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ABSTRACT

A CRITICAL EVALUATION OF GRICEAN REDUCTIVE ANALYSIS
OF

MEANING

Dinger, Sule Nur
M. A., Department of Philosophy

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. David Grliinberg

September 2019, 64 pages

The aim of this thesis is to examine Paul Grice’s reductive analysis
of the concept of non-natural meaning (meaningnn for short). The
two stages of Grice’s reductive analysis will be outlined. The
utterer’s meaning in the first stage and utterance-type meaning
in the latter will be explained. The thesis will state the important
objections and amendments in chronological order made by the
selected philosopher, as well as - if available - Grice's own
response to the criticisms. We shall critically evaluate the
objections raised and argue that circularity in Grice's 1957
analysis is evident. Finally, we conclude that Grice’s Programme

can be stated as flawed due to a failure to account for circularity.

Keywords: Meaning, Intention, Utterer’'s Meaning, Convention,
Circularity
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GRICE'IN INDIRGEMEC! ANLAM ANALIZININ KRITIK BIR
DEGERLENDIRMES]

Dincer, Sule Nur
Yiksek Lisans, Felsefe Boliumu
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. David Grinberg

Eylul 2019, 64 sayfa

Bu tezin amaci Paul Grice’in dogal olmayan anlam (meaningnn)
kavraminin  indirgemeci  analizini  incelemektir.  Grice’ln
indirgemeci analizinin iki asamasi sunulmaktadir. Ilk asamada
konusmaci anlami ve ikinci asamada cumle anlami
aciklanmaktadir. Tezde, secilen filozoflarin Grice’in indirgemeci
analizine yaptigi 6nemli itiraz ve degisiklikler kronolojik sira ile,
ayrica - eder varsa - Grice'In elestirilere verdigi cevaplar
belirtiimektedir. Edilen itirazlar elestirel olarak
dederlendirilmekte ve Grice’in 1957 analizinde dénguselligin bariz
oldugunu savunulmaktadir. Son olarak, Grice’in Programinin
dongiselligi aciklayamadidi icin hatali olarak ifade edilebilecegi

sonucuna varilmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Anlam, Niyet, Konusmaci Anlami, Uzlasim,
Ddéngusellik
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In attempting to define the meaning of language, most scholars
have traditionally been inclined to outline their questions
concerning the concept in two forms: questions about the
meanings of particular linguistic expressions (words, phrases,
and sentences), and questions about the nature of linguistic
meaning itself. This document is strongly focused on the former,
seeing the latter of secondary relevance when contrasted with
the potential learnings to be achieved when examining the nature

of meaning within the domain of semantics.

A critical figure of note in this field is Herbert Paul Grice, a British
philosopher of language. One of his contemporaries, Peter
Frederick Strawson, set forth several questions regarding

meaning in his Inaugural Lecture, "Meaning and Truth”:

What is it for anything to have a meaning at all, in the way,
or in the sense, in which words or sentences or signals have
meaning? What is it for a particular sentence to have the
meaning or meanings it does have?!

Grice’s work proposes answers for these questions via a
semantical theory based on the communicative intentions of the
utterers. According to his theory, the meaning of an utterance is
defined in terms of non-semantic concepts, i.e. belief and

intention to produce in an audience.

! Strawson, 1971, p. 171.



The purpose of this thesis is to examine Grice’s reductive analysis
of the concept of non-natural meaning (meaningnn, for short) and
attempt to show that the Gricean Programme he proposed is, in

fact, circular.

In Chapter 2, we will outline the two stages of Grice’s reductive
analysis of the concept of non-natural meaning. We will explain
the utterer’'s meaning in the first stage and utterance-type

meaning in the latter.

In Chapter 3, we shall give a survey of discussions that are
related to Grice’s Programme, stating the important objections
and amendments in chronological order by beginning with Peter
Frederick Strawson and finishing with Mark Platts. The structure
in each subsection will be (i) the criticisms of Grice’s account
made by the selected philosopher, (ii) the philosopher’s
amendments to the theory, and - if available - (iii) Grice’s own

response to the criticisms.

In Chapter 4, we will make a critical evaluation of the objections
raised first against the sufficiency, and second against the
necessity of Grice’s definition. We will claim that even though
Grice’'s proposed analysis seemed to be successful at the

beginning, circularity is evident.

