PHI840: Intuitions and Conceptual Analysis
Week Eight — How to Beat a Counterexample

| want to talk for a bit about what moves we can make to defend a theory when faced with a putative
counterexample. For simplicity, I’'ll be asuming we' re defend the theory that all and only Fs are Gs. The following
batch of moves sem, prima facie, to be available. (One interesting exercise isto seehow many of these Lewis
makes in “Causation as Influence”, or even better, to discern other moves | have failed to notice)

1. Deny that we havethe Intuitions

Thisis perhaps the least plausible move to make in general, but if it can be made it isworth doing. | have dready
mentioned the example aout the social aspeds of knowing, which does san to promote quite widespread
disagreement. And certainly the agreement on the original Gettier casesislessthan 100%. I’ m not including tere
people like me who have the pdliti cdly corred intuitions on Gettier cases but maintain that this doesn’t fatally
undermine readionary standpants.

Just to show this move can be worthwhil e, | should mention the cae where it seems most obviously
applicable. Thereis me dispute eout whether the sentence Only xis F, where x is aname, entail sthat xisF. So,
more ancretely, does the sentence Only Mary voted for Carter entail Mary woted for Carter? Clealy the first
sentence mmmunicaesthat Mary voted for Carter, but it is passble that thisis because of the pragmatics of the
sentence (Infaa it is because of the pragmatics of the sentence, but that’s atopic for another day.) The linguist
James McCawley argued that the inference must be pragmatic because it can be canceled. (If you don’t know what
cancdlingis, don’t worry, much more on it below.) And the evidencethat it could be cancdled isthat the following
sentenceisfeli citousl:

Only Mary voted for Carter, and maybe even she didn’t.

| have not found a single person who thinks McCawley is right about the pragmatics of this sntence. Everyone |
have spoken to about it thinks the sentenceis clealy defedive. Now mistakes about where the intuitionslie ae
usually not as pedaallar asthis, but they can be made.

A more popular challenge than the flat-out assault isto question the depth of the intuitions. Thisis
esentialy what we do when we try to med a munterexample by saying, “But isn't that case just like this one, and
you agreed that my theory was right about this one, therefore, I'm right about that one tod!” Jackson employs thisin
the oppdasite diredion when he says that some cases we had thought were knowledge might be reconsidered in the
light of the Gettier cases. And it’s clealy one of the moves Unger makes in the atad on non-utilit arian intuiti ons.
Thisisauseful methoddogy, but rather hard to employ, becaise it relies on some ingenuity in thinking up the
neaby instances. So let’ s return to something easier.

' The agument isin hiswonderful bodk Everything Linguists have Ever Wanted to Know About Logic (But Were Afraid to AsK),
University of Chicago Press first ed 1981 seconded 1993 | think the agument is only in the second edition.
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2. Deted a Change of Contex

| susped some people won't be famili ar with Lewis' s most recent response to the Kripke-Putnam argument for the
rigidity of natural kind terms, so let’s quickly runthroughit. This quote is from “Reduction of Mind”, in the Lewis
volume.

Like awy up-to-date philosopher of 1955 | think that ‘water’ is a duster concept. Among the

conditionsin the duster are: it isliquid, it is colourless it isodarless it supparts life. But, pacethe

phil osopher of 1955 there is more to the duster than that. Another condition in the duster is: it is

anatural kind. Another condition isindexicd: it is abundant heregbouts. Another is metalingustic:

many cdl it ‘water’. Another is both metalingustic and indexicd: | have head o it under the

name ‘water’. When we hea that XY Z on Twin Earth fits many of the conditionsin the duster but

not al, we ae in a state of semantic indedsion about whether it deserves the name ‘water’. When

in a state of semantic indedsion, we ae often dad to go either way, and acaommodate our own

usage temporarily to the whims of our conversational partners. So if some philosopher, cdl him

Schmutnam, invites us to join him in saying that the water on Twin Earth differs in chemicd

compasition from the water here, we will happily follow his lead. And if another phil osopher,

Putnam, invites us to say that the stuff on Twin Earth is no water — and hence that Twoscar does

not believe that water falls from the douds — we will just as happily follow his lead. We should

have followed Putnam’s lead only for the duration of that conversation, then lapsed badk into our

acommodating state of indedsion. But, sad to say, we thought that instead of playing along with a

whim, we were settling a question once and for all. And so we cane avay lastingy misled (Lewis,

313314).

