaning. In many
cases, words appear to encode something too abtstiserve as a constituent of a thought,
hence of a communicated proposition (see discussiBearle (1983) of the verbspgen’and
‘cut, and in Carston (2002) of adjectives likeappy). Given the ubiquity of modulation, an
appealing view is that word meanings are far mohematic and abstract than full-fledged
concepts, and, therefore, on every occasion ofrgtateling a word a pragmatic process of
concept retrieval or construction is required. @drse, if this view of the nature of word
meanings is correct, then modulation would not Heea’ pragmatic process as it would not
be entirely pragmatically motivated (the undersfpedilexical encoding would necessitate
the process).
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Another development enabled by the recognitiolexital adjustment and pragmatic
concept-building as an important contributor tolegture is the reanalysis of several of the
cases previously considered to be instances oficnlated constituents. For example, cases
such as (17d), which might previously have beeiyard as expressingiAT GUY HAS A
BRILLIANT BRAIN, or (20) as Ybu NEED A LOT OF MONEY, have been recast as cases of
modulation of the lexical conce@gAIN andMONEY. This raises the question of how many
more of them it is possible to reanalyze in thiywand thus, whether there will turn out to be
any truly ‘free’ pragmatic processes at the le¥edxplicature at all. If all cases previously
thought of as unarticulated constituents coulddamalyzed as cases of lexical concept
adjustment, this would enable an isomorphic strattelationship between linguistic logical
form and explicature to be maintained. Such anamue should find favour with the
semanticists mentioned above (Stanley, Marti) wieocancerned about the violation of
semantic compositionality that the existence ofrticialated constituents would entail (see
footnote 9). At the same time, though, such a nvaeld seem to result in pragmatic
inference being even more pervasive in determiakmgicit content, since it makes what
Carston (2010) calls ‘pragmatic susceptibility’ (fistinguish it from the linguistically
indicated context-sensitivity of indexicals) a pedy of virtually every expression in the
language. However, while this is in many ways goeafing way to go, there are some cases
for which it does not look plausible. Consider aghie case of weather predicates, discussed
earlier, where a particular utterance of (24a)thasexplicature in (24b):

24. a. It's snowing.
b. [T’'S SNOWING INLONDON AT TIME t

It is difficult to construeSNOWING-IN-LONDON as a narrowed form of the conceppbwING.
Similar remarks apply to the explicature of certaind’-conjunction utterances, such as the
cause-consequence interpretation in (1). So it seébat some cases are likely to remain best
analyzed as instances of unarticulated constituents

What should be clear from the discussion in thiien is that explicature can contain
a great deal more pragmatically inferred matehiahtGrice allowed for in his ‘what is said’;
as well as processes of disambiguation and indesataration, there is a range of pragmatic
processes that enrich or otherwise modify linga#ly encoded content in the course of
recovering the proposition understood to have leagiticitly communicated® As we will
discuss in more detail in the next section, theswof explicit utterance content has
implications for some of Grice’s key cases of casaéional implicature. Consider the
following:

25. a. I've read some of Deirdre Wilson’s papers.
b. |HAVEN’ T READ ALL OF DEIRDREWILSON'S PAPERS
26. a. Hannah reported Joe for misconduct and he was fired
b. JDE WAS FIRED AS A RESULT OFHHANNAH REPORTING HIM FOR MISCONDUCT

In many contexts, an utterance of (25a) will comioate the proposition in (25b), and, in
many contexts, an utterance of (26a) will commuiei¢a6b). Neither of these appears to be
the result of a linguistically mandated processarfable saturation and Grice treated them as
cases of conversational implicature. Note thal i@l into his category of ‘generalized’
implicatures: although they are not inevitable aad be cancelled without contradiction (e.qg.
‘I've read some of Deirdre Wilson’s papers — in fdete read all of thernis a consistent
utterance), they would occur across the vast budontexts of utterance. This is reflected in
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the fact that we can present the sentences uitef@8a) and (26a) without indicating any
previous discourse or other contextual specifickassume readers will agree that the
propositions in (25b) and (26b) are likely to biemed in each case. This distinguishes them
from particularized implicatures, as in (1)/(2)dasthers to be seen shortly.

Once it is recognised that there is far more listjziunderdeterminacy of content than
was envisaged by Grice, the status of these elsneémeaning becomes much less clear,
since it is quite possible that they are in factstiiuents of explicature. The price we pay,
then, for such a pragmatic conception of explitérance content is that it is no longer such a
straightforward matter to distinguish which elenseoit speaker meaning are implicatures and
which belong to explicature. In the next sectior,a@nsider some of the various tests and
criteria that have been proposed for drawing thgieximplicit distinction.

5. Explicature/implicature - How to draw the distinction
Explicatures and implicatures are characterizefdlémvs within relevance theory:

An assumption communicated by an utteradde explicit (hence is an
explicaturd if and only if it is a development of a logicakfn* encoded by,
where explicitness is a matter of degree: the grehe contribution of encoded
meaning the more explicit the explicature is arelgreater the contribution of
pragmatically inferred content the less explicisitAny assumption
communicated, but not explicitly so, is implicitpmmunicated: it is an
implicature

(Sperber and Wilson 1986/95: 182)

These definitions are fine as far as they go bey tto not provide us with a clear criterion for
deciding, in any particular case of pragmaticattyided meaning, whether it constitutes a
distinct implicitly communicated proposition (anpfitature) or a pragmatic contribution to
explicature. For instance, how can we tell whethernot all’ meaning in (25) above and the
inferred cause-consequence relation in (26) areldpments of the logical form of the
sentence uttered or are distinct implicated prdjpos?

