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Critical Study of Wayne Davis’s Conversational | mplicature: I ntention and

Convention in the Failure of Gricean Theory

In his recent boodmplicature: IntentionConvention, and Principlin the Failure of

Gricean Theory1998), Wayne Davis argues tlihé Gricean approach to

conversational implicature is bankrugtd offers a new approach of his

own. Although I disagree with Davis bothgeneral and in detail think nonetheless
that the problems he raises'or closetieds of them-- are serious and important
problems which should give any Gricean gau$his is an extremely worthwhile

book, even for those who disagree with it.

The first prong of Davis' attack on Griceaeradhy is a series of arguments designed to
show that Grice cannot accoradate the role of speakiatention in conversational
implicature generation. | think these argumsefail to accomplish this goal, because |
think Davis is wrong about the role of speaintention. Nonetheless, many of the
more specific objections that Davis raisesa part of this general argument are
important and damaging to Grice, though guite in the way that Davis takes them

to be. (I'll focus here on the problem pnéleterminate implicatures.) However, Davis'
own theory turns out to fare equaligdly, as his way around these difficulties
depends crucially on the (in my opiniorgeply problematic role he assigns to

speaker intention.

The second prong of Davis' attack is tgua that Grice cannot accommodate the role
of convention in conversatiohianplicature generation. My response to this argument
is quite different. | agrewith Davis about the role afonvention in implicature
generation, but | take the Gricean story tddrgely able to accommodate this. There

is a point, however, at which the raleéconvention does pose problems for



Grice. This might seem to give Daviethpper hand. However, it seems to me that
Davis' own view fares no better at thisqoiNonetheless, the problem raised is a

serious one'for both Grice and Dauwslsone which needs to be answered.

Davis on Grice

Davis' goal is to argue that Grice's theof conversational implicature, and any
theory which shares its central tenets, muskt tawill be useful, then, if | start by

stating what Davis takes to be ttentral tenets of Grice's theory.

(1) What Davis calls th€heoretical Definitiorof ‘conversational implicature'. (I'll

follow him in this from here on.) | quote Ge's own words rather than Davis' slightly
altered rendition. (Davis takéise various formulations ahis, including his, in the
literature to be pretty much equivalef8], so it seems legitimate for me to use
Grice's own version. And it will be useftd me to have Grice's own words at hand

later on.)

A man who, by (in, when) sayingr(making as if to say) th@thas implicated thai,

may be said to have conversationally implicated dhptovided that

(1) he is presumed to be following tbenversational maxims, or at least the

Cooperative Principle;

(2) the supposition that heasvare that, or thinks thai,is required to make his
saying or making as if to sqy(or doing so irthoseterms) consistent with this

presumption; and



(3) the speaker thinks (andwld expect the hearer tartk that the speaker thinks)
that it is within the competence of the hedcework out, or grasp intuitively, that the

supposition mentioned in (2) isquired. (Grice 1989: 30-31.)

(2) TheCalculability Assumption.Davis renders this é&sonversational implicatures

can always be worked out or inferred fraime conversational priiples.’ (Davis: 1.)

(3) TheGenerative AssumptionThis holds that fulfilment of the three necessary

conditions listed in the Theoretical Definiti@sufficient for implicature. (This is
not Davis' own formulation, but | find this more straightforward than his. | take

nothing to hang on this.)

(4) Grice's Razorwhich holds that it is more enomical to postulate conversational
implicatures rather than senses because conversational implicatures can be derived

from independently motivated principles.’ (Davis: 1.)

| am largely in agreement with Davistasthe central tenets of Grice's theory,
although I am not happy'for reasons that isdtome clear later'with his formulation
of calculability, and'again, this will be disgsed more later'I'm not sure that Grice's
Razor should be taken to be a central terktwever, when Davis begins his detailed
discussion of Grice's theory, some importaatms are added to this picture which
are not in Grice, and not'l think'ana Gricean should feel compelled to