Now Lewis admits that this move doesn’t show the Putnam examples are worthless For one thing, as Lewis admits,
they show us things about the duster that we didn’t know before. For another, they show that conceptual claimswe
may have made éout water are & least false on some accetable disambiguations. But what Lewis's response makes
clea isthat some of these questions, like |swater necessarily watery may have no context-independent answer. This
move can be anployed to seeoff examplesin theory of knowledge and conditi onals, particularly when we note how
easy it isto change mntexts.

Apparently the foll owing intuiti ons are widely enough teld to warrant discusson. We know many
commonplaces about the world. We know, for example, that we eab have two hands. But we don’t know that we ae
not brainsin matrices, or holodedk images, or elements of whatever epistemic worst-case scenario you care to think
about. But we dso know that if we have two hands we ae not in one of these worst-case scenarios. (Bradket for now
wide-content concerns, and any detail s of the example which lead you to think we have handsin those caes.) So
knowledge is not closed under known entail ment. Lewis' s response to this argument (at L ewis, 440) isto suggest
that there is a thange of context. Relative to an everyday context, it isright to say that we know we have two hands.
Right to say, that is, because it istrue. Relative to an epistemologist’s context, it isright to say, and true, that we
don’'t know we aein such a scenario. But in that context we dso dan't know we have two hands, because for all we
know we ae brainsin vats, or whatever. And relative to the everyday context, we must know we ae not brainsin
vats, because we know we have two hands, and hencewe can rule out possbiliti esin which we ae handless By
bringing y brainsin matrices, or holodedks, we shift the context to one in which negligible posshiliti es are not
negleded. In any context, knowledge is closed under known entail ment, which is al that we originally wanted to
prove.
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A similar story works with conditionals, though here Lewis mistakenly endorses the other side. The
following argument seamsinvalid, hence aprinciple we might cdl ‘transitivity for conditionals' must be wrong. (As
badkground, assume | am an avid skier, but not a suicidal one.)

If it snowsthisweekend, I'll go skiing.

If there'sablizzard this weekend, it will snow.

So, if there'sablizzad thisweekend, I'll go skiing.

I ntuiti vely we might have thought we @uld ‘chain’ conditi onals together, so from If A, B and If B, C we derive If A,
C. But, Lewis contends, this example shows that intuition was mistaken. A panoply of lingusts, and afew brave

phil osophers, have pointed out that the proper response here seansto beto deted a change of context. (Indeed they
were saying thislong before Lewis said it about knowledge.) Relative to a mntext where blizzards are out of the
question, it istrue that if it snows, I'll go skiing. When blizzards are made salient, what isredly true isthat if it
snows without being ablizzad, I'll go skiing. Remarkable evidencefor this diagnosis (‘remarkable’ becaise thereis
almost never evidencefor competing diagnoses in these caes) can be found by noting there ae no intuitive
counterexamples to transiti vity where the premises are right-way-round, rather than badk-to-front asin this example.
This suggests it is the pragmatics which explains the data, not the semantics.

3. Inconsistent Intuitions

Clealy if the intuitions are inconsistent, they aren’t all true. And sinceit isno cost to be & odds with intuitions
which are false, showing this may escgoe a ounterexample. This amsto be the strategy that Unger was pursuingin
the passages we looked at.

Asit stands, this move is alittl e quick. That the intuitions here ae inconsistent just shows that one of them
must be false, not that all of them are. (Indeed, it will sometimes ow that one of them must be true.) What we must
show isthat the intuition that we want to drop is the false one in the set. Now sometimes thiswill be quite eay: if the
folk areinclined to drop the intuiti on we want them to drop when presented with the inconsistency, this semsto be
sufficient to sed the case.

Even still, this move is often misapplied. The aiteria car’'t be that under any old presentation of the
possbleinconsistency the folk choose to resolve it by dropping the intuiti on which we want them to drop. Just as
first-order intuiti ons can vary with the presentation of the material, so can second-order intuiti ons, or intuiti ons about
which intuiti ons are stronger than others. Given the esoteric nature of the cae, the possble influence of the
interrogator on subjed at this point is particularly large.