Finally, in Chapter 5, we will conclude that a detailed examination
of Grice’s account of meaningnn reveals Grice’s 1957 analysis as

flawed due to a failure to account for circularity.



CHAPTER 2

GRICE’'S TWO-STAGE ACCOUNT OF NON-NATURAL
MEANING

Grice makes a distinction between the meaning of utterances
(especially utterances of sentence-types of a natural language)
and the meaning of utterance-types. In the first stage, Grice aims
to define the meaning of utterances in terms of non-semantic
concepts, viz. in terms of propositional attitudes. In the second
stage, he defines the meaning of utterance-types in terms of
conventional regularity of utterer’'s meaning. The non-circular
definition of utterer’s meaning in the first stage and that of
utterance-type in the second stage constitute Grice’s project of a

reductive analysis of the concept of non-natural meaning.

We shall restrict our attention to utterances of a “descriptive or
informative kind”?2 such as utterances of sentences in the
indicative mood.

2.1. First Stage: Utterer's Meaning

Grice’s account of meaning in the first stage is given in his essays

“Meaning” and “Utterer's Meaning and Intentions”3. But we shall

2 Grice, 1989, p. 215.

3 These two papers are reprinted in Studies in the Way of Words. And all our
quotations will refer to the latter.



consider in this chapter only the former essay leaving the

discussion of the latter to Chapter 3 below.

Distinction Between Natural Meaning and Non-Natural Meaning

In his paper “Meaning” Grice’s starting point is to make a
distinction between two sorts of meaning, respectively natural
and non-natural meaning (the latter abbreviated as meaningnn).
This distinction is primarily based on an analysis of the ways in

which the word ‘mean’ is employed in ordinary contexts.

Natural meaning is the kind of meaning that something has when
it is a natural and a reliable sign, or symptom, or evidence of
something. Natural meaning rests on a law-like relationship in
the world. Natural meaning can be exemplified by the following

sentence:

“Those spots mean (meant) measles.”

In order for the word ‘mean’ to be properly used in the sentence
above, it has to be the case that a person couldn’t have those
particular spots on the skin without having measles. So, the idea
is that the spots must be characteristic; in fact, they have to be
unique for measles. That is to say a person couldn’t have those
spots unless he has measles. Then, it is correct to say those spots
mean measles. There is a natural relation between those spots

and having measles, and that’s why it is called natural meaning.

Non-natural meaning (meaningnn), on the other hand, is the kind

4 Grice, 1989, p.213.



of meaning distinctive of linguistic expressions and
communication. An illustration of non-natural meaning is as

follows:

“Those three rings on the bell (of the bus) mean that the bus
is full.”>

In the example, three rings mean the bus is full. Indeed, we could
instead have four rings to mean that “the bus is full”. It is not a
natural meaning, but rather a non-natural one in the sense that
some people have decided that those three rings mean whatever

they mean. So, this is a non-natural meaning.

Let’s examine closely already mentioned two statements in which
the word ‘mean’ is used to attribute to something, respectively

natural and non-natural meaning:

(1) “Those spots mean that he has measles.”
(2) “Three rings on the bell (of the bus) mean that

the bus is full.”

So, what is the distinction between the two? At a glance, it seems
that there is no difference at least in their forms; both of them
are starting with a reference to objects, followed by a ‘mean
that’-phrase and so on. But, according to Grice, the two actually
have a certain dissimilarity. As I have mentioned, the first use of
‘mean’ - the meaning of spots — in (1) is natural, while the second

use of ‘'mean’ - the meaning of rings - in (2) is non-natural.

5 Ibid., p. 214.



In addition to making the distinction between natural and non-
natural meaning, Grice also gives two tests that we can apply in
case we are unsure whether a given case is an instance of natural

or of non-natural meaning:

(i) First test: Entailment. In cases of natural meaning, 'x
means that p’ entails p. So, if x naturally means that p,
then it follows that p must be the case. However, in cases

of non-natural meaning, there is no such entailment.

I cannot say, "Those spots meant measles, but he hadn’t got
measles”... That is to say, in cases like this, x means that p
entails p.°

I can use [2] and go on to say, "But it isn’t in fact full - the
conductor has made a mistake”... That is to say, here x means
that p does not entail p.”

