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1. FUBIC

TG, FRICHEESENERR T, XOERIZEOLOHEISEMEIC
#&%&wkk%i\i’i3/77XF#%@¢Lt$E@E%#%ék%
ZTCE, T, IEREREHOVIG LT MIZHY) . T3 T 7 A NEFREL
LI EN S, 71— A b (Robyn Carston) L #7797 1 (Francois Recanati)
X, BRSHEEZPOBIZE Iy 77 A NSITHEEG L. XOEKE LOEM
FHLAFRLE L O ZD2EZHICHSAPLETEZ TV, AFETIE, 71— A
k> (Carston2007) & L %157 4 (Recanati 2006a, 2006b) ® EiEIZift-> T,
[FER & ERRROEW | 2L, ZOMEIZOWTEREZINAT-VWER),

2. XDBRERESEMG

HIVFy TIXFEH . B, fanam (BSGR) oFnEiuzonwT, UT
@;5&8%%waéo

MO T, FELFHLVIE, bo b —BRMEVWEZTIUL, SHEOMEHHE
T LHALERP R 3NS5, ZOWEEiEH (pragmatics) D5 H
Wb HTHILIZT D, (ZOLEITRRHENDE KD % ENLDHENILS
DHFCE-TEITHEINWIETH D) SHEOMHEXIERL, KL 2D
R GDOIRE ST B % 51X, bRbIUIERH (semantics) D7 EFIZ72§
EhoTnd, ZLT, %I, RAREER L, 72728B L KBOMOH
OB EGHT L5, bﬂbﬂ@(ﬁ@%)%i (syntax) 272 F&hboT
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W%, (Carnap (1942) Gapg LR [EMSFH) p. 19))

2%, SHMEHETH L LFVEGT 500, M SRERIL LR
R ED O ERR, SHEEHBOBRICOKXERT 2000 Em Ch b &
HNFy FIEENENERALTHEDTH S, LrL, EHIZZ EIXDER
20 BRSO NI Z NI EHM R L OTIE R v, FISFELFERLD
SHHHE VI HEEBR L T, BIHEIERHROBRE 5T 5 2 LR 412
TRETH A 9 &) BRI TR D . ZOBEMIZZO T FRAERGZOE Z /12
LB TIEELLEE L 5o

BREWR. HICEHELMNERRTIE. XOBRIEIZOLOEHALNETH
D, EI YT 7 A MUK L B WAEOEKRE FEDT L) F 2 H8HLH
Lo Twh, THIIK LT, HASHEOMERIZIZ Y77 A P RREZRORE
B & HRICBR L T b L E X GO SETIE. XOBER LR L FOREK
(BREOERR) #XBIL. LOBERIIFE LF0MEA L) ET2H®EIR 22D
DTHHEELZTWA,

WOFERE EHEMFOMBEZ BT 202, FTIEXOBEKRES LTFOEK
DENNI DWW THERA L 72\,

(1) a. Peter: Would you like something to eat?
b. Mary: I've just had lunch.