Like relevance theorists, Recanati (1989, 199842@ a long-term advocate of a
pragmatically enriched level of communicated conptemich he often refers to as the
‘intuitive (or enriched) what is said’ or thimtuitive truth-conditional content’ of the
utterance, distinguishing it from Grice’s minimakgmantic notion. He has, in fact, elevated
the status of native speaker intuitions abouttthitie level of a criterion for distinguishing
explicature (enriched what is said) from implicatur

Availability Principle: In deciding whether a pragmatically determinegeas of
utterance meaning is part of what is said, thahisjaking a decision concerning
what is said, we should always try to preservepoertheoretic intuitions on the
matter.

(Recanati 1989: 309-10; 1993: 248)

The principle yields clear results for many cadgsanticularized implicatures, such as Amy’s
indirect answer given in (2) above, for which thera consensus of intuitions that it falls
outside what is said. But since there are no adinfty predictions among different theories
for cases like this, the criterion isn’t really dgiany work here. Consider a slightly more
contentious case:
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27. Robert broke a finger last night.
ROBERT BROKE A FINGER EITHER HIS OWN OR SOMEONE ELSE, ON NIGHT N.
ROBERT BROKE HIS OWN FINGER ON NIGHTK.

ROBERT CAN T PLAY IN THE MATCH TODAY. (Carston 2002: 167)

000w

On a Gricean account, what is said by an utterah¢27a) would be as given (roughly) in
(27b). But (27b) is not available to the consciausreness of the speaker and hearer, so the
Availability Principle denies that it is what isidalntuitively, the inference that the finger
broken was Robert’s — which Grice treated as argdéimed conversational implicature — is
part of what is ‘said’, or explicitly communicateahd is what provides the basis for the
hearer’s inference to the (particularized) impliratin (27d).

In this case, there is strong consensus that (Batter than (27b), is what was said or
explicitly communicated. But there are many caglsre intuitions are less consistent:

Some lecturers are insecure.

The ham sandwich left without paying.

When Joe saw Hanna approaching he crossed the.stree
The man over there drinking champagne is a fambiuegopher.

28.

Q0 Tgo

Arguably, a pragmatic component of content contabuo the explicature in each of these
cases:NOT ALL LECTURERS in (28a), THE PERSON WHO ORDERED THE HAM SANDWICHN

(28b), a cause-consequence relation in (28d§ @econcept of a particular individual in

(28d). But, in all these cases, a more minimateuat, closer to the linguistically encoded
meaning, is for many people ‘available’ to intuitsd Although, as most theorists agree,
converging intuitions are an important source dada many cases we do not have
consistent intuitions that are directly about ‘wisasaid’ or explicit content, so we need to get
at them more indirectly.

We said above that the explicature is taken tthééintuitive truth-conditional
content’ of the utterance — that is, that contenth@ basis of which ordinary speaker-hearers
would judge the utterance true or false. The rafi®for this seems to be that the speaker has
more responsibility for her explicatures than meplicatures: an explicature is based on
decoded meaning, which is algorithmically derivetiereas implicatures are entirely
inferred, so are more the hearer’s responsibilityas seems to be the case, our judgments
about the utterance (true/false; agree/disasgreedar behavioural responses to it are
focused on this level of content, as opposed torthee minimal what is said, then there is
good reason to believe that the explicature, ratrar the Gricean what is said, is a
psychologically real level of representation. éc@rdance with this, Recanati (2004: 14)
assumes that ‘whoever fully understands a declaratiterance knows which state of affairs
would possibly constitute a truth-maker for thaetance, that is, knows in what sort of
circumstance it would be true’. He therefore sugg#sat the way to elicit intuitions
concerning the truth-conditional content is to pressubjects with scenarios describing
situations, or, even better, with — possibly anadat pictures of situations, and to ask them to
evaluate the target utterance as true or falsenegthect to the situations in question’ (2004:
15).

This method of eliciting intuitions has in factdseemployed by Ira Noveck and
colleagues in a series of experiments to test p&sophderstanding of scalar terms such as
‘some’and or’ (for a summary of findings, see Noveck 2004, Na&vared Sperber 2007). As
mentioned above, these terms often give rise taispeagmatic inferences: frormdme of the
F', hearers often infeNOT ALL OF THE F’; from ‘P or @, hearers often infeNOT BOTHP &
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Q’. In an experiment requiring participants to lerage the truth/falsity of scalar utterances in
particular scenarios, one of the test utterances'8@me of the turtles are in the boxasd it
was presented together with one of several posaddempanying scenarios. For instance, in
one case some of the turtles are in the boxes@nd are lying outside the boxes, and in
another one, the crucial case, all of the turttesrathe boxes. Presented with an utterance-
scenario pair, adult subjects were asked to judgeitterance as ‘true’ or ‘false’ in the
scenario, where the response ‘false’ in the test ¢ahere all the turtles are in the boxes)
should, according to Recanati’s principle, indicdu®t the scalar inferencen@T ALL OF THE
TURTLES) is contributing to truth-conditional content (hat is said’). The problem for the
Availability Principle is that adult responses weesy far from univocal. In this particular
experiment, 53% responded positively, 47% negatiildbveck 2004: 308) and this result is
consistent with findings across a wide number béoexperiments carried out on such scalar
terms. In short, the pretheoretic intuitions adinary speaker-hearers concerning the truth-
conditional content (hence ‘what is said’) of wdieces involving scalar terms (presented with
scenarios which strongly encourage the pragmdiceance) are highly divergent.