And this says nothing about the redly hard case, the cae where the folk are not sure what to dowhen
presented with the inconsistency. (Compare what happens when the folk are presented with the semantic paradoxes.)
| susped the methoddogicad moral isthat this defence may fail unlessit is quite dea that the intuition we want
people to drop is the one which isleast strongy held.

There may be aother move which can be made to save the defence, thoughit isn’t often appeded to,
espedally around here. It might be agued that the faa of the inconsistency shows that the folk are unreliable aout
these matters, and we dl know that we shouldn’t trust unreli able sources. The problem isthat this casts doubt not
only on the munterexample, but on our ‘evidence that All and only Fs are Gs, which will usually be littl e more than
its grongintuiti ve plausibility. When we look at Horowitz's paper (in about 25 minutes) we might compare her
strategies with this one.
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4. Near Enoughis Good Enough
The motivation for this move is the foll owing passage from L ewis.

Maybe nothing could perfedly deserve the name “sensation” unless it were infallibly

introspedible; or the name “simultaneity” unlessit were aframe-independent equivalence relation;

or the name “value” unlessit couldn’t passbly fail to attrad anyone who was well aaquainted with

it. If so, then there ae no perfed deservers of these namesto be had. But it would be silly to loose

our Moorings and deny that there existed any such things as nsations, simultaneity and values. In

eadt case, an imperfed candidate may deserve the name quite well enough (246).

The fad that the property picked out by G isn’'t a perfed deserver of the name“F” isno evidencethat thereisa
distinction to be had between the Fs and the Gs; it might be that there is nothing which could be aperfea deserver of
that name. Thisisvery similar to the agument in my paper, so | won’t spend much time on this point, other than to
rehearse aquick summary of the aguments.

First, when thereis no perfed deserver, an imperfed deserver will usually do. Second, there isreason to
think that the kind of cases we discusson phil osophy are caes where there will be no perfed deservers. The reason
isthat if there were aperfed deserver, it would have been discovered long ago, and the issue would have ceaed to
be alive one. Finally, the kind of counterexamples we usually discussin phil osophy are, by the nature of the subjeq,
liableto bethe kind of extreme caes where imperfed deservers go imperfed. If G imperfedly deserves the name
“F”, there will haveto be some caes where intuition saysthat aisF and ais G differ in truth value. That's just what
it isto beimperfed. It is better, ceteris paribus, for these caesto be extreme caes which are hard to think up and on
which intuiti ons are not always unified or clea. In other words, onceyou’ve acceted that your analysisisimperfed,
the last thing you should be worried about is a phil osopher’ s counterexample.

5. Scalar and Absolute Predicates
Thisisamove Lewis makes at a auple of crucial pointsin the caisation paper. On Lewis s theory the presence of
any objed in the nea-ish vicinity isa cause of every event, becaise of the gravitational and eledro-magnetic forces
objeds bringwith them. Thisis very odd, sinceit makes almost every objed a caise of almost every event, since
those forces tend to disspate over rather large distances. Lewis sresponseisto accept that thisis, in a sense true: the
spatio-temporal locetion of any particular objed is a caise of any particular event. But he deniesthat it is much of a
cause. What we thought was an absolute, or on/off predicate, turns out to be esentially ascdar predicae. These
wed attradive forces are very small causes of events; somethingis properly cdled a caise if it asufficiently large
cause. Seepage 15 o the paper for adiscusson of this paint, replete with some questionable analogies to simil ar
moves regarding quantifiers.

The general paint isthat if there isa mnfusion between scdar and absolute uses of a predicate, the folk may
well confuse something rot being much of an F for it not beingan F.

6. FalseImplicit Theory

Jackson says at a wuple of paintsthat we can gve lessweight to an intuition about a possble caeif we can show
that the ‘intuition’ isn’'t basic, but is derived from some more general intuition. This sans clealy wrongin general;
why not say general intuitions are more likely to be right? But if we can show that the general intuition is wrong, and
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that the only reason for the strong view about the posshble cae thisview isforced by the general intuition, we seem
to have won the game.

This may be the cae in debates about personal identity acosstime and worlds. If someone has the intuition
that the property ‘being part of the same person’ isintrinsic to a pair of stages, they will have dl sorts of odd
intuitions about hard cases in the identity literature. Sincethe intrinsicnessintuition is (a) plausible and (b) false,
recognising this could lead to pladng a more gpropriate weight on the folk intuiti ons.