A7) —0BRE (1b) 1, €= —DBWICHEEEZ T3 iwnys [BEL A
R7ZEPD 2] L) BHEDT T, HIOLNVOEKRTH L [#ETT (T
AR ARV 2EELELTELATWS, $720 L (Ib) IC VR AT
bzt [(EFEZFIE2ZE0) 20N0E) FRLLWEY 2] ZEDOE
WAEBEINDET LD, TNHEOEKRIE (1Ib) OXLOERICHS 7217 Tl
BoONLBW, IYTI7AMIL o TRESNLFELFOERTH S, 5 LTFO
EWAEEZLEICIE, C0L)izaryF s AN - FELT - BREMHE VO D
FEEL%oTL bo ali LFOERE IS, LOERICOWTIE, FHLTF
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D52 LT, ARSI R D TR ERIZTIZRET 5 2 & TES
b Lz, UEDOXIITEZ L L, BEmEBHmOXNEL, XOEK L
FLTFOER, & CICXOWRNY % ER (whatissaid) & COIEHRM 2 Bk
(B9 PEEE O F 35 CIEREIR (implicature)) & OXFNI—HTH L dEZ BN
bo Ll MEDENE ZOX ) IZHMLT B, b o ERAMLITER
BRI DLERD L. TOMEMRIELIZ, LOBEKREMEOMETH S,
ZLZLXOBERIEIT b EMELROTHAS ) Ho TNEDMEEITEL D
bOBDOTH ) Ho —HWICERRHTIL, LOBERIILOMEERDT LE
ZHNTW5D, L2 LiEHRTIE. XOBERIISHENICHFSIL SN ERISHE
EPFABERIOTHLLEV)RBHETH LTI LEDbDNL, 2F ., iF
HmOWZeE O RFETlx. FBHAmNHER 702 224 S 3I121E. LOEEDS
EREOM 2 2 EBOMEEFETTAILTOTERVEV) 2 LIk D,
BBMEOM Z AL 357201201, #8715 (reference assignment) . %36
172 5D —3%1t (disambiguation) . f3fl (saturation). 7 N7 v 7 #% (ad hoc
concept) &7 & [58| LN AWM IEEDPVEL 2D, T OE
EFTANC, FBLTFOER., 3572 AN, £ L CGEHRNEEZ &85
LM EORR 70 A X5 TITbN Db DTH D, H—A MU DEIT S
ROBUIPSSHSEPR LI, aIa=F—2arTlE, EARIZLOERIZ
AT %2 L COERIIEON VIR ZREE RN L2NETH 2 HE
(explicature) OW HMRES NS (FEL < 1d Carston (2007) 2 ZHOZ &),
BEbPHELLOBKREIIELRLb0T, FBHGRN 7O AL o THATRE
N7z DThH L, BEBHEOM 2 5 RANROFIGELEITT 5120, HEL R
I 2REHRIN T O ABLHE %50 ZOPERDIZTTH, XOEKRIZIZ
AHEELRERNL ., LOBR=HHFNLEZ L EPATERRZ LA
L b,

(2) a. How is Jane feeling after her first year at university?

b. She didn’t get enough units and can't continue.
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(2b) DILDOEBRIZF HATH . she DD units (I TRT DD enough 1%
AT DD D S T\ &SI She didn’t get enough units DELIT &
can’t continue DFR5; & DRFEFRIZOWTDH and HIRDOEERD HIINFET 5
TLiETERV, BEENHZIET LI21E, 3T 7 A MIESWT (3a) O
L) B, 2ENFELTFOBER®RELE 2L TLOERT RS2 T
ANCRARN

(3) a [JANE; DIDN'T PASS ENOUGH UNIVERSITY COURSE UNITS TO
QUALIFY FOR ADMISSION TO SECOND YEAR STUDY]p & AS A
RESULT OF P JANE; CANNOT CONTINUE WITH UNIVERSITY
STUDY]

b. JANE IS NOT FEELING HAPPY.

(3a) EXOE®RTIE R, IV T 7 A M GO EREHRAONZ 88 L T3S
NBRVEELFOERTH 5o HISEMNERRAERT 2 L 912, B2
ERE HIE, L FOEMAZERBICAN WV EEREHELBET LI LATE
TN LDOBRIZTT TIEEREZFF W 8> TLE ) REED TT
$ho T EESNLFHELTFOERICIE (32) 1I2IMA T, (3b) ® X9 %IEW
R RNEBEESNLE, 20X ) RREEIZOVWTIR, Ty 727 A NPHEET
HEW) ZEIGERORHDO NI ETHH D) XOERE GEORIZOWV
Ty EHIZROBIE AR THIZ,

(4) 12 DAY VAT

AT AMPOHNLUTHRLZEE. (D) 3B FLanwI Ll b,
9. NI DRI EPIEEINTHRWL, [IECDZE] OFHRLIS
MIZEINTV RV, DF D [IZDF o TR Z0h, [ E o726
ROP. HDHVIHOEREY N L THWS Z LD TE& 2 F TR GEHEMN
WR) L7z TIELAERZE] Zodh, o0bhikv, 512 [R) BV |
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WTh, I LTRED ZVOPPHLPIZEN TRV, IHDERKE R
SET B 720121 TR RAT 5l 2 & OB 7 0 AP LETH
bo TNHLOERDHLPIZENR VIR BAHEOMZ 2 mEE2HEITT 528
ECT& v, 2Lz E BUERHLFETHD [LLB] BV ELTBY., A0
I ZHEUT D ICIEE) Ve nw) IV T VAN REL CHD, TDL)
RIRCTIE TE LBAF YD) ORI ZHEET 1LY v ] L
T EMAMEND, FTELL VO] LW VT 242 Thi,
DEOBHELS [(ELBEHN ZHTLIENTERNOT) L RW] &
VO BEEDSER SN REE D $ %,