Returning to the measles example. It would be incoherent to say,
“those spots meant measles, but he hadn't got measles”.
Statement (1) merely states a fact of nature given such-and-such
facts. The spots are reliable sign of the illness that they are
assigned for. Therefore, in the case of natural meaning error is
improbable. Yet, that’s not the case for non-natural meaning. We
can go on and say, “"Those three rings mean that the bus is full,
but it is not full -the conductor has made a mistake”. The three
rings have an established meaning that the bus is full, but the
three rings can mean what they mean and we can still have the
thing that they are assigned for not be the case: that is the bus

may not be full after all.

6 Ibid., p. 213.

7 Ibid., p. 214.



The second use of ‘mean’ seems a matter of convention, namely,
some people have decided that those three rings on the bell mean
that the bus is full. If it is a matter of convention, then for the
people who are using those conventions may fail to follow those
conventions in an adequate way. So, the bus driver, or the
conductor, may be mistaken about whether the bus is full or not.
Hence, whereas natural meaning is a reliable, non-natural
meaning need not be reliable. However, Grice refuses to express
the distinction between natural and non-natural meaning in
terms of the concept of convention. Grice remarks that a reason
for his refusal is that "some things which can meannyn something
are not signs (e.g., words are not), and some are not
conventional in any ordinary sense (e.g., certain gestures)”s. It
follows that the concept of convention is neither necessary nor

sufficient for having a non-natural meaning.

(ii))Second test: Quotation. In cases of natural meaning the
verb ‘to mean’ cannot be followed by a quotation, (“a
phrase in inverted commas”); in cases of non-natural
meaning, it can.

It is not possible to write, "Those spots mean ‘he has measles”
as a result of what the spots mean is not the phrase ‘he has
measles’; it is rather that the person has measles. Compare that
with “Those three rings on the bell mean ‘the bus is full’”. That is
absolutely correct as what the three rings on the bell mean is that
the same factor as if the conductor turned around and shout it

out ‘the bus is full’. That is, the three rings mean the same thing

8 Ibid., p .215.



as the sentence ‘the bus is full’” while the spots do not mean ‘he
has measles’. This is yet another way to separate two kinds of

meaning.

Although Grice starts out by drawing the distinction at the
beginning of his article, he is only interested in non-natural
meaning. Non-natural meaning has two forms: utterer’s meaning
which is the non-natural meaning of utterances in particular
instances, and utterance-type meaning which is the non-natural
meaning of types of such utterances. Only the former will be dealt
with in this section, and the latter will be dealt with in the next

section.

Concepts Used in Grice’s Account

In the case of meaningnn, at least six concepts are in play: a
human agent (A) (a human agent is called the utterer); an
audience (a second person); an utterance (x) (an action
performed by the agent, not necessarily a verbal one); an effect
in the audience which is produced by utterance x; an intention of
the agent A (which is directed at the audience); and recognition
by the audience of agent A’s intention. It will be helpful to present
these concepts as a list for the sake of perspicuity. The list of

concepts that Grice uses is:

(1) (A) Agent

(2) Audience

(3) (x) Utterance

(4) Effect in the audience
(5) Intention of agent A

8



(6) Recognition by the audience of agent A’s

intention

Grice’s Definition of Utterer’s Meaning

Grice uses as definiendum in his definition of utterer’s meaning

the following sentence:

A meantny that p by x (on a particular occasion)®
where A is a human agent called utterer, x is an utterance
consisting in an action of, or a token produced by A, and p is a
proposition.
Grice’s basic assumption is that cases in which something
meantyn something involve intentions. For this reason, the aim
of this subsection is to show the emphasis that Grice puts on the
notion of intention.
His account consists of the following three clauses:

First Proposal

A meansny by x that p if and only if A utters x

intending that an audience believes that p.

° This is a formalization of Grice's following sentence: “A meantnn by x that so-
and-so (on a particular occasion)”, 1989, p. 217.

9



However, this initial proposal is too simple. Grice gives an
example, which shows that this simplistic account is not

sufficient:

I might leave B's handkerchief near the scene of a murder in
order to induce the detective to believe that B was the
murderer; but we should not want to say that the
handkerchief (or my leaving it there) meantnn anything or that
I had meantnn by leaving it that B was the murderer.1?