The same inconsistency arises for a number of athretentious cases, including
metonymies (such as (28b) above), metaphorical (@sgsMy lawyer is a sharl, and some
of the quantifier cases (e.g. when the TV guids k®ntinuous gardening and antiques
programmes and the speaker repdrtere’s nothing on TV tonight lot of people judge the
utterance as (strictly) false). Another well-knoasxample is the case of misuses of definite
descriptions, as discussed by Donnellan (1966)sidenagain (28d) above and suppose that
as a matter of fact the man in question is notkilignchampagne (say, he has sparkling water
in a champagne flute), but he is indeed a famoisgapher. Is the utterance of (28d) true or
false? Unfortunately, the full range of resporiza@s been attested (true, false, neither, and
both).

Should we, then, abandon the idea that therg@is@ositional content that can be
considered ‘the’ intuitive truth-conditional conteat the utterance (which is stable across
different interpreters)? The difficulties with shinethod of eliciting truth conditions do not
force us to that conclusion, since such tests eaardpued not to be eliciting the right thing.
What we want is the proposition that speaker-hearguitively take to be explicitly
expressed, but what Recanati’'s method taps seebesgomething slightly different because
it introduces an element of reflection which magakent various possible truth-conditional
contents, including some of a more strictly litarature than the intended explicature. A
better guide than such judgments of truth andtfaieay be hearers’ responses to utterances
in online comprehension. Consider B’s responsé29i-(32):

29. A: It'll take time for that cut to heal.

B: No it won’t; I'm having the stitches out tomorrow.
30. A John double-parked and Mary ran into him

B: No, Mary ran into him and that's why he stopped nettee did.
31. A: Bob’s a bit of a bulldozer

B: God, yes, he completely ignored the majority opiraa the council
32. A No one goes to that club any more.

B: | know: there were only first-year students thexst [Saturday.

Clearly, what B is agreeing and disagreeing wittehg not any ‘minimal’ proposition of A’s
utterances corresponding to the Gricean ‘whatit.s&ather, in each case the proposition
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responded to includes some element that is pragafigtinferred: A FAIRLY LONGTIME’ in
(29); a cause-consequence connection in (30); ttaphorical meaning in (31), and the
domain, something likexo ONEIN OUR GROUP OF FRIENDSIN (32) .1

It seems clear that we would not want to abanterAwvailability Principle (we do
want to preserve pre-theoretic intuitions regardimgit a speaker says/implicates as much as
we can). The problem is that applying the princijliciting the desired intuitions) in
contentious cases is quite difficult. One way arplening intuitions involves embedding the
utterance/sentence at issue in the scope of aatopsuch as negation, disjunction, the
conditional, or the comparative. Consider the fwitgy cases ofdnd’-conjunction:

33. a. The old king has died of a heart attack and a réipuias been declared
b. A republic has been declared and the old king hed df a heart attack

Recall that Grice held that the meaninganid’ is simply the truth-functional logical
conjunction ‘&’ and, given his minimalist view oftvat is said (which is the semantic content
of the utterance), it follows that, for him, whatsaid by utterances of (33a) and (33b) is the
same (they have identical truth-conditional contedny difference in what they
communicate, specifically in their temporal sequeand cause-consequence relations, is a
matter of conversational implicatures. As Coh&v () first pointed out, a problem emerges
when these conjunctions are embedded in the argetetla conditional, as in (34):

34. a. If the old king has died of a heart attack and puiglic has been declared
then Tom will happy.
b. If a republic has been declared and the old king tieed of a heart attack,
then Tom will be unhappy.

The Gricean account predicts that the antecedémite dwo conditionals must be truth-
conditionally equivalent and, assuming the trutthid single antecedent proposition, it must
be that one or other of the conditionals is falkanf can’t be both happy and unhappy).
However, the intuitive consensus is that thesedcbath be true and that this is because the
antecedents differ in the temporal-consequentiatioss they express about the two events.
It follows that these non-truth-functional aspeaftshe conjunctions contribute to the
explicatures of the conjunctive utterances in (33).

This ‘scope test’, as it became known, can be tse@monstrate that other
pragmatically inferred constituents are componehtie explicature rather than distinct
implicated propositions:

35. a. If it rains tomorrow, we’ll stay at home.
b. Sam doesn’t care if some of his students failjfiibey all do, he’ll be
worried
C. We don’t have any milk; there are just a few rarghidps on the tray

In (35a), it's clear that the basis for staying leoisirain falling in the specific location of the
speaker, in (35b), Sam won't be upset if just s¢nee all) of his students fail and in (35c),
using a negation operator, the milk that is lackshguch as would be usable for a specific
purpose (such as drinking with coffee).