accept. These claims are thaseolved in Davis' definitions apeaker implicature

andsentence implicature

Davis distinguishes two sorts conversational implicaturespeaker implicaturesnd

sentence implicaturesSpeaker implicatures, according to Davis, are those claims

which the speaker means or implies by sagioigething else. (Davis: 5.) Since what



a speaker means, for Grice, is a mattespafaker intentions, speaker implicature is a
matter of speaker intentions. 'Sentencelicagure’ is defined in terms of speaker
implicature: '[a]sentencemplicates, roughly, what speatis using the sentence with
its regular meaning would commonly uséiimplicate.’ (Davis: 6.) Because
speaker implicature is a matter of intems and sentence implicature a matter of
community-wide conventions, speakers nraplicate claims that their sentences
don't implicate and sentences may impkcatims that their utterers don't

implicate. Davis takes speaker implicattode Grice's particularised implicature,

and sentence implicature to be Grice'segalised implicature. (Davis: 21.)

The role of intention

Davis argues that the centrahéts of Gricean theory are aonflict with the role of
speaker intention in determining speaker implicature. This is absolutely

right. Speaker implicature is a matterspeaker intentions, and conversational
implicature'according to Grice's Theoretical Definition-- is not. In fact, speaker
intentions are nowhere mentioned ie thefinition. Clause (1) concerns the
audience's presumption that the speakeoaperative, Clause (2) what the audience
is required to believe, and Clause (3) what the spdmtEvesabout the

audience. Grice's Theoretical Definitionas, Davis argues, completely inappropriate

to speaker implicature.

If speaker implicature were Grice's rootj this would indeed be a devastating
criticism of Grice's theorylt seems to me, however, thais not. | think it is far
from clear that Davis is righih attributing these notiorts Grice. First, and least
significantly, the definition Davis gives of &saker implicature' is not one that Grice

ever explicitly gives or endorses. This alone does not mean that it is not his definition,



of course, and it is a natdidefinition to draw out of certain passages in GriteA
clear piece of evidence that Grice would have accepted this definition comes from

the fact that Grice allows for the possibility of implicatingrbgking as if to say

rather than by saying (as in clause (1) quatieolve). For Grice, meaning that P is a
necessary condition for saying thaf®. One who utters a sentence standardly used
to say that B3] but actually means that Q only makes as if to say that P. This is what
allows irony, in which one certainly doest mean what's generally meant by the
sentence one utters, to be analysed as implicature. Since Grice allows for this
possibility, it is, it seems to me, not rigbtattribute to him the claim that what is

implicated is simply what is meant but not said by what one_B&ys.

But this is not the only reason to resist dtieibution of this view to Grice. A very
important reason is that Gricenot hesitant about discusgiwhat speakers mean or
intend, but these notions are notably ab&emh his discussion of implicaturgh]
Instead, the focus tends to be on theéi@nce-oriented aspect of his Theoretical
Definition. Take, for example, Grice's dreummary of the notion (1989: 86): 'what
is implicated is what it is required thaihe assume a speaker to think in order to
preserve the assumption that he is follaythe Cooperative Principle (and perhaps
some conversational maxims as well), if nathat level of what isaid, at least at the
level of what is implicated." There is hotg at all in this bef summary about what
the speaker means'the focus is exclusively on whautieenceneeds to
assume. Given this sort of emphasis, @nsg inappropriate to attribute to Grice the

view that speaker implicature is whaetbipeaker means by saying something else.

It becomes even less appealing to attributewiew to Grice when we consider some

of its consequences. Consider a var@nan example that Davis gives on page



74. Albert tells Bettina that he feelslsicBettina replies with 'I'll go find an

aspirin'. Unbeknownst to Albert, what Bettimeans by this is & there are aliens
nearby, probably causing Albert's illnessddne should flee. (Bettina likes to protect
herself from the aliens by holding an aspirin in front of her, and so she thinks that
mentioning that she's going to find an aspisi a good way to warn Albert. Albert
knows nothing of Bettina's beliefs about s There is, it seems to me, little
temptation to say that Bettina has implicatieat Albert should flee. But on Davis'
account this is just what she has doBg.saying, 'I'll go find an aspirin’, Bettina

meant that Albert should flee, and thiprecisely what it is for her to implicate it.