Thisislessof arisk, but | guessmany folk give some aedenceto the ideathat it isimpassble to have
beliefs and desires without having conscious gates. | don’t know how plausible thisis; it certainly sounds false to
me. Anyway, perhaps this theory is behind the anti-functionali st intuiti ons in Chinese room and nation casesin
phil osophy of mind.

7. Mistaken Identity

Thisisto some extent avariant on the previous defence. Sometimes it is possble to show that an implicit theory is
plausible but false by showing that there is a true theory with which it is easily confused. For instance, utilit arians
deny that it is always wrong to exeaute innocents. But they agreethat it is always wrong ceteris paribus to exeaute
innocents, and that it is almost always wrong in pradiceto exeaute innocents, and so on. This can become important
in metaphysics when there is the posshility for subtle confusions between intuiti ons of metaphysicd possbility and
intuiti ons of epistemic passbility.

For example, it seans possblethat | could retain my identity while losing all the propertiesthat are
normally taken to be constitutive of my identity over time. There doesn’'t seem to be a ontradiction in the story that
runs: “Brian woke up one morning with an entirely new body and no memories of hisformer life. Had he been able
to remember that he was on the run from the Mafia, he would have been quite pleased with this evasive technique.”
If personal identity over time goes by psychologicd continuity, or physica continuity, or some @mbination of the
two, this gory isincoherent. So why don't we take this clea posshility to refute those theories of identity. One
possble out isto say that the reason this gory seems posshle simpliciter isthat a Cartesian theory of identity, that
identity means preservation of soul-stuff, is epistemicaly posdble, and if that theory is true then the story | told is
metaphysicdly possble.

Asagenera point, and thisredly can’t be stressed enough, the more you can say to explain why we have
intuitions which are, on your theory, fal sez, the better off your theory is. I1t's no solution to just say, we have these
false intuitions and that’ sthe end df it. The degpest, and these days least interesting, way to dothisis by apped to
evolutionary history. Showing that we're trying to grasp something which just ain’t there, like a @mplete
arithmeticd theory with reaursive functions, or an epistemic standard between justification and certainty, isalso a
way out. (Thisis one description, passbly agood description, of what we do when we show intuitions are
inconsistent.) What we do here is claim that our reports on what the intuitions redly are is theory-laden and hence
possbly wrong. The intuition isredly that something like blahis true, and my theory satisfies this. So Putham’s
essentialism about water is guared with the intuition that the stuff which fill s the oceans etc might not have been
H,O by distingushing between two senses of ‘ might’, noting that his essentialism is only incompatible with one
sense, and the satisfadion of the other sense is good enoughto satisfy the intuition. As a different example, thisis

2
Some may have the intuition that intuitions don't have propasitional content; that would be another false intuition.
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why the utilit arian talks about how Kantian morality usually maximises utility in the ad¢ual world. Thisisue dso
comes up alot in connedion with vagueness but that’s for (at most) alater seminar.

8. Guilt by Association

| mentioned ealier that if we can show intuitions are unreliable in a particular areg that isareason not to trust them.3
There aetricky questions, which we have been looking at, about how we can show this, and indeed about just what
it would be to show this, but we will presume for our purpases that those have been settled. Thisis (at least part of)
what Horowitz in tryingto doin her paper in Intuition. What we'll be interested in are two questions. First, when
can thiskind of argument be used against a cunterexample? Sewnd, is this one of those caes?

To try and get afed for thiskind of case, and for a quick introduction to some of the probabili stic issues
fadng ws, | want to first look at a slightly similar argument. One of the most central principles of modern dedsion
theory iswhat I'll cdl here Dom, for Dominance Principle. We have an intuitive ideaof the value of abet. (In
dedsion theory every adion is reduced to a bet.) And we dso have anot too bed ideaof the conditional value of a
bet, how much a bet would be worth were it to be the cae that some ndition is met. In simple caesthisis easy to
work out. This betting ticket worth $10is worth $2000if HopelessHorse wins and $0 dherwise. In other casesit is
alittl e harder. A bet to win $100if John McCain is the next President is worth virtually nothingif he loses the
Republican Primary, but still worth lessthan $100if he wins that primary. Formally, let V(A), where Aisan adion,
be the value of A, and V(A | p) be the conditional value of A if pistrue. In symbaols, Dom says the foll owing
inferenceisvalid.