This embedding procedure played an importantirotbe early days of relevance
theory as a source of evidence indicating thatgepragmatic elements of meaning, which
Grice had taken to be implicatures, can contribaitexplicature instead (see, for instance,
Carston 1988). So it was a useful tool for esthbig the extensive role of pragmatic
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inference in determining explicature, in particutiéwe role of processes of free pragmatic
enrichment* However, it cannot predict or decide in advancetiver some such element
doescontribute to explicature or not on any particulacasion of utterance. Since the
provision of these elements is optional, one hdsdk at the utteranamken— and

particularly the occasion-specific context in whittvas tokened — in order to decide whether
there is enrichment or not. The embedding procedssentially tests utteranggesso does

not necessarily allow one to draw the explicit-iroipldistinction for any particular
occurrence?® Given the existence of free (optional) pragmatidchment, the line between
explicature and implicature can vary from occasmnccasion of utterance of the same
sentence type, and will be determined by how therarice is processed.

Let us consider now how the pragmatic systemnpasaged on the RT account,
derives explicatures and implicatures. The clathat they are derived in parallel by a
unitary, online inferential process, which takes decoded linguistic meaning and accessible
contextual assumptions as evidence for the inte&tioa, and which must ultimately be both
inferentially sound and consistent with the prestiompof optimal relevance. As most
theorists (across different approaches) would agréearer does not first decode the entire
utterance, then saturate, disambiguate, enrichireottlilate the decoded meaning in order to
arrive at explicature (what is said), amly thenuse the explicature, together with contextual
assumptions, to form hypotheses about implicatuhestead, the explicatures, implicatures,
and contextual assumptions are mutually adjusteaiallel until they form an inferentially
sound relation, with premises (explicature, contakassumptions) warranting conclusions
(implicatures). It follows that a hypothesis abaantimplicature can both precede and shape a
hypothesis about an explicature.

Here is a brief example involving the adjustmergxplicit content in response to
hypothesised implicatures and where the outcoraenerowing of a lexically encoded
meaning:

36. A (to B): Be careful. The path is uneven

Given that the first part of A’s utterance warnsoBake care, B is very likely to expect the
second part of the utterance to achieve relevap@xplaining or elaborating on why, or in
which way, he should take care. Now, virtually eveath is, strictly speaking, uneven to
some degree or other (i.e. not perfectly planef)giuen that B is looking for a particular kind
of implication, he will enrich the very general eded concepNEVEN so that the
proposition explicitly communicated provides apprafe inferential warrant for such
implications of the utterance as: B might trip gu@ishould take small steps, B should keep
his eye on the path, etc. The result is a conedpth we can labeJNEVEN*, whose
denotation is a proper subset of the denotatidheofexical conceptNEVEN. Provided the
interpretation as a whole satisfies the hearerngeod-specific expectations of relevance
(licensed by the general presumption of optimavahce carried by all utterances), it is
accepted as the intended meaning. For much momdedktexemplifications of the RT-based
account of lexical meaning modulation, see Wilsod &perber (2002), and for
demonstrations of how the mutual adjustment meshabirings about other pragmatic
developments, including disambiguation and satomain deriving explicatures, see Wilson
and Sperber (2004).

So are we any closer to characterising the nati@apragmatic ‘development’ of
logical form, which plays such a key role in thdimiéon of explicature as distinct from
implicature? We believe there is an interestirffedénce in both the domain and the output
of the processes involved in deriving the two kinfilspeaker meaning: whereas implicatures
are derived by global inference from fully propasitl premises what is common to the
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various pragmatic processes that develop the Ibfgioa into an explicature is that they are
local. What we mean by a local process is thatplias to subpropositional constituents, so in
the case of processes of free pragmatic enrichmeither replaces an encoded concept with
an inferred concept, or adds material (unarticdla@nstituents) to change the interpretation
of some encoded element (making it more specifibroadening its denotation). That is, a
local process modifies subparts of the linguisigidal form, and, as Recanati (2004) puts it,
it is the pragmatically saturated or modulated nreaof these subparts that goes into the
composition process.

Disambiguation and reference assignment are tis ofbwious cases exemplifying the
localness of ‘development’: in the process of caghpnding (37), for instance, the indexical
is assigned a referent and it is this referentithabmposed together with the semantic values
of the other expressions to give a fully proposisibcontent:

37. Heis swimming

This is widely agreed to be a far more plausibbeysabout processing than that the hearer
first composes the standing linguistic meaningtheflexical items, deriving something like
‘Some male is swimming’, and then uses that astidwing point for explicature
development. The lexical modulations (narrowingd xmsening) mentioned in the last
section are also, clearly, local:

38. a. France is hexagonal.
b. This steak is raw.