What Davis has lost is thermativedimension of conversational implicature. On
Grice's own account, speakers can't simply implicate whatever they mean by saying
something else: Clauses (1) and (2)hef Theoretical Definition prevent thi§]

Bettina did not implicate that Albert should flee, because Albert did not need to
assume that she thought this in ordewriderstand her as cooperative. (In other
words, Clause (2) fails.) This seems a desirable result. What Grice's theory gives us
and Davis' does not is the idea that whamplicated is not wholly up to the
speaker. This is importantly parallel toi€a's notion of saying. For all Grice's focus
speaker intentions, what is said is not éefinpletely up to the speaker'if the speaker
chooses the wrong sentence (as with malaipm and mistranslation), she will not
manage to say what she is trying to s@yice's treatment of implicature yields the
same sort of result'speakers like Bettirave chosen the wrong means for their

intended implicatures, and as a resldty don't succeed in implicating.

I've suggested that we needn't, and shouldn't, suppose that everything which is meant

by what is said is conversationally impliedt In addition, I've suggested that the



constraints on implicature placed by Gridbsoretical definition serve an important
purpose. But this means that Davis is dymprong about the role of intention in
implicature. Davis' speaker implicatuis indeed incompatible with Grice's
Theoretical Definition, but'l think-- we shouldew this as a reason to reject Davis'
speaker implicature (at leastapart of Gricean theoryand with it the role that he

assigns to speaker intentiofig}

Indeterminate Implicatures

If am right about the above, Davis' claihat Gricean theory cannot accommodate the
role of intention in implicature is wrond@ut he argues for this claim by discussing a
wide variety of cases, and some of these cases are still sericulslignpatic for Grice,
even if not'it seems to me'in the way thawvBdakes them to be. A prime example of

this comes from Davis' discussion@fice on indeterminate implicatures.

Grice suggests in 'Logic and Conversation' fwathe implicatures may be (at least to

some degree) indeterminate.

Since, to calculate a conversational implicature is to calculate what has to be supposed
in order to preserve the supposition that @ooperative Principle is being observed,

and since there may be various possible fipaoiplanations, a ltsof which may be

open, the conversational implicatum in such cases will be a disjunction of such

specific explanations; and if the list of these is open, the implicatum will have just the
same kind of indeterminacy that many actual implicata do in fact seem to

possess. (39-40.)

It has been suggested (Bhartinich among others) th#te implicatures involved in

metaphor are best understood as indeteataiimplicatures. The most important



problem Dauvis raises for this view is théd very implausible to suppose that the
utterer of a metaphor actually meansaowey something as weak as a disjunctive
proposition. Davis notes thtite poet who says 'my love is a red rose' does not mean

my love is beautiful or sweet-smelling or highly-valudde rightly points out that the

poet would not be pleased by one who repligh 'yes, that's true'she does smell
good, despite being ugly and worthless.' (Davis 70-72.) In addition, Davis claims that
Clause (2) of Grice's characterisation fails: 'There is no belief the speatguired

to possess.' (72.)

| think that Davis is onto a very importgmioblem for Grice, one that is not easily
solved'and one that is not coréd to metaphor. But | algbink that there are some
problems with the way that Davis has chéedsed the situationFirst, and least
importantly, Clause (2) of Grice's characdation is not concerned with what beliefs
speakers are required to possess. Ratheopic is what beliefs audiences are
required to attribute to speakers. Nextyl3aargument against the claim that the
speaker means the disjunctive belief is aMgidk'the mere fact that the poet would be
displeased by someone insulting his loaa't prove anything about what the poet
meant. One may mean a disjunction, anttstidispleased by having someone agree
by affirming the opposites of two of the disais, even if the topic is not one's love

life, and even if the 'agreement’ is not a response to one's poem.

Neither of these problems is devastating, or even serious, however. Although Clause
(2) doesn't fail in quite the way Davis takewifail, it still fails'there's no one belief

that the audience is required to attitdto the speaker. And although Davis'

argument that the poet doesn't mean theidcsjon is weak, it is still unlikely that

speakers do mean such disjunctive claims.