Dk X912, BREOHRIEERIELNR WEY . XOBEMSEMAITIET
LT EIRITERG, WEOMKR 7Ot 21213, BARIWICE LTFoBERS > 7
7 ANE VS ZEHGRNEZELI P OATL LD THL, 2F 0, EHmN T O
L AERPER L CEBEM MBI T EIETERVEWV) T EICh D, B
ﬁ@%ﬁf%\méw&E:% W70 AHBGT 5 R E RO LI E D
Vho UL, FEAMICIEREAG OS5 2 W & FEAR & 3MOL L 74k o &
BRER1Z lof&méﬁéﬁ%‘ﬁ a7 A M mﬁt&mﬁﬁmeﬁ%%
b LV BERNERGOVIHERFEL TWb, DF 0, 78 %#%5150
T —FOIBRER DAL L, 20 L) RIEREFEPEGE TN TR
LOBERDP IS T 7 AMIHDPDLLITAEOMEERDTEEZEZTNLDTH

%0 ROFTIE, BERROZ DL ) ML ZOMETIZOVWTHRL2wE
u\’)o

3. XDEkE R

3.1. ¥ERE

/N 7 (Kent Back) &, 7 LFOBERIZAD LT, LIAEOE® L b
FTEWIUEEE-oTWD, LA L, #—A  ~ (Carston 2007) A& 5 &
I, Ny ZIFEFENICH L SN XOERIINZ ., [, today, here 72 & D
pure indexicals EWHEN LIBRFED . BRGIC L o TIRESNANED =K L
LCHoTb, Ny 2k, av 727 A M —iOiRRiEOIRR R % HEIY
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WS B narrow context kFgen a7 A ) EERGICED D broad
context JRFED AL T2 A N) LD 2D, RigOWEEE EWHIZEAT
W5,

There are two sorts of contextual information, one much more restricted in
scope and limited in role than the other. Information that plays the limited role
of combining with linguistic information to determine content (in the sense of
fixing it) is restricted to a short list of variables, such as the identity of the
speaker and the hearer and the time and place of an utterance. Contextual
information in the broad sense is anything that the hearer is to take into account
to determine (in the sense of ascertain) the speaker’'s communicative intention.
It is often said that what a speaker means “depends on context,” is “determined
by context” or is “a matter of context,” but this is not narrow context in the

semantically relevant sense discussed above. (Bach 1997: 39)

7o ZAE NIEEE LFER L now 135G 2R T L) L) 12, ko v 7
JAMIEST, ELFOEMEIFY ) BEL CHEIMICIRRNE D IE S NS
Do I, today, here 72 & D pure indexicals \2xF LTy he &> she 7 &
D 3 NBRAFR that R those 72 EDIR/RFEIZOWTIL, ILFROFEM@wAY T ~
TIANMIL o THRESIND LIRRT VS,

Z 2T, I, today, here 72 EIRIRFEOWNENILIZD I T 7 A ML > TT
37, DI T 7 A M X o THENWIZIE SIS DD &) BE2SE
L5, 72& 21E.20094E4 H 10 HO T4 2K ICHEHOBEIIR o728 &, &
BIEAMTE-TH] L. ILBPEIHIZTALN, ROLH k&% L

7o RET %o

(5) B CL S TEFEL TV BRIV,

e, TR SARBWICHEOREHEFETH A [LLB] 12, [4] 3HHED
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K CTdhHAH (2000 4 4 H 10 HAFER 26 12, ZNENHBWICHRES NS &
THE, COXDOERIIMEER->TLE) [FAl E [HBZ] THL L. [4]
3 [20094E4 B9 HDE (12:00)] &8y 7 O HFE% £ 21X ‘broad context’ |2
EOWTEEHGRNICHR SN2 T IUER b v, 2F ). BEREOM 2 %6
ETBIE TR R [4] EviozfETE 2, FBHMNER 70 2202 L
THEDTH b, TLUTOLHIIZH—A DU HRELEIERHL T 5 X912,
here DIFRNFEICH L T RO IV T 7 A ML LT TIRET L L
I TE RV,