Here the encoded concepisxAGONAL andrAW are each replaced by a pragmatically
inferred concept{EXAGONAL* and RAW*, respectively), which shares relevant implicagon
with the encoded concept.
A similar point can be made about (possible) casemarticulated constituents:
39. The ham sandwicfprRDERER wants his bill
It will take [A LONG] time.
Every boy{IN THE cLASY was there
I've got nothing[SUITABLE FOR A WEDDING to weatr

000w

When appropriately contextualised, the comprehensionetonymies such as (39a), does not
involve first computing the absurd ‘literal’ meagion which a culinary item wants the bill,
then, once the absurdity is recognized, inferrirag the speaker was referring to the person
who ordered it. Instead, the deferred meaning nsprded at the local level on a first
processing pass and it is what goes into the commpogrocess (for discussion, see Recanati
1993, 2004, Sag 1981 and Nunberg 1995). Similél enrichment of (39b) involves
modifying just the noun, rather than first recowmgrthe trivially true proposition (that the
activity in question will take place over a perwidime) and only then inferring the relevant
communicated proposition. Being trivially true, tin@enriched proposition would, of course,
have no relevant implications of its own, so theamment is necessary if the explicit content
is to play any role in further inference. Likewisismain restriction, as in utterances of (39c)
and (39d), can also be seen to be local; for imstaRecanati (1993: 262-3) treats (39c) as
enrichment of the predicaB®y to BOY IN THE CLASS Inferring implicatures, in contrast, is
not a case of just modifying a subpart of the lisgjcally encoded meaning; rather, itis a
global process in that it operates on fully propositidieains-’ 12
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Assuming it is correct that pragmatically infereldments of meaning that are derived
locally are components of explicature, the quesohow does this line up with the
requirement that the explicature be the ‘intuititeh-conditional content’ of the utterance?
As we’ve seen, ordinary speaker-hearers’ intuitiressensitive not only to the truth-
conditional content of one particular propositi@menunicated by the utterance, but also to
those of other related propositions and people waity regard to how strict (how literal) they
are in judging utterances as true/false. The distin based on the locality criterion will often
coincide with one based on judgments about tha-tanditional content of the utterance
since the explicature is generally going to be lyigllient to our judgments and, given its
substantial element of encoded meaning, it is carbat the speaker can be held largely
responsible for. However when intuitions divengeés the derivational distinction between
local and global pragmatic inference that is thienate arbiter about what constitutes an
explicature and what an implicature. (See Hall 20fa88 further discussion of the local/global
processing distinction.)

6. Conclusion: implicature, explicature and semants

It seems that, in the move from Grice’s philosophyjcbased saying/implicating
distinction to the cognitive communicative distioct between explicature and implicature in
relevance theory, the class of implicatures hasiecmuch reduced. Most, if not all, cases of
generalized implicatures have turned out to bel ladpstments to subparts of the decoded
logical form rather than propositions derived byl@bal inference. Thus their treatment as
constituents of the proposition that is explicittynmunicated (explicature) is supported both
intuitively and theoretically. However, the shifoin implicature to explicature is not
confined to the generalized cases. Several kindswofliteral language use, including
hyperbole, metaphor and metonymy, whose communigsfgeaker-meant) content was
analysed as a matter of particularized implicahy&rice (and many after him), have also
been reanalyzed as cases of local adjustmentsofled meaning, at the lexical or phrasal
level, which therefore also contribute elementsamftent to the proposition most directly
communicated by the speaker (see Wilson and Sp2a@2, Wilson and Carston 2007). So
what is left of implicature within this cognitive@mmunicative picture”?

Implicatures are contextual implications that speaker-meant (i.e. which fall within
the speaker’'s communicative intention) and, asudised in the previous section, they are
derived globally. Consider the following exchange:

40. A Who's eaten my last chocolate egg?
B: Not me. Mary mentioned needing a chocolate fix.

B’s utterance contextually implies that Mary is Ipably the person who ate A’'s chocolate
egg and this implication is, in fact, strongly ingglted by B since it would be very difficult

for A to satisfy his expectations regarding thevahce of B’s utterance without inferring this
conclusion. This implicature is inferentially wamtad by the explicature of the utterance
together with highly accessible contextual assunmgtincluding: people who are in need of a
chocolate fix are likely to eat whatever chocolhaiy can lay their hands on, A’s chocolate
egg was within Mary’s reaci. This implicature is clearly entirely dependenttbe specific
context, in particular the preceding question, #iglis typical of implicatures on the RT
account; there are no default implicatures (compakénson 2000) nor implicatures that are
highly generalized across contexts. In this respketclass of implicatures is a more unified
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communicative phenomenon than it was in Grice’®ant (and in current neo-Gricean
frameworks).

According to the RT account, implicatures can lmgeor less strongly
communicated, depending on the extent to which tagybe taken to have been specifically
intended by the speaker. The example just disdussecase of a strongly communicated
implicature since establishing the relevance ofuiterance depends heavily on the recovery
of that particular implication. In other case® #peaker may have in mind a wider range of
possible implications, any subset of which wouldtdbute adequately and equally to the
relevance of her utterance, and none of whichsfemds more specifically than any others.
A simple example of this is the following:

41. A has been devoting her time and energy forymaeks to helping B with his
dissertation. Finally, she says:
It's up to you now

Among the possible implications of her utteranae &have given you enough help with your
dissertation, | cannot give you any more help, yead to take responsibility for your own
work, you should not continue to ask me for adwaj have the ability to complete the
dissertation, and so on. It is not clear that shenids any one or two of these in particular and
provided B derives some subset of them as implieataf the utterance he will have grasped
the relevance of A’s utterance. There are, of smucases of even more weakly
communicated implicatures as in some highly creadind evocative uses of language for
which hearers/readers may derive implications d@natso weakly implicated that it is not
clear whether they are intended by the speakeemaitall. For further discussion of degrees
of strength of implicature, see Sperber and Wild&®@86/95, 2008).