These points become even clearer, | thinkh a different example. Suppose that |
am asked to write a letter of referericeClaudette. | write only, 'l cannot
recommend Claudette highly enoudB]' There are at least two ways to explain my
apparent violation of the maxim of quantityis giving rise to aituation like that
which Grice discusses in the passage ab&her Claudette is so wonderful that |
cannot find adequate words of praise, or sls®ikcking that | donfeel | can give a
sufficiently positive recommendation for the job. What | mean to convey is the
former, but there is nothing to indicate ttoghe audience. It has not occurred to me
that my utterance could be taken to suggegthing but the praise | intend. It seems
clear, in this case, that (a) there is no bekef the audience must attribute to me in
order to understand me as cooperative'(2) does indeed fail; and (b) | do not mean the

disjunctive implicature thagither Claudette is soamderful that | cannot find

adequate words of praise,sire is so lacking that | doiféel | can give a sufficiently

positive recommendation for the job.

So far, we have seen two problematic fatksua this sort of case. First, there seems

to be no one belief the audemis required to attribute tne. Second, | don't mean

the disjunctive claim that Grice suggests would be implicated in such a case. These
are, intuitively, worrying facts; andely are problems for Grice on Davis'
understanding. It's not, however, cleartyeitt they are gerely problems for

Grice First, Grice's discussion of indetermui@ implicatures gives us a single claim

as implicature in these cases'the disjunctiveand this claim is therefore the one that
the audience is required tdrdiute (rather than either @6 disjuncts). Second, it is
genuinely unclear whether Grice took bemmgant by the speaker to be a necessary
condition for being a conversational impliceg. He may well have done so, but the

only place in which he states this explicidya passage in 'The Causal Theory of



Perception' which he chose to omit when he collected his pap&sifbes in the

Way of Words[9]

But variants of these problems remain, eifere are as strict as possible in our

interpretation of Grice.

() It seems completely implausible to supptsat any audience could be required to
attribute the disjunctive beliefieer Claudette's great or she's awful) to me in order
to understand me as cooperative. (In fdus would be worse than useless to the

project of trying to understand me as coopeed) So Grice's Clause (2) fails.

(2) Even if we don't assume that bemgant is a necessary condition for being
implicated, Clause (3) in Grice's charaigation'the clause concerned with the
speaker's beliefs'fails to hold. | certginlon't think that my audience can work out

thateither Claudette is so wonderful thatannot find adequate words of praise, or

she is so lacking that | don't feel | agine a sufficiently positive recommendation for

the job It hasn't occurred to me that migerance could be taken as anything but

praise, and | wouldn't have made the utterance if it had.

So it turns out that what Grice says abiodeterminate conversational implicatures
conflicts quite strongly with what he sagisout conversational implicatures more

generally.

Worse yet, indeterminate implicaes are not an isolated, rare

phenomenon. Implicatures which are indeieate in the strongest sense'those Grice
would take to b@pendisjunctions'are actually, it seems to me, the norm. Consider
the standard reference letter exampleaylich | give an unflattering reference for

Desmond's philosophy job application byitwag 'Desmond uses lovely fonts', and



nothing else. Possiblmplicatures includeray of the following:You should not hire

Desmond; Desmond's a poor philosopheion't think well of DesmondThe

audience for my letter could undéand me as cooperative aiributing any of these
beliefs to me. According to Grice on indeterminate implicatures, then, the implicature

carried by my letter will b&ither you should not hire Desmond; or Desmond's a poor

philosopher; or | donthink well of DesmondBut in order to meet Grice's necessary

conditions for conversational implicaturel Have to believe that my audience could
work this out (Clause 3), and my audienaawd have to be required to work this out
(Clause 2). Neither of these is liketyobtain, given the open nature of the

disjunction.[10] Highly indeterminate implicaturgthen, arise even in what should

be the simplest cases. And they pose serious problems, even in these cases.

On Davis' own preferred account, mostteé problems resulting from indeterminate
implicatures simply do not arise. His accoisnd simple one: gaker implicature is
defined only as what speakers mean byrgagbmething else. The clauses of Grice's
characterisation of implicature, as Davis rlgiotes, have littldearing on this. As

a result, Davis does not take them tankbeessary conditions for conversational
implicature. What Grice says specifically about indeterminate implicatures is, as

we've seen, deeply problematic. Davis abandons this also.