It is not enough that the utterer intends the audience, in this case
the detective, to form a certain belief but for non-natural
meaning it is also important that the utterer intend the audience
to recognize utterer’s intention. The detective finding the
handkerchief at the murder scene may not pick up the intention
of the utterer because the detective may think that it was an
accident that the handkerchief was left at the scene. That is why
Grice thinks leaving the handkerchief at the crime scene does not
have non-natural meaning. Thus, it is needed to add something

more to this simplistic account to give it meaningnn.

Second Proposal

Given that first clause is not sufficient, Grice makes the following

proposal:

Clearly we must at least add that, for x to have meantnn
anything, not merely must it have been “uttered” with the
intention of inducing a certain belief but also the utterer must
have intended an “audience” to recognize the intention behind
the utterance.!

10 Thid., p. 217.

11 Tbid.

10



We see thus that “the utterer A must also intend that the
audience recognizes his first intention”. Hence, the second

proposal can be formulated as follows:

A meansyn by x that p if and only if A utters x
intending that (i) the audience believes that p; and

(ii) that the audience recognizes A’s intention (i).

Even if this account deals with the murderer example, Grice
claims that it is still not sufficient and he gives a counterexample

to the second proposal:

Herod intended to make Salome believe that St. John the
Baptist was dead and no doubt also intended Salome to
recognize that he intended her to believe that St. John the
Baptist was dead...Yet I certainly do not think that we should
want to say that we have here cases of meaningnn.!?

So, why is the Salome example a counter-example to the
proposed definition of meaningnn? Well, it is a counter-example
because there is a significant difference between “presenting
someone (Salome) with evidence that p” (death of John the
Baptist), and “telling someone (Salome) that p”. Only telling
carries non-natural meaning, presenting evidence does not.
Since telling requires the audience to recognize the utterer’s
intention and presenting evidence does not require the audience
to pick up on the utterer’s intention. If you are presented with
the head of someone on a platter, you know that this person is
dead quite irrespective of what you think the utterer’s intentions

are. Hence, you don’t have to actually recognize the utterer’s

12 Thid., p. 218.

11



intention in order to form the belief that John the Baptist is dead;
therefore, presenting a head on a platter is natural meaning for

that person to be dead, it does not mean it non-naturally.

Third Proposal

In order to cope with the Salome example, Grice adds a third
clause to his account:
A meansyn by x that p if and only if A utters x
intending that: (i) the audience believes that p; and
(ii) the audience recognizes A’s intention (i); and
(iii) the audience believes that p on the basis of

his/her recognition of A’s intention (i).

Thus, we see that there is a connection between the utterer’s
intention to induce a belief in the audience and the utterer’s
intention that the audience recognizes the first intention. In other
words, the audience is intended to have the belief by means of,
or as a consequence of his/her recognition of the utterer’s
intention. In order to illustrate this, Grice gives yet another

example involving two scenes:

(1) A shows B a photograph of B’s wife’s kissing
another man.

(2) A draws a picture of the same scene and shows
it to B.

If a person A shows another person B “a photograph of B’s wife’s
kissing another man” is contrasted with a case in which A draws

a picture of the same scene and shows that drawing to B, it

12



illustrates a case of meaningnn. Even though A’s intention is the
same in both cases, i.e. to make B aware of the fact that his
wife’s having an affair, only the second case is an example of
non-natural meaning. But why does only the showing of the
drawing have non-natural meaning whereas the showing of the
photograph does not? Well, the reason is that the photograph
would have had the effect on B, namely, would produce in B the
belief that his wife’s having an affair regardless of B’s recognition

of A’s intention.

In contrast, the drawing has non-natural meaning because for B
to recognize A’s intention is a necessary condition of the
occurrence of the intended effect on B. That is, without
recognizing what A wants B to believe, B may misinterpret the
drawing. For instance, B may take the drawing to be simply a
display of A’s drawing skills. In fact, B may not understand what
it is supposed to meannn, which stands for B’s wife has an affair,
unless B recognizes A’s intention in showing the drawing.
Thereby, the drawing is only interpreted correctly when the
audience picks up on the utterer’s intention that the utterer has

to the belief that the audience is supposed to form.