Another respect in which the way implicatures@astrued in RT differs from the
Gricean conception is that entailments can, onsenabe implicated. Consider the
following:

42, X: Does John like cats?

Y: He doesn’t like any animals
a. (QATS ARE ANIMALS.
b. DHN DOESNT LIKE CATS.
C. DoGS ARE ANIMALS.
d. JDHN DOESNT LIKE DOGS.

According to the relevance-theoretic account, a(bad-(d) are implicatures of Y’s utterance,
with (a) and (c) as implicated premises and (b) @ds implicated conclusions. The (a)/(b)
pair are strongly communicated in that Y must recdfiem in order to understand the
utterance. The (c)/(d) pair are communicated d&ssgly since assumptions with this exact
content need not be derived, though some assursptiathis sort are likely to be recovered,
given Y’s general and indirect response to X. Bdib) and (42d) are entailed by Y’s
utterance ofHe doesn’t like any animdland, on this basis, Griceans tend to assume that
they cannot be implicatures and instead treat thepart of what is said (explicitly
communicated). However, according to the relevaheeretic view, since they are
communicated by the utterance, they are eitheieatpres or implicatures, and they cannot
be explicatures because the utterance does nademrclogical form from which they could
be developed.
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This prediction is backed up by the fact thatwlag the example works is essentially
parallel to the following one, where there is nspdite about (a)-(d) being implicatures, rather
than explicatures, of Y’s utterance:

43. X: Have you read Susan’s book?

Y: | don’t read autobiographical books.
a. SISAN'S BOOK IS AUTOBIOGRAPHICAL
b. Y HASN' T READ SUSAN'S BOOK
C. DRK BOGARDE S BOOKS ARE AUTOBIOGRAPHICAL
d. YHASN' T READ DIRK BOGARDE S BOOKS

The only difference between the two cases is tleethappens to be an entailment relation
between the proposition expressed and the (alleggalicatures in (42b) and (42d), but no
such entailment relation in (43). The derivatioogess in both cases is the same: in order to
establish the relevance of Y’s utterance as an engwhis question, X has to access the
premise in (a) in each case, from which the comztuim (b), which answers his question,
follows. There is not even, necessarily, any défexe in the accessibility of the premises in
the two cases, since X may or may not already bam stored as part of his general
knowledge. If he does, he can retrieve them readgienif he doesn’t, he has to construct
them in accordance with a standard inferential gdace based on the speaker’s indirect
response to his question. In the (c)/(d) pairsaichecase, there is only one possible processing
route: in the first example, the hearer looks imgencyclopaedic entry for animals and pulls
out his assumption that dogs are animals, from kylgosen the explicature, the conclusion in
(d) follows; in the other case, he consults hisvidedge of autobiographical books and
retrieves the assumption about Dirk Bogarde’s bpfsken which, given the explicature, the
conclusion in (d) follows.

We would extend this analysis to the following exxdes, although they are perhaps a
little more controversial:

4. A Have you invited any men to the dinner?
B: I've invited my father.
Implicature: BHAS INVITED AT LEAST ONE MAN.

45. A | can’t face lentil bake again tonight; I'm desp&rdor some meat.
B: Good. I've just bought some pork
Implicature:  BHAS JUST BOUGHT SOME MEAT

On the RT account, word meaning is atomistic rathen decompositionalfdther’ encodes
FATHER, ‘pork’ encode®ORK (for strong supporting arguments, see Fodor 1998rber and
Wilson 1986/95: 90-93). Thus, the derivation & tommunicated assumptions that B has
invited a man, in (44), and that B has bought soreat, in (45), is an entirely inferential
process, in fact a straightforward logical inferenso the mechanism involved is essentially
the same as that for any implicated conclugfon.

For Grice, entailments and implicatures were niliytxclusive, a view which
remains widespread among neo-Griceans and whiimagural consequence of an account in
which a notion of ‘what is said’ is doing doubletglas both semantics and explicitly
communicated proposition (as discussed in secfiom2ur view, the concept of entailment
and the concept of implicature belong to differexplanatory levels, in fact different sorts of
theory, the one a static description of our nasipeaker knowledge of linguistic meaning, the
other an account of the cognitive processes anéseptations involved in understanding
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utterances, so there is no reason at all why odd¢hensame element of meaning should not
fall into both categories.