V(A|p)>V(B|p)

V(Ala)>V(B|q)

Prip0g =1

V(A) > V(B)

Note that [ stands for exclusive digunction. So if you're better off choosing A should p happen, and better off
choosing B should g happen, and it is certain that exadly one of these will happen, then you are better off choosing A
than B. This principle is obviously important for the two-box argument in Newcomb's Problem, as we discussed a
few weeks badk. Now Dom is very intuitive; | think that there is no argument for it except its intuitive plausibilit y.
(There ae afew other purported arguments for it in the literature, but redly | think these ae littl e better than
intuition pumps. As arguments they rely on premises lessplausible, and certainly more controvertible, than Dom
itself.) But the intuiti ons which suppart Dom also suppart two rather dubious principles, Dom-Inc (for Inclusive) and
Dom-Inf. Each of these seam susceptible to knock-down counterexamples. In symbals, here ae the principles.

Dom-Inc
V(A|p)>V(B|p)
V(Ala)>V(B|aq)
Pripdqg)=1
V(A) > V(B)

’ Thisobvioudly is nat an endarsement of reli abili sm!
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Dom-Inf
V(A|p) >V(B|p) & ... & V(A|pn) >V(B|pn) & ...
Pr(p,0...0p0...) =1
V(A) > V(B)

Here' s the problem case for Dom-Inc. I'm goingto ded you two cards from athree cad dedk. Thethree cads are
the aceof spades, the aceof clubs and the two of heats. Asaume | have now dedt them and the cads are facedown
in front of you. The remaining card is facedown in front of me, and | haven't been able to seeit. | then offer to sell
you a bet which will pay $10if you have both aces for a bargain price of $4. Isthisagood huy?

If you are hesitant, | try and talk you into buying with this argument. If you have the aceof clubs, thereisa
50/50 chancethat you also have the aceof heats. So if you have the aceof clubs, this bet should be worth $5. And if
you have the aceof heats, there is a 50/50 chancethat you also have the aceof clubs. So if you have the aceof
heats, this bet should be worth $5. But it is certain that you either have the aceof clubs or the aceof heats, so by
Dom-Inc, the bet is worth $5. Are you convinced?

Here' s the problem case for Dom-Inf. A demon plays the following game. He starts with a fair coin and two
envel opes and tosses the @in a number of times urtil he gets heads the first time. If it lands heads he puts $3in the
first envelope. If it lands heals the second time he puts $9 in the first envel ope, the third time $27, the fourth time
$81and so on. If it never lands heals after an infinite number of throws he puts $3in the first envelope. (Demons
can perform infinitely many ads, and have large bank acounts.) He then tosses the win again and if it lands heads
he puts 1/3 as much in the second envelope ain the first, and if it lands tail s he puts 3 times as much in the second
envelope asthefirst. He then gves you one of the envelopes, though ke won't say which. But that’s the last envelope
you'll get for free He now wants you to sell you the chanceto swap envelopes for $1. We won't discussthe merits
of that trade, but let’s consider the question of whether your envelope, which you should now sign before the demon
startsworking Hs ell s, is worth more or lessthan the other envelope. As usual, it depends on whether you are a
pessmist or an optimist. As lessthan usual, whether you are apessmist or an optimist depends on how you partition
redity.

| won't bore you with the math, so you'll have to trust me that the followingistrue. Let p; be the
propasition that your envelope has $1init, p, that it has $3init, ps that it has $9in it, and so on. And let B be your
envelope and A the other envelope. The following are dl true: V(A | py) > V(B | p1), V(A | p2) > V(B | p2) V(A
| ps) > V(B | p3) and so on. Hence by Dom-Inf, V(A) > V/(B). As usual the world isamean place But wait! Let g, be
the propasition that the other envelope has $1init, g, that it has $3in it, gs that it has $9in it, and so on. Then the
followingare dl true: V(B | 1) > V(A | q1), V(B | @) > V(A | d2), V(B | d3) > V(A | g3) and so on. Hence by Dom-Inf
V(B) > V(A). And that looks like a @ntradiction to me.