First, there is the question of how far, on any given occasion of use, the bounds
of the reference of ‘here” and now’ extend. The possible referents of a token of
‘here’ include the very section of space occupied by the speaker’s body at the
time of utterance (rather unlikely to be the intended referent) through
increasingly more inclusive areas (the room in which the utterance occurs, the
building, institution, town, country, etc.), up to (and perhaps beyond) our
universe as opposed to other universes; the same holds, mutatis mutandis, for
‘now’. (Carston 2007: 11)

FEDNZ here (& 5 L FDFERHIRFICWV 2 5 b BIE SN72HI 2 6., 72 & 2 TR
O, o, HilgodR, Eodh, Zottiek, Lvioln X ) ITERZ <
[ E V)G AIR TR D L, LA F T4 b here X now 72 D
pure indexicals \2OWTC, IRFED I VT 7 A MIFESTI, kDI T 7 A
MR TIRNBELZRETSH I LI TERVWETIRL T 5,

We encounter the same problem even with expressions like kere and now,
which Kaplan classifies as pure indexicals (as opposed to demonstratives).
Their semantic value is said to be the time or place of the context respectively.
But what counts as the time and place of the context? How inclusive must the

time or place in question be? It depends on what the speaker means, hence,
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again, on the wide context. We can maintain that the character of kere and now
is the rule that the expression refers to “the” time or “the” place of the context
— arule that automatically determines a content, givena (narrow) contextin
which the time and place parameters are given specific values; but then we
have to let a pragmatic process take place to fix the values in question, that is,
to determine which narrow context, among indefinitely many candidates
compatible with the facts of the utterance, serves as argument to the character
function. On the resulting view, the (narrow) context with respect to which an
utterance is interpreted is not given, not determined automatically by
objective facts like where and when the utterance takes place, but it is
determined by the speaker’s intention and the wide context. Again we reach the
conclusion that, formal tricks notwithstanding, pragmatic interpretation has a
role to play in determining the content of the utterance. (Recanati 2006b:
453-454)

LA+ 74 D5 HPS QOGN KA I2, here X now 7% £ O pure indexicals
T2, BHDLIETRANEOEMOF A5 1 DICRET HEEIIE, ED
AT IANTIE AL, BFROAY T I ANPUEL 5D, AT 7 A &K
BOLDEILFDD DL D 2D 5 2 LIk o> TEMGm e PR L. Flk:
WMD) BREMH L L9 & LTwa s, HERZORALEIHI LT
LBV, IREDIETRARICOVT L, EHGROMR IO 224§
Zid, RETHIEDNTERVDTH b,

3.2. XDEMRETHEEM

HIEICAZZ LT, Ny 7 B OBETTITIEFEAGRN 7 1t AHE 5 L Tw
5T LlEBOIFILTVLHDD, BERGRIIET 2 RIKEOERDLH 5 L DR
BaeRLTWh, REITHIFST L5 75 & LART (Cappelen and Lepore) b
OS2 Boo 2 NIRRT D . DT 0 ORED AR RN
TUEZAZFER L, TNOOEE G 2 WIUGEHGRP O ML LT, ZOXLD
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WA RbTE L Tno,

The most salient feature of Semantic Minimalism is that it recognizes few
context sensitive expressions, and hence, acknowledges a very limited effect
of the context of utterance on the semantic content of an utterance. The only
context sensitive expressions are the completely obvious ones (T, ‘here’, ‘now’,
‘that’, etc,, (essentially those Kaplan lists in ‘Demonstratives’, (1989, p. 489).
These are not only obvious, they also pass certain tests for context sensitivity
we spell out below.

(Cappelen and Lepore 2005b: 1)

NTTEVRTOERE Ny 7 OFEZITEEMLIZE S H DA AR
I XOBRITZOEBENTH 5 & T HEMNTERBERTHGOE 2 7128 L T
Who ROBNZ, 2Ny 7 (1997) DSR2 SLOERR & IR 458 L F O
BREDHIMETLEESXZTWLELDT, I 4 AD implicature & X}
LC. impliciture EWEATWDL LD TH 5D,

(6) a. He is ready.
b. She is too tall.
c. I've had enough.
d. Mary’s book.