2.2. Second Stage: Utterance-Type Meaning

In his essay “Meaning” Grice makes the following remark
concerning the relationship between "“utterer’s meaning” and

“utterance-type meaning”, the latter qualified as timeless:

If we can elucidate the meaning of
“A meantnn by x that so-and-so (on a particular occasion),”

13



this might reasonably be expected to help us with

"x meansnn (timeless) something (that so-and-so)”!3

But he does not explain this relationship. On the other hand, in
his essay “Utterer's Meaning, Sentence-Meaning, and Word-
Meaning”, Grice introduces the notion of conventional meaning

of an utterance-type that is expressed as follows:

(1) X means'‘p’

where “X” stands for an utterance-type (of a descriptive or
informative kind). Grice calls sentences of the form (1)

“statements of timeless meaning”.1*

Grice considers the case in which utterance-type X is “current for
some group G; that is to say, to utter X in such-and-such
circumstances is part of the practice of many members of G".1>

In that case, following Davies (1996) (1) can be reformulated as

(2):

(2) Sentence-type X means that p in the language
of group G1°

13 Ibid., p. 217.
14 Ibid., p. 119.
15 Ibid., p. 127.

16 Davies, 1996, p. 23.

14



(2) is analyzed in terms of utterer’'s meaning by the following

sentence:

(3) By convention, members of G use utterances

of sentence-type X to meannn that p

We see that sentence (3) is the analysans corresponding to the
analysandum (2). This fact is the reason for qualifying utterance-
type meaning as conventional. The analysans (3) is further
analyzed in terms of the non-semantic concepts of intention and
belief in virtue of the account of utterer’'s meaning given the
previous section 1. It follows that the analysandum (2) is itself
analyzed in terms of the same concepts. In this way, the concept
of conventional utterance-type meaning is ultimately reduced to
the non-semantic concepts of intention and belief. The first stage
of this reduction consists in the analysis of (3), and the second

stage in the analysis of (2) in terms of (3).

In his essay “Utterer’'s Meaning, Sentence-Meaning, and Word-
Meaning” Grice formulates the ultimately reduced form of the
definition of utterance-type meaning as follows (we restrict the
definition to the case of utterance-types of descriptive or

informative kind):

For group G, utterance-type X means p if and only if at least
some (many) members of group G have in their repertoires
the procedure of uttering a token of X if, for some audience
A, they want A to believe that p, the retention of this
procedure being for them conditional on the assumption that
at least some (other) members of G have, or have had, this
procedure in their repertoires.’

17 Adapted from Grice, 1989, p. 127, D3.

15



CHAPTER 3

SURVEY OF DISCUSSIONS CONCERNING GRICE’S
PROGRAMME

The so-called Gricean Programme concerns the reductive
analysis of the concept of conventional utterance-type meaning.
The two stages of this reductive analysis are outlined in Chapter
2 above. So far Grice’s proposed analysis seems to account for
the non-circular definition of utterance meaning and that of
utterance-type. The definition of utterance-type meaning in stage
two appeals to the utterer’'s meaning, which itself is ultimately
based on the utterer’s intentions. Unsurprisingly, there have

been many criticisms of this account.

This chapter covers the most famous objections and amendments
articulated by Strawson, Searle, and Platts. Strawson (1964)
pointed to a difficulty with Grice’s analysis which arises in the
case in which Grice’s three clauses are fulfilled, but the utterer
intends the audience to believe they are not. Searle (1965)
highlighted a failure to deal with the difference between
illocutionary and perlocutionary effects, and that Grice failed to
account for the extent to which meaning is a matter of rules or
conventions. Finally, the concerns from Platts (1979) regarded

the circularity of compositional meaning.

In his essay “Utterer's Meaning and Intentions”, Grice

reformulates his definition of utterer’s meaning as follows:

16



“U meant something by uttering x” is true iff, for some
audience A, U uttered x intending:

(1) A to produce a particular response r

(2) A to think (recognize) that U intends (1)

(3) A to fulfill (1) on the basis of his fulfillment of (2).18

where U is the utterer (speaker), A is the audience and x is the

utterance produced by U.