For Davis, then, most of the cases weseassed need pose no special problem. It is
difficult to say what is implicated by thmoet's utterance of the red rose metaphor
precisely to the extent that it's difficiitt say what the poet means by it'if the poet
means something specific by it, then thetpowlicates something specific. | do not
implicate anything negative about Claudetith my ill-judged letter, because | did

not mean anything negative by it. ThesD®nd case, with its endless possible,



closely related implicatures, is trickieBut if mean some very specific
proposition'say, that Desmond is a bad philosofien | implicate that very specific
proposition, and no other. If, however, whatean is somewhat indeterminate’'l
really couldn't choose between the varipossible negative immatures'then what |
implicate is genuinely indetminate. | see no reason to suppose that this sort of
indeterminacy is any sort of a problem fond¥a In fact, it seems rather a natural
way of dealing with the case, and certaiptgferable to thdisjunctive implicature

solution. These cases, there aot the problem for Davis that they are for Grice.

But, as we have seen, Davis' account fatber problems'and we can actually see a

hint of them in the solutions that he offeisto the indeterminacy cases. | find it a bit
unintuitive to say that the implicature gertethby my Claudette letter is completely
positive. Similarly, it seems a bit strange to suppose that whether or not the Desmond
case is one of indeterminacy will depend completely on whether | had a specific
proposition in mind as the meagi of my utterance. It sb feels odd to say that the

poet's implicature would be utterly detenaie if the poet had some particular
proposition in mind. Nonetheless, we miglktwilling to accept these results. The
problem is that the very feature which yiettsse results is that which also leads to

the much more damaging results we saviezarDavis' account has abandoned the

normative element of Gricean conversationalliogure, and this is a significant loss.

The role of convention

Davis discusses a wide variety of casewlich he claims that both Calculability and
Clause (2) of the Theoretical Definitionilfeo hold, due to the role played in
communication by implicature conventionBhis, he argues, shows the need to

abandon Gricean theory in favour of his aitgive account. | will argue that he is



wrong to suppose that the role of convention in implicature has this
result. Nonetheless, another conventiased problem Davis raises is indeed a

problem. However, | will suggest, it &@so a problem for Davis' account.

Davis provides many examples of impligags which seem to depend crucially on
convention. Our example here will teutology implicatures'those arising from
utterances like 'men are men’, 'whatever bellwill be', and ‘war is war'. These are
commonly explained as arisifigom violations of the maxim of quantity. The maxim
of quantity demands that speakers give neither too much nor too little
information. The information actually exgesed by a tautology is about as minimal
as information gets, and unlikely to benafich use to anybody. As a result of this
flagrant violation of quantity at the level of what is said, Griceans argue,

conversational implicatures are generated.

Davis argues that the specific tautology irogtures which actually arise in English

are not ones that audiences could work atfhy, for example, does 'war is war'
implicate that war is terrible while 'a war's a war' implicates that one war is much the
same is another? And why does the lattecaaty the same sort of implicature as 'a
deal's a deal'? Cross-linguistic observatiomsplicate things still further. In order

to achieve in French the standard implicatcarried by 'war is war', one would need

to use a sentence which means 'that is. wigtese observationsiany of them drawn
from the work of Wierzbicka, are interasjiand significant: they show rather clearly
that audiences cannot work out the iroatures from conversational principles

alone. According to Davis' understandingcafculability, then, these implicatures are

not calculable. For closely related reas, Clause (2) seems as though it must go



unsatisfied, as there is no one implicature Wwiain audience is reqed to arrive at in

order to uphold the assumption tkta¢ speaker is being cooperative.

Tautology implicatures and ottsethat seem to rely heavily on convention do not pose
these problems for Davis. Davis takes éhmsplicatures to be sentence implicatures,
where a sentence implicates, 'roughly, wdgakers using the sentence with its
regular meaning would commonly use it tqpimate’. (Davis: 6.) Unsurprisingly,

given this definition, convention plagsvital role in generating sentence

implicatures. (Davis' book contains an exteasliscussion of the role and nature of
implicature conventions.) Moreovésyice's necessary conditions and the
calculability requirement don't apply to ttgert of implicature. So the role of

convention in implicature seems to serva@gport rather than a problem for Davis'

view. [11]