Finally, let us return to the issue of whetherghie a minimal proposition
semantically expressed by a sentence. Unlike Geigeent semantic minimalists
acknowledge that ‘what is said’ by a speaker (esplire) is very much a matter of
pragmatics and thus they make a clear distincteawéen it and their favoured notion of
semantic content (Borg 2004: 127-131; Cappelen,apdre 2005: 204). What, then,
motivates their advocacy of a minimal semanticakpressed proposition? For Cappelen and
Lepore, this is an important notion for two (rethteeasons: it provides a reliable fallback
content when something goes awry in the speakeeheammunicative enterprise and it
constitutes a content that can be shared acrossgént contexts, ensuring a reasonable
degree of stability in the propositions we attrébtd each other, agree or disagree with, debate
about, and act upon, across time and ptac8appelen and Lepore’s reasoning is that the
amount of pragmatic work (non-demonstrative infeerthat goes into explicature
undermines the possibility of its being a shareabl#ent as it is very unlikely that all the
necessary details of the original context and speslkntentions are carried across subsequent
contexts enabling that content to be reliably irdfdrtime after time. So explicature cannot
serve as shared content but nor can the kind afdeatlinguistic meaning envisaged in
relevance theory since this is generally a subpitipoal logical form and the kind of content
looked for is propositional (truth-evaluable). Calgm and Lepore’s minimal propositions
appear to fulfil the requirements of ‘shared cotifdreing truth-evaluable, yet determined
largely semantically, requiring relatively littleggmatic work (just disambiguation and
saturation of overt indexicals).

However, several authors have argued (e.g. CaP§i08b, Wedgwood 2007) that
Cappelen and Lepore’s minimal proposition is natlyewell suited to playing the role of
shared content and this is for two quite distieetsons. First, it just isot reliably shared
across contexts because it must incorporate tltses variable saturation, a process which
frequently requires substantial knowledge of thgioal context/intentions: consider the
specific information required for working out theferents ofthis’ and that’, or of deciding
whether ‘here’ meansi ENGLAND, IN LONDON, IN THIS BUILDING, IN THIS ROOM, or something
even more specific. All that a contextually disatexd addressee (or reporter) can turn to for
some degree of semantic anchoring is the lingaiyiencoded meaning, which is typically
nonpropositional. Second, even if the minimal psipon were common across all contexts
in which the original utterance is reported anat@atent evaluated, it would not provide the
right kind of shared content for most of the pugmto which we would want to put such a
notion. As Cappelen and Lepore concede, most iostaof minimal semantic content are not
the communicated content of speech acts, from whictiows that they are not the kind of
content that enters into our debates and negat&gtioth each other, the kind of content that
we hold people responsible for and on which we loasections — rather, that content is the
explicature (pragmatically enriched ‘what is sawf)our utterances. Thus, on the one hand,
the minimal proposition that is claimed to be setcaily expressed isn’t minimal enough
and, on the other hand, it is too minimal. We dade that it is not a psychologically real
construct?

On our account of communicated content (explieguimplicatures), semantics is
construed in two quite distinct ways. First, theaming encoded by linguistic expressions
consists of concepts (and procedures — see fool@yte¢hat is, constituents of the language of
thought (Mentalese) and grasping linguistic meaisrg matter of mapping or translating
linguistic forms onto conceptual constituents afuht. Second, it is thoughts (realised as
sentences in the language of thought) that arpriheary bearers of truth conditions, from
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which it follows that explicatures and implicatufeemmunicated thoughts) have a truth-
conditional semantic¥.
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roughly to the explicature-implicature distinctiore discuss here. Our difference with the minimaljgproach
is that we reject the idea of an extra level oftenty intermediate between standing linguistic nregand
explicitly communicated meaning.

® Kaplan's distinction is much more limited in sepphough, than the cognitive distinction betweecoeled
meaning and explicit content — it's only in the €@$ pronouns and other indexical expressionstteat
distinction really does some work. Strawson (19%) already made a more thorough-going distinction
between rules for use and expressed content, arpremf some current views on encoded word mea(aing
Pietroski 2005).

" Different versions of this proposal have the hitlifelexical attached to the nominal (Stanley arab822000),
the determiner (von Fintel 1994, Marti 2003, Elbmu2008), or adjoinable in different positions (g 2005).
8 Marti (2006) suggests that such optionality camtcounted for without appeal to free pragmatichment
by making the linguistic variables themselves amipso that, on the occasions when they do appaamation
operates mandatorily, just as it does for overéiichls and uncontroversial cases of covert ongty as pro-
drop in Spanish and other languages. We considerrégect) this idea in Carston and Hall (in pregian).

° A possible concern raised by such alleged undatied constituents is that they would violate sibaemantic
principle, the principle of compositionality, acdorg to which the semantic (truth-conditional) camttof the
whole utterance is derived from the semantic vafugach of its parts and the way in which they are
syntactically combined. However, this strict versad the principle has been questioned in receatsyand a
pragmatics-sensitive compositional process has pegposed (Recanati 2004, in press; Pagin 2005).

19 n this paper, we do not discuss the notion ifHbr-level’ explicatures concerning the speakettiude to
the basic explicature content or the speech agpstferms in expressing this basic explicaturent&ece
adverbials such asrankly’, ‘seriously; ‘happily’, and unfortunately; discussed in section 2 above, find a
natural place in the relevance-theoretic accoumadifiers of such higher-level explicitly commuated
propositions (for discussion, see Wilson and Spetb83 and Ifantidou 2001).

' The wording is “a” logical form’ (as opposed‘the”) in order to cover the case of ambiguity, wha
surface form encodes more than one logical formvolild also include utterances which could be aredyas
encoding multiple logical forms, such as those \pihentheticals and non-restrictive relative claugdeor
discussion of this definition and a suggested ammemd to it, see Carston (2002: 116-124).