Grice makes two explanatory remarks that may be useful here:
first, he uses the terms “uttering” and “utterance” in an artificially
extended way to apply to any act or performance that can be a
candidate for meaningnn. Second, he clarifies what is meant by

the third clause of the definiens:

And to suppose A to produce r "on the basis” of his thinking
that U intends him to produce ris to suppose that his thinking
that U intends him to produce r is at least part of his reason
for producing r, and not merely the cause of his producing r.°

We see in the above definition that what the utterer U means by
uttering x on a particular occasion is closely related to the
response r that the utterer intends to produce in the audience A,
and what the utterance x means is based on what the utterer
meant by uttering it. In other words, to specify what U meant is
to specify the nature of the intended response, and where x is an
indicative utterance, the response is A’s believing something in

accordance with conditions (2) and (3).

We shall state below counterexamples directed first against the

sufficiency, and second against the necessity of Grice’s definition.

18 Grice, 1989, p. 92.

19 Tbid.

17



3.1. Counterexamples Directed Against Sufficiency

Taking into consideration a remark of J. O. Urmson, Grice

reformulates the above definition in the following amended form:

“U meant something by uttering x” is true iff:

(1) U intended, by uttering x, to induce a certain response
in A

(2) U intended A to recognize, at least in part from the
utterance of x, that U intended to produce that response

(3) U intended the fulfillment of the intention mentioned in
(2) to be at least in part A’s reason for fulfilling the intention
mentioned in (1).2°

However, this amended form faces with counterexamples in
which the utterer U fulfills the above three clauses, but does not
meannn something by uttering U. To deal with them, Grice at
several stages, offers redefinitions of the notion of utterer’s
meaning, and each of them is regarded as being replaced by its

SuUccessor.

3.1.1. Strawson

In his essay “Intention and Convention in Speech Acts”, Strawson
argues that Grice’s analysis of the concept of utterer’s meaning

is not sufficient as follows:

Grice’s analysis of his concept is fairly complex. But I think a
little reflection shows that it is not quite complex enough for
his purpose. Grice’s analysis is undoubtedly offered as an
analysis of a situation in which one person is trying, in a sense
of the word ‘communicate’ fundamental to any theory of
meaning, to communicate with another. But it is possible to
imagine a situation in which Grice’s three conditions would be
satisfied by a person S and yet, ..., it would not be the case

20 1hid., p. 94.
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that S could be said to be trying to communicate by means of
his production of x with the person A in whom he was trying
to produce the response r.?!

where S is the utterer (speaker), A is the audience and x is the
utterance produced by S. He proceeds to present counterexample
that satisfies three clauses (on the original analysis), but where

S does not intend that clause (2) should be recognized:

S intends by a certain action to induce in A the belief that p;
so he satisfies condition (1). He arranges convincing-looking
“evidence” that p, in a place where A is bound to see it. He
does this, knowing that A is watching him at work, but
knowing also that A does not know that S knows that A is
watching him at work. He realizes that A will not take the
arranged “evidence” as genuine or natural evidence that p,
but realizes, and indeed intends, that A will take his arranging
of it as grounds for thinking that he, S, intends to induce in A
the belief that p.??

However, as Strawson and Grice agree, “in such a case one would
not say here that the utterer had meant anything at all.”?3 At this
point, to deal with the case Strawson suggests adding a minimum

further clause, namely:

[The utterer S] should not only intend A to recognize his
intention to get A to think that p, but that [S] should also
intend A to recognize his intention to get A to recognize his
intention to get A to think that p.?*

This would generate a fourth clause in the analysans:

21 Strawson, 1964, p. 446.
22 Tbid.
23 Grice, 1989, p. 95.

24 Strawson, 1964, p. 447.
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(4) that A should recognize his intention (2).2°

Nevertheless, Strawson points out that this seems like the start
of an infinite regress in the sense that we may now need an

additional clause according to which (5) A should recognize (4).

In order to cope with Strawson’s counterexample, Grice

formulates the second redefinition in two versions:

The second redefinition, version A:

“U meant something by uttering x” is true iff U uttered x
intending thereby:

(1) that A should produce response r

(2) that A should, at least partly on the basis of x, think that
U intended (1)

(3) that A should think that U intended (2)

(4) that A’s production of r should be based (at least in part)
on A’s thought that U intended that (1) (that is, on A’s
fulfillment of [2])

(5) that A should think that U intended (4).2°

According to Grice, the analysans at several points exhibits a
feature such that U’s nt" “sub-intention” is specified as an
intention that A should think that U has his n-I*" “sub-intention”.
This has led to the suggestion that the analysis of meaning is

infinitely regressive.?”