NS OENETRT, FFafb SNAZEIRZT TIEA T4 T, (6a—c) 122V Tk
[T DHEAFATT E T2 0 ISR L TEEH VO, M5 aoh] 26
ML TS RwL, (6d) 1Z2WTIE [ AT —=2HozAR, X7 —
BHALTVBDLAER, AT =DFALZR, AT =FECLR] A7) —
EROBRIZOVWTHONIZT AUEDRH L, 2O LX) LEENEDOPELS
X, Ny 7O TV L) IS, w7 O AR T 5. LeLA 7T
YELVRTE, (bac) DL BBUIOWTH IV T 7 A MOEBEIIZ TR
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L. fgfliZe EOREHI 70 L A2 ME I, BERmMETRDT I ENTE
HETFRLTV 2,

But look at our tests: we take it as obvious that anyone reporting A's utterance
can accurately utter ‘A said that Rudolf is tall’ and this is so regardless of the
context the reporter happens to find herself in, i.e, even if the context of the
report and the context of the reported utterance are relevantly different, i.e.,
even if giraffes are not particularly salient in the context of the report. The
reporter might not know that Rudolf is a giraffe; she might be unsure what kind
of animal Rudolf is; or suspect he is a reindeer. The point is this: If the context of
the first utterance and the context of the second utterance are relevantly
dissimilar, then this report ought to be impossible — if ‘tall’ really is context

sensitive. (Cappelen and Lepore 2005h: 7)

NTTLEVRTICEDE, b LHARIPFREAMICIa Y T/ A N OFEEX
137\ (context insensitive) HHTH LG, LX) BRIy T 7 AN TOHLH
PR E T (72 & 210F Nina said that John is ready ® & 9 12) SLONZ % H
ELTBADIENTEDLEEZ T VD, T/, IR here D L H 12, FKH
WA T 7 ANDEEYZIT A (context sensitive) ¥ A IZIE. F DRI HFEE
L), BELTBRAAIENTELRLRDLEVHILDTHL, W TT L
R7d, KB a Y 77 2 OFEEZT L0 E) oK E T 51213, M
eIy 77 A MERTIICE L L TXOERINE R (R oMb 0 e
IDETAPTIUINWEEZ T, EOX Il iZonwTiE, #BlioT
O AZFHETICHE R ZERNE, D VMEERDT LN TELLE
BLTWD, 720 IRL AN, ZUS4 Y AT — FELRTDOEN AW,
FTARTIEL T wll L) R FFoTB Y tall 1FHEST R 2 HWT 1228
HIECHEICEMCTE L ZEZTCWDL L) Thbo 72, tall B tall 72 5T L
IZOWTIIRMEZOMETH 2 & L, FHHGmTUHEER D 70t AT ER
FOBGITREZIETERVE, IVT 7 A MEREEDO RGBT TN 5,
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ZIUIXT LT, ready 72 EQOFUEIBIZOWT, LA F T 4 1T R %GR
RIS ER T EhmET RbTET LTI v E LRT OERIZIRVEE
MZEZRL, 20727 A POEEMEZI/RIEL TV 5,

Thus they hold that, if we put tense aside, sentences like ‘John is ready’ or ‘steel
is strong enough’, which most theorists consider context-sensitive, actually
express complete propositions independent of context. To be sure, such
sentences invite the question: ‘for what? (‘ready for what? ‘strong enough for
what?’), and it is the context that enables us to answer such questions; but
Cappelen and Lepore hold that the sentences nevertheless express complete
propositions independent of context. Which propositions? They don’t tell us.
They say it's an issue for the metaphysician, not the semanticist. The
semanticist ought to be content with biconditionals such as: ‘Steel is strong
enough’ is true if and only if steel is strong enough, and ‘John is ready’ is true if
and only if John is ready. (Recanati 2006a: 21-22)

LA FT 4 DERD L Sk LT~ ]E ) ERAP ST LA T
BBMEOMZ D6 EE EDLTI LI R 5 R\, e ZIETAZHOMT % 5%
SBHZRELTADL, $THE105 >y Fo/EE B OMTL LTYE 168
LY FOHEB APBEMIES o/l TEH, TORRT [A SAFEPETE
5] EZTBOZAZMOMTE LTI AXERETEL] &) BRIZ
fEIRTE B RICHE10 LY FOCOMTELTADEHIE /28T
bo CORWTIEFLE AIZDOWVWT A SARTEMRT XS] EFH 2 L3R
ThHbo HMELTEICOTAZHOMTE LCIE A SATEMKTES]
EVIHIERELRLZTHS )0 APHEANDBETHIUITFHMEIEVHET
BHAH7O, AT 7 AMDHITIUE, PR E L2ARBTE 20w LW,
AT AMILoTIEV] W] LI BRIIELT L, A%l EdID
—FIrHE2 5 LIE. BEBEOHIKATELGEETA0IICE, avTy
A NEBLTHEACE>T T LT Buod, HE0IERVort v
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REEEHO DT 2 REDNDH L