So by parity of reasoning, Domisfalse. Well, it had better not be, because without it we know
ABSOLUTELY NOTHING about dedsion theory. | suppase knowing absolutely nothing about an areaisn’t
considered too bed in philosophy. (How much do we redly know about metaphysics after all these canturies?) But in
ared science like dedsion theory(!), knowing absolutely nothingisaVERY BAD THING INDEED. It does ®em
very oddto deny instances of Dom. But not, to my ea, any odder than it soundsto deny instances of Dom-Inc or
Dom-Inf, and they lead to mistaken conclusions. So intuitions around here ae unreliable, so we shouldn’t trust our
intuition that Domis corred. Maybe I'm just wegk-will ed to go on accepting it, knowing as | do that | have no
evidencefor it.
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9.

HorowitZ s Argument
Start by looking at the Kahneman and Tversky experiments.
Why are the adionsirrational ?
Why do we draw these impli cations out of them? (Are we still maximising something)
Compare these examples to the Doing and All owing examples
Isthere a ¢ose analogy?
If so, what are the impli cations of this?
What happens if we dter ead example asmall amount?
If this makes the cases diverge, doesthis $how the original cases were diff erent.
Why does this explanation of the gistemic cases affed what we say about moral cases?
It can’t be that if we can explain moral judgements they are worthless

So it must be that there is mething particular to thiskind of explanation.

10. Griceontherole of pragmatics in metaphysics

What are our intuitions about counterexamples intuiti ons of ?
Perhaps of defediveness
That is, our first readionis: | wouldn't say that
But we don’'t say things for lots of reasons. here’ sthree
Ungrammaticd
False (semanticdly defedive)
Pragmaticadly false (misleading)
Only the midd e one matters to metaphysics — who caresif ‘ He has good handwriting is midealing
How can we tell which of the three?
Generating pragmatic implications
Can't just say, “Oh thisis part of the pragmatics’
So Gricegives us atheory, in the first few pages of chapter 2
How breades play out
Some breades are acédental, b/c we make mistakes about what is relevant
Some breades are deliberate, lying
Some breades are explicit, saying that we ae not playing the game

And sometimes we ‘flout’ the maxims
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e How this matters for metaphysics
| perceive M means M causes my having certain sense-datain the right kind of way
To be having ared sense-datais to be such that something looks red to me.
But when I’'m standing in front of a British post-box, | don’t have the ‘looks red’ sensation
It would be horribly misleading to say this ‘looksred’.
Henceit doesn’t look red, but | am percaving ared thing, so the CTP iswrong.
Mistake: inferring from Sis horribly misleadingto Sisfalse.
* How can thistednique be used?
e Consistency proadfs and corredness
All the Grice story shows isthat we don't have a ounterexample here
But there ae many other theories which are dso immune to counterexamples
How dowetell between them
Thisisahig question: | hope simplicity will be the answer

* Objedionsto the Gricean picture

11. The Gricean Maxims
Quantity 1. Make your contribution as informative & posshble.

2. Do not make your contribution more informative than is required.

Quiality 1. Do not say what you believe to be false.
2. Do not say that for which you lad adequate evidence

Relevance 1. Berelevant

Manner 1. Avoid obscurity of expresgon.
2. Avoid ambiguity.
3. Be brief (avoid unrecessary proli xity)

4. Beorderly.

12. Data Sentences
Q) Everyone has head of the counterfactual analysis of causation.

(2 | don't like aicket, | loveit.
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3

(4)
(5)
(6)
(")

Alice Did any of the pasengers die?

Bob: Yes/*Somedid

Steffen comes from Norway, or somewhere in Scandinavia.

*Steffen comes from somewhere in Scandinavia, or from Norway

If Brian has ®vera drinks and drives home, he's avery irresponsible driver

If Brian has ®vera drinks and drives home, he’savery anti-social drinker

13. How Gricean Impli catures are Generated

Pl S uttered a sentence with a particular meaning, in a given context

P2 Sisobserving the m-operative principle

P3 Given P1, S could not be ohserving the moperative principle unlesshe believed p
C Simplicated p

Thisisfrom Wayne Davis, Implicature, Cambridge University Press page 15.

14. For next week

We will be returning to the Jadkson bodk, looking at the rest of chapter two and of chapter three Despite what is
listed for week nine, the official readingredly is Jackson pages 44 to 86 and the Stalnaker paper “Asgertion” which
isalready in the fili ng cabinet!