It seems to me, however, that the same is true for Grice's view. This is because
Grice's view is not quite that which Davisrdtutes to him. In particular, Grice's
calculability requirement isrucially different from tle one Davis attributes to

him. Davis' understandinggcall, is ‘conversational jpficatures can always be
worked out or inferred from the converseial principles' (p. 1) Grice, however, is
quite explicit that conversational principlase not all that thaudience has to draw

on in working out implicatures. (Grice 198%t.) Rather, they also make use of
background information, which'it seems to'may perfectly well include information
about community-wide conventis. Once this information is allowed to enter into
the audience's calculations, tautology iroglures become perfectly calculable. With
this information a part of the calculation,deences also become much more restricted

as to what hypotheses are reasonabt®tsider in trying to make sense of the



speaker as cooperative. Given thekgaound information about historical
conventions, it seems far more plaustolsuppose that the audience might be
required to assume the conventional tautologglicatures. So neither Calculability
nor Clause (2) need fail. These appapoblems for Grice's view are not problems

at all.

Another problem Davis raises, however, is somewhat more difficult to deal

with. Davis rightly points out that GricdRazor loses all plausiiiy once we take

seriously the role of convéan in calculating implicatureslit no longer seems right

to say that working outanversational implicatures requires fewer items of highly
specific knowledge than disambiguatioAmbiguity solutions and implicature

solutions are pretty much on a par asasknowledge of specific conventions

goes. So, if Grice's Razor is a central tenet of Grice's theory, then Grice's theory must
go. However, it doesn't seem obvious to me that Grice's Razor is a central tenet of his
theory. Grice first puts it forward aftédre original theoryand does so rather

hesitantly: 'So, at least, so far as | caa got far, | think), thre is as yet no reason

not to accept Modified Occam's Razor.'ri(@® 1989: 49.) Certainly itis easy to

imagine Gricean theory without the Razangd this was indeed how Grice first

imagined it himself.

Still, there may be serious problems fordgreven if Grice's Razor is not a central
tenet of his theory. Grice's Razor is whates us a reason to postulate generalised
implicatures rather than ambiguities. Witt the Razor, why should we ever prefer a
implicature explanation? It is far from clear whether or not there is a satisfactory

solution to this problem.



It is also far from clear, asturns out, that Davis casrovide a satisfactory solution
to this problem. Grice's Razor is not a cahtienet of Davis' theory. Indeed, Davis
opposes it. But Davis has provided nothingejplace it, and he #tfaces the task of
deciding when we should postulate an ambiguity and when an impligdt2fe.

Davis' sentence implicatures, completely determined by convention, could easily be
replaced by ambiguities. With Gris€Razor abandoned, it seems to me that
Davis'like Grice-- will have trouble prading a motivation for ever preferring to

postulate an implicature. So Davis is Mfth the same problem that faces Grice.
Conclusion

In my view, Davis' attacks on Grice's theafyimplicature do not succeed in showing
it to be bankrupt. Grice's theory is, | thimkiite different from wht Davis takes it to
be, in important and worthwhile ways.ohketheless, the problems Davis raises are
well worth serious consideration and manyhem are not easily solved. His book

sets an agenda of problems to be solwedny theory of conversational implicature

(including his own), and it desees to be widely reaci.13|
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[1] Davis has the definition in quotation marks, but has told me in correspondence that he did not

mean to be suggesting that the definition was a tjootcom Grice. Davis takes the definition from

the passage in which Grice first introduces the tanplicature': 'At this point, A might well inquire

what B was implying, what he was suggesting, or even what he meant by saying that B had not yet
been to prison'lt is cled@ihat whatever B implied, suggested, ntaarthis example, is distinct from

what B said, which was simply that C had not been to prison yet. | wish to introduce, as terms of art,

the verbimplicateand the related noumsplicature(cf. implying) andimplicatum(cf. what is

implied).’ His reading of this passage is not areasonable one, but as | argue above it seems

inconsistent with other claims made by Grice.



[2] This is one of the least intuitily appealing of Gricean doctrinekby no means favour its

endorsement. But the fact that Grice did is impott@aiatrriving at an accuratunderstanding of Grice.

[3] I'm ignoring all sorts of complications regarding sentences containing indexicals. Grice never

worked these out satisfactorily, and it would onlynpdicate things unnecessarily to try to discuss

these matters.