Ll oM OMBEIZIMZ T, disambiguation (%307 2 2 HHREE)
DOMES 7T 7 L VKT ORI EENL, 72 ZITHEGETEE AT
Nina said that John went to the bank 15z % Z L X HETH %A%, FAAE %
I THATI AT EF I PO TNPIEREREL 5 TEE b A v, H1—
A b > (Carston 2007: 23) IZX B2 RDHZ AL LT B, ZOHNIE, B F
PRI D 7T A B TR - 2R ROBIZERIZET SN 2L D TH b £k
PEDREIZOWTHG U A RN IR 2 FH T 5, 1952 4F, 19D T L v
XY M) 3G EEAFE L, BRIEDI, Six ooz ) A b
Tr— 2 LbA7IC (Ta) DEHIKCMALZLEDN TS,

(7) (a) Derek Bentley: ‘Let him have it, Chris.
(b) DB told Chris to let the policeman have the gun.
(c) DB told Chris to shoot the policeman.
(d) DB told Chris to let him have it.

HTTVEVRTICEIUL ED L) a7 7 A M THE ULEFERHT UL,
TNCH UERNAE., BbFA—OmEr RS L 1h 5. DIDPLFEL BN
W, MEREOERERHVL 2 EIZE > Ty TRTOEFEA T T2 A M
b6 LERNE () 28T IENTEL L) IIhbLnw) LT
Hbo Lol fRiEOMBEL RIS, 2RO ELELHE. 8 5 HK
OHPLERENTVLERTHESPICLAVED, fEEHLZ L3 TER
WEWIIEDAE LD, E5I2H ) 1 DOKRELRMEIL. HREORRATRD
FEHEICIESND L) I12. LRMLEOERLFEHRN 70t AL oT
REENDLE VD HTH D,

As with the fixing of values of indexicals in the process of utterance
comprehension, disambiguation (or sense selection) is dependent on consider-

ations of the speaker’'s communicative intentions, hence on wide context, so
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presents yet another respect in which C&L’s semantic contents ‘- are in fact
not stable across contexts.
(Carston 2007: 22-23)

HTTEVRTICHN) &, LI Y77 A MIEG SN WAEOEKR Y &
bT L)L hD, 2F), AT AMNIEoTHIDPEND L) L
AT ERRISHZVIETTHE, L2AHD (Th) & (Te) DRT LI, Let
him have it £\ ) FHIZIWE, [FOBEIZHEZES] & [FOEELECT] 02
DOFRDTRETH 5o FE, WEREAD [ZOBEIIHLEE] 728 TR
Lzoizxt L, B [Z0BEFBEC] OFRZEMRL, N> M) —I138
FLLTREMICUE SN ZDOTH D, N M) =P THNOEETI DL
AT 2 PIIBETHERO 2N L LA TH Y, BEMITTEEITIEIHS 22
ENTWhRV, XY M) =PERLAERIZLIDOTHAD, ZOLIE22oD
R 2 LI LD Ens b 5h b, 2F ). TOLIILENTH S
72, FELSNLOBERIZT YT 7 A MIEA SN WIE—DERD D %
DIFTIEAR L HFEICZI YT 7 A PUEHRSBE SN T2 & LFOEN
RAVT I A MIEDCTHERAGRIICER T IE L RWVIRY 1 DOFHIZ/ &
NAEL S LR, Lo T, b SNXOBERZITTIE, LR NEE
A 1 DICRETE LWL, ENBITHITTAZ LIETELRV, Dok
I, AT TV EVRTOFRIZKL T, FefbE K2 TlE, Sak
MEEARDLT I ENTELVDTH L, EEOMZ S IRKROMEE T
B7:012h . RS SROLFEOBWIGE, 4 EOFEHRN 71k A
WVELDTH 5,

b LERGRIC & o THEHBEENRESIN R ORLIE, DR &b HRSHE
BT B IR BIRGRORZENIA R D IRESINTL b0 I —A b 2d, BERGHD
B35 DIXEENICHFIL S /2 & (Linguistically Encoded Meaning
(LEM)) O&RTH Y, il DOEICE & TENLAOBBULFEFHEIHES &
THbLiftime T LTWhe S e LS NERIE, 3277 A MK
LINBVWALEOERTH) . COBREIEMEL LT, BRT5. £800%E
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DOFERPE, fafl 7% O 70 AR CHRER, & 5I12I3IEIRIERD
WEEINDLZ L Dbe T T LRT OSHHEDME SIS A2 R
Lo THENREEINDL EEZTVDLETIHIIH D, H—A N DIERD L)
W2 ERRERZZT A ZENI R DV RESINTBY) . BERWICHEZIVET %
ZEIETELRVDTH A,