As Neale (1992) argues that “the same sort of counterexample

can still be generated”, Grice proposes to introduce a clause in

25 Ibid.
26 Grice, 1989, p. 96-7.

27 1bid., p. 97.
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order to block the regress with the addition of a second part to

the entire analysis.?8

The second redefinition, version B:

“U meant something by uttering x” is true iff (for some A and
for some r):

(a) U uttered x intending

(1) A to producer

(2) Ato think U to intend (1)

(3) A’s fulfillment of (1) to be based on A’s fulfillment of (2)
(b) there is no inference-element E such that U uttered x
intending both (1’) that A’s determination of r should rely on
E and (2') that A should think U to intend that (1) be false.?®

3.1.2. Searle

In his book Speech Acts, Searle (1969) starts his criticism with
the following questions: “what is it for one to mean something by
what one says, and what is it for something to have a
meaning?”30, After considering Grice’s analysis of meaning,
although he finds Grice’s analysis valuable he argues that it is

“defective in at least two crucial respects”3!:

First, it fails to account for the extent to which meaning can
be a matter of rules or conventions. This account of meaning
does not show the connection between one’s meaning
something by what one says, and what that which one says
actually means in the language. Secondly, by defining
meaning in terms of intended effects it confuses illocutionary
with perlocutionary acts.3?

28 Neale, 1992, p. 36-7.
29 Grice, 1989, p. 99-100.
30 Searle, 1969, p. 43.

31 Ibid.

32 Tbid., pp. 43-4.
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We hence see that Searle first objection to Grice’s analysis of
meaning does not explain the role of linguistic conventions.
Second, Searle claims that while on Grice’s account,
communicative intentions are perlocutionary intentions, they are

in fact illocutionary intentions.

To illustrate his first objection, Searle then presents a
counterexample to Grice’s analysis of meaning, which is about an
American soldier pretending to be German by uttering a line from

a German poem that he remembers from high school:

Suppose that I am an American soldier in the Second World
War and that I am captured by Italian troops. And suppose
also that I wish to get these troops to believe that I am a
German soldier in order to get them to release me. What I
would like to do is to tell them in German or Italian that I am
a German soldier. But let us suppose I don’t know enough
German or Italian to do that. So I, as it were, attempt to put
on a show of telling them that I am a German soldier by
reciting those few bits of German I know, trusting that they
don’t know enough German to see through my plan. Let us
suppose I know only one line of German, which I remember
from a poem I had to memorize in a high school German
course. Therefore I, a captured American, address my Italian
captors with the following sentence: Kennst du das Land, wo
die Zitronen bliihen?33

As we can see, this part of Searle’s criticism basically concerns
the role of conventions. And the point of this counterexample is
to illustrate the connection between what a speaker means and
what the words he utters mean.

In this example, Searle raises the issue that someone may utter
a sentence in another language, which is not a meaningless
sentence, and use it in a sense different from its actual meaning.

The point is that with regard to Grice’s account, a sentence about

33 Ibid., p. 44.
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flowers in German uttered by an American soldier could mean "I
am a German Officer”. Searle claims that this situation would fit
all the required intentions; consequently, the three clauses of
Grice’s account are satisfied:

I intent to produce a certain effect in them, namely, the effect

of (1) believing that I am a German soldier, and I intend to

produce this effect (3) by means of their (2) recognition of my
intention.34

Nevertheless, the words have no correlation with the actual
meaning. Does uttering the German sentence “Kennst du das
Land, wo die Zitronen blihen?” mean that he is a German officer?

For Searle, it seems that the answer is “no”:3>

[No] ... because what the words mean and what I remember
that they mean is, "Knowest thou the land where the lemon
trees bloom?” ... Meaning is more than a matter of intention,
it is also at least sometimes a matter of convention.3®

This case shows that the first stage of Grice’s analysis cannot be
formulated independently of the second stage. In addition,
Grice’s analysis fails to account for the role of linguistic

conventions in utterance-type meaning.

Based on the example, Searle proposes an additional stage which
adds that the utterer intends to respect the linguistic conventions

for the use of the sentence he utters:

34 Ibid.

35 This point is derived from Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations,
para. 510.

36 Searle, 1969, p. 45.
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In the performance of an illocutionary act in the literal
utterance of a sentence, the speaker intends to produce a
certain effect by means of getting the hearer to recognize his
intention to produce that effect; and furthermore, if he is
using words literally, he intends this recognition to be
achieved in virtue of the fact that the rules for using the
expressions he utters associate the expression with the
production of that effect.3”

This additional clause introduces utterance-type meaning in the

analysis of utterer’'s meaning.