12 A reasonable question here is: how can we betbateB is not responding to an implicature of Atgerance?
We probably cannot be completely sure, but it dsesn to be quite pragmatically infelicitous to indiagely
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and directly contradict the implicature of someasngterance. Consider C's response to B in tHeviahg
conversation:

A: Does Max have a girlfriend these days?

B: He visits New York every weekend

C: No, he doesn’'t. He goes there to see his ill mothe
C’s direct denial of B's implicature (that Max gaesNew York to visit a girlfriend) seems odd (tfiolly
coherent), which is not at all the case for thengplas in (29)-(32). For more discussion of thi;mpsee
Carston (2004b).
3 In a discussion of similar cases of embeddinscafar terms likesome: ‘two’ and or’, King and Stanley
(2005: 147-150) maintain that there is standaadigcal stress on the element that is to be pragatigt
modified (‘some’in this case) and this makes salient the requin¢teefind a contextually appropriate contrast
set (here <some, all>). The upshot of their analigsthat, while the enrichment of ‘some’ does douate to the
explicature, it is not a case of ‘free’ pragmaticiehment but is a linguistically mandated pragmatiocess.
4 For discussion of this and other criteria fottidiguishing pragmatic contributions to explicatémem
implicatures, see Carston (2002: 2.6). Recan8831269-274) elevates the embedding test to winlhels
the ‘Scope Principle’ and discusses some of tHellgitin its application. For related discussioge siso
Levinson (2000) on what he calls ‘intrusive constians’ and King and Stanley’s (2005) response.
5 However, when the sentences are presented deasiteed (as we have done in (33)-(35)), what
hearers/readers do is try to treat them as uttertokens, that is, they tend to imagine a kindeséadlit context —
the first one that comes to mind in which it woskem appropriate to utter such a sentence.
16 Recanati (1995, 2004) makes a much strongendiiin between pragmatic processes of explicature
derivation and those responsible for implicaturee. calls the former ‘primary’ pragmatic procesaad
characterizes them as subpersonal and non-infat¢asisociative), while the latter ‘secondary’ msses are
person-level and properly inferential. See Car$2f7) for critical discussion of this primary/sadary
process distinction and a comparison with the Rir@gch, and see Recanati (2007b) for his reply.
" The recent analysis of scalar inferences by Noeed Sperber (2007) provides an excellent demaiisir of
this local/global distinction: in their view, lockxical modulation of scalar terms likedme, ‘most, ‘often’,
‘good’, ‘probable’, etc. is general and frequent across utterancéspbcasionally, when expectations of
relevance demand it, a distinct proposition, anlicagure, is derived by a global inferential praeés.g. the
proposition ‘NDT ALL OF THE STUDENTS PASSED THE ExAaiwould very likely be implicated by a speaker who
utters Some of them diih response to the questioDid all of the students pass the exan?
8 An interesting question we have yet to considavtiether ‘higher-level’ explicatures concerningasker
attitude and speech act (see footnote 10) meetomal development’ criterion.
19 Grice’s category of conventional implicature (timg on such non-truth-conditional words bat’,
‘moreover’and therefore, discussed above in section 2) has been enthatgfiormed in the move to the
cognitively-based relevance-theoretic frameworlak®more (1987, 2002) has argued persuasively éseth
words being analysed as encoding ‘procedural’ nmegnivhich functions to constrain the pragmatic liefgial
process of deriving contextual implications. Skse &Vilson and Sperber (1993), who extend the natio
procedural encoding to a wider range of words, sofvehich constrain pragmatic processes that coutei to
explicature. Coming from a different (noncognitiyeyspective, Bach (1999) argues that there isiob thing
as conventional implicatures and reanalyses a nuofl&@rice’s cases in other terms.
2 |n RT, speaker-intended contextual assumptiook as these are also classified as implicaturegliiated
premises). These are, of course, also globallyweérsince they are retrieved as a whole from péi@epr
memory. Recanati (2004: 48-49) does not think sbatalled ‘implicated premises’ are genuine imglices in
that they tend to be not part of what is commueiddtut part of what the speaker takes for granted
(presupposes) and expects the hearer to takedotegt. This is an interesting issue that needsduthought.
2L Many entailments of an uttered sentence areoratunicated at all and when they are communicaigtes
are implicatures (as discussed above) and somexptieatures (e.g. the conjuncts in ‘and’-conjuocs). For
further discussion, see Carston (2002: 121-125,1439.
22 |tis less clear why Borg (2004) is so insistentthe propositionality of sentence meaning othentthat she
has an antecedent commitment to the Davidsoniémtanditional programme for natural language seisn
For some discussion of Borg's semantic minimaliseg Carston (2008a).
% However, the issue of shared content that diagspelen and Lepore is an important one and renains
tackled within an account like ours on which praposs expressed and statements made are very ptegm
(context-sensitive) entities.
# We would like to acknowledge, with gratitude ditcial support we have received: for Robyn Carsrom
the Centre for the Study of Mind in Nature, Osliod &or Alison Hall, a postdoctoral fellowship fratme British
Academy.
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