4. FEH

LDOEDLTERITEDOLOEIGEMIIIN % S v &) BELSM 1B G
DEZIZ, BECBVWTHERGROTHICEEL G2 Twh, LA LI,
TR, ZEEDVEINTBY . TN OFEICH L TIRRN S, BERIED 7
DY ARZENENLEL R Do S DI, FERER L FEINI S SUIAHEE
RBEHEPLALCINTBY, iz 070t 2125 ) XOPIRMNE (expli-
cature) ZHEICL % < T b v, FELSNI-EROEFLLIHL T T
BRI T O ARG T L2 Ll b, DF ) EREG L RGO X, (B
R % IR E IR 2 B O T & &) 56 L FOEK L fF 5L S 728
EDRFINI—HKT B L% 5,

= AN A&, GRS SO L CERGRO A TEIEM A JUE T S S0
HDHLEVIIERL L Tnb, TOFEKEIZADEEDHE TH D, FEaHHF &
Bah, BB HOEELRRESETHEEZRET 2 LE I v, 20, &
LR T 2 0CHFERIEENARTERWIZER2S SO T, EBHOM 2 %4
BLoTwbEFEoTwh, TDXHIZE R L EBEZOHEETIE, BRGw
BHALMICES L. SBHGRAEE T 20 EHEHROAL V) Z L1l D,
ICE R, FEEERHICE L T, BEEEGEZRET 2 ERROREIAKE (L
LT LI b,

Thus the original notion of semantics (as applied to thought, and perhaps
certain artificial languages), concerning a relation between representations and
states of affairs, is inevitably altered when it is applied to natural languages.

Semantics understood as linguistically encoded meaning (LEM, or semantic
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character, or formal signification) cannot but part company from semantics

understood as devoted to truth-conditional content. (Carston 2007: 39)

ﬁ—xbyw%iﬁ FE, BEOMHEBTIE%  CHRSHEOHEETIE, &=
BRER I E % 29 7 he H—A M iZF a2 AF— (1995 1996) % 75|
HALTKRD L) IR Tn 5,

Chomsky (1995, 1996) has suggested that there is little basis for a
reference-based semantics of linguistic expressions and that natural language
probably has only syntax and pragmatics. On this view, LEM is simply the
ultimate representational output of the language faculty or grammar, a
structured string of symbols, which plays an important part in a theory of
understanding. (Carston 2007: 41)
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We can maintain both that semantics determines truth conditions and that, in

order to do so, it needs input from pragmatics. (Recanati 2006b: 457)
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Pragmatics/Semantics Distinction

Toshihiro Okada

Central to the formal semantics tradition, especially to the tradition of truth
conditional semantics, has been the equation of the meaning of a sentence with
its truth condition (the condition under which a given proposition is true). Some
semanticists believe that the sentence meaning is identical to the proposition of
the sentence, and the proposition is determined exclusively by semantics
without relying on pragmatics, except in very limited cases. Pragmaticists or
contextualists, on the other hand, claim that the recovery of the proposition
inevitably involves pragmatic processes, and it cannot be determined without
considering the context. The sentence meaning itself is incomplete in many
ways, because it contains underdetermined elements including indexicals and
demonstratives as well as ambiguous words or phrases. It needs to be
developed by such pragmatic processes as reference assignment, disambigua-
tion, and saturation in order to be a full-fledged proposition.

In her ultra-minimalist view, Carston (2007) claims that semantics is concerned
only with LEM (Linguistically Encoded Meaning), which is the only context-free
meaning, and that the semantics/pragmatics distinction for at least natural
languages holds between LEM and speaker meaning. She also claims that LEM
is the ultimate representational output of grammar, and that the only distinction
that works may be a syntax/pragmatics distinction. More careful examination
may be needed before we accept her claim, but it is true that semantics has no
autonomous role in determining the truth condition of a sentence, and the

recovery of the proposition always involves pragmatic processes.
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