Before examining Searle’s second objection, it is worth explaining
the distinction between illocutionary and perlocutionary effects
for the sake of clarity of what Searle claims. The distinction was
first made by J. L. Austin in his book How to do Things with
Words. In Austin’s terminology, an illocutionary act is basically
what we do in saying something. In detail, it is an act that can
be classified not only by its content, but also its force (stating,
warning, promising, naming, advising etc.). For instance, if I
warn you that a dog is approaching and state that a dog is
approaching, the acts that I perform are instances of different
illocutionary acts: the former has the force of warning but the

latter has the force of stating.

A perlocutionary act, on the other hand, is basically what we do
by saying something. Particularly, it is an act that can be
classified by its “consequential effects upon feelings, thought, or
actions of the audience, or of the speaker, or of the persons”.38

For example, if I state that a dog is approaching, and so perform

37 Ibid.
38 Austin, 1962, p. 101.
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one illocutionary act, I may thereby perform (intentionally or not)
a variety of perlocutionary acts: I may convince you that I believe
that a dog is approaching, or may inform you that a dog is

approaching, or make you uncomfortable.

Perlocutionary acts presuppose illocutionary ones. And whatever
effects the illocutionary acts have are called perlocutionary acts.
Unlike illocutionary acts, perlocutionary acts are not entirely
conventional. That is, the act performed is not determined just
by circumstances, utterer, and the words uttered. Besides,
perlocutionary acts cannot generally be made explicit in the way
that illocutionary acts can, since they are not conventional in the
way that illocutionary acts are. For instance, I cannot perform the
perlocutionary act of saying something that makes someone feel
better by saying “I hereby make you feel better by saying
that...”.

Searle claims in his second objection that in Grice’s analysis
“saying something and meaning it is a matter of intending to

perform a perlocutionary act”3°:

Grice in effect defines meaning in terms of intending to
perform a perlocutinary act, but saying something and
meaning it is a matter of intending to perform an illocutionary,
not necessarily a perlocutionary, act.*°

In contrast, Searle argues that saying something and meaning it

is not a matter of intending to perform a perlocutionary act, but

39 Searle, 1969, p. 44.

40 1pid., p. 44.
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an illocutionary act.4! Searle objects that intended effects of
meant utterances could not be perlocutionary, and he says the
reason is “because many kinds of sentences used to perform
illocutionary acts have no perlocutionary effect associated with

their meaning.”#? Then he gives the following example:

For example, there is no associated perlocutionary effect of
greeting. When I say “Hello” and mean it, I do not necessarily
intend to produce or elicit any state or action in my hearer
other than the knowledge that he is being greeted. But that
knowledge is simply is his understanding what I say, it is not
an additional response or effect.*3

On this analysis, utterer’s intention is an intention to be
understood. However, it is neither a perlocutionary effect, nor an
intention to induce any result over and above its being

understood. Rather, it is an illocutionary intention:

In the case of illocutionary acts we succeed in doing what we
are trying to do by getting our audience to recognize what we
are trying to do. But the ‘effect’ on the hearer is not a belief
or response, it consists simply in the hearer understanding
the utterance of the speaker. It is this effect that I have been
calling the illocutionary effect.*4

John Perry also agrees with Searle’s claim by stating the

following:

It seems that the only new mental state needed is the
audience's recognition of the speaker's communicative

41 Thid.
42 Tbid., p. 46.
43 Thid.

44 1bid., p. 47.
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intention; his understanding of the speaker's utterance. This
is what has been called ‘illocutionary uptake’.*>

Grice himself responds to Searle’s objections in his essay
“Utterer’s Meaning and Intentions”, and we shall now present

below the analysis of his response to these objections.

Firstly, he does not accept Searle’s revision concerning

conventions, saying that:

I would like, if I can, to treat meaning something by the
utterance of a sentence as being only a special case of
meaning something by an utterance.*®

Secondly, Grice thinks that Searle’s example is not a genuine
counterexample. He thinks, on one elaboration of the case, that
the soldier’