[4] The saying-implies-meaning thesis is not explicitigted in 'Logic and Conversation', although it |
take it to be implicit in Grice's use of 'making as if to say', particularly when discussing irony. Itis
explicit in his 'Utterer's Meaning, Sentence-Megnand Word-Meaning', first published in

1968. (Grice 1968: 227-229; Grice 1989: 120-122.) It also appears in the 1989 version of 'Utterer's
Meaning and Intentions' (Grice 1989: 87), although not in the 1969 version of this papgrateful

to Wayne Davis for discussion of these textual matters.

[5] With one exception: in 'The Causal Theory of Perception', Grice says that implicatures must be

meant. He chose to omit this part of the papeBfadies in the Way of Wordene of very few such
omissions), so its status is not clear. The reason Grice gives for this omission is that thieseeteg

there is 'substantially the same' as that presenteid later papers, which contain fuller discussions.

(Grice 1989: 229) Since this passage is actually a notable departure from other statements of the view,
it is hard to know how to treat it: it does not seem plausible to suppose that Grice changed his mind, as
he wouldn't then say that the view is substantially the same. Nor does it seem plausible to suppose he
still held the view, since if that were the case he daurely wish it to be stated somewhere. But even

if the status of the claim were clear, it would oe$tablish that being meant is a necessary condition

for implicature, and this is nehh weaker than Davis' claim.

[6] Strictly speaking, this isn't quite right. These clauses only prevent speakecofreansationally

implicating whatever they like. But conventional implicature is determined entirely by linguistic
meaning; and Grice's third, briefly sketched category of non-conversational non-conventional
implicature is meant to work just like conversational implicature except for the use of different

maxims. So linguistic meaning would prevent speakers from conventionally implicating whaé&gver t



like, while analogues of clauses (1) andw@uld prevent them from non-conventionally non-

conversationally implicating whatever they like.

[7] This is not to say that Davis' speaker implicatisn't a useful and worthwhile notion. What I'm
concerned with here is whether it can be attribute@rice'in particular, whether there is such strong
evidence in favour of this attribution that we shaulgke it even though the viewe end up with is, as
Davis compellingly argues, clearly internally ilm@went. | think we should not. But the notion of
speaker implicature, taken on its own terms (rathear #itributed to Grice), is certainly a useful one

for discussion of communication.

[8] This sentence (with a different name) is oma&t | actually read in a letter of

reference.

[9] For more on this, see footnote 5.

[10] Davis also notes that opélisjunctions are especially problematic for clause 2

[11] Not all of what Davis says aboutdence implicature in his book seems
consistent, and much of it also seedifferent from Grice's generalised

implicature. In addition to the definmin quoted above, he says that 'facts about a
particular context or speaker will neya@ay a role in deriving a sentence

implicature'. (Davis: 27.) This is impantly different from Grice's generalised
implicature. For Grice, generalised implicatures are ones that are usually carried by
utterances of some particular form ofréls. The important difference between these
two notions is that, for Grice, a sentemd@ch usually carries some implicature may
fail to do so; for Davis, that sentence will always carry the implicature. But Davis,
like Grice, wants to distinguish tveeen conventional and conversational
implicature. The key to this distinction rfDavis, is that conversational implicatures

depend on context and are cancellable. (D&vis) Davis' sentence implicature is



meant to be a species of conversational implicature, but it cannot be according to the
definition that Davis givesvhat a sentence implicates is simply a matter of that
sentence, and ‘facts about a particularexdndr speaker will never play a role in

deriving a sentence implicature'. (Davis: 2h)correspondence, Davis tells me that

he distinguishes (in a forthcoming wotkgtween sentence implicature'which is
independent of context amgbpliedsentence implicature'which depends in part on
context. This distinction will be an imgant one to properly understanding sentence

implicature, and in particular the cafiability of sentence implicatures.

[12] Davis does discuss issues of ambiguityirdplicature, but heloes not provide a
methodological principle which can do work analogous to that which Grice's Razor is

meant to do for Grice's theory.

[13] | am very grateful to Wayne D, Chris Hookway, Maria Kasniliy Teresa Robertson, and the
Sheffield Philosophy of Language Reading Group for comments on this critical study art relate
material. | also thank the Sfield Department of Philosophy drthe AHRB for research leave to

pursue the project of which this study is a part.
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