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Scepticism: Scepticism

Loose talk (ctd)

- Note that, on this view, Dretske’s ‘conversational abomination’

“The refrigerator is empty, but has lots of things in it’

is inconsistent
- Some putative further cases offered by Bach:
‘Tack and Jill are married [to each other]’
Jill got married and [then] got pregnant’
‘Otto has [exactly] three cars’
‘Felix has always been an honest judge [since he’s been a judge]
‘Adele hasn't had lunch [today]’

“Youre not going to die [from this cut].

>

Loose talk

- Conee’s isn’t the only person to voice doubts about contextualism
wrt quantified phrases or gradable adjectives
- Bach (2000) :

In these cases, contextualists confuse what is with what is
(what the speaker intends the hearer to infer)

- On this view, what is said in uttering the following is false:
‘Everyone is wearing their Winter clothes’
“The box is empty’

- What is meant however, may be true:
‘Everyone in Germany is wearing their Winter clothes’

“The box is empty of rabbits’

- Part of what is meant is not said, but left

Why speak loosely?

- Bach writes:

‘We hardly ever mean exactly what we say. I don’t mean that we
generally speak figuratively or that we're generally insincere.
Rather, I mean that we generally speak loosely, omitting words
that could have made what we meant more explicit and letting our
audience fill in the gaps. Language works far more efficiently
when we do that. Literalism can have its virtues, as when we’re
drawing up a contract, programming a computer, or writing a
philosophy paper, but we generally opt for efficiency over
explicitness. In most conversation, though, spelling things out is
not only unnecessary, it just slows things down, given the
articulatory bottleneck in linguistic communication. It is often
misleading too, insofar as it guards against something that doesn’t
need to be guarded against’



WAMs for sceptics

- Unsurprisingly, the sceptical invariantist’s response to epistemic
contextualism proceeds along the same broad lines

- What follows ~ early Unger’s line sketched in Week 2
- In connection with our zebra scenario, you ask me:

‘Do you know whether that’s a zebra?’

- The invariantist will claim that, in responding with the following,
what I say is false:

‘T know that’s a zebra’

- What is meant, however, is claimed to be true
- What might that be? Perhaps be something like:

‘Tknow that if this is an average zoo, then that’s a zebra’

References

- Bach, K. 2000: Quantification, Qualification, and Context: A
Reply to Stanley and Szabo. Mind & Language 15(2-3),
pPp. 262-283.

WA Ms for sceptics (ctd)

- Why didn’t I say what I meant?
- Note: I presumably think that the hearer will share my
assumption that the zoo is a normal one
- Hence, speaking the literal truth would have been:
- at best unnecessary: the hearer would have concluded that its a
zebra either way
- longer and harder to process

- at worst misleading: it could have suggested that the hearer should
worry that the zoo is not your average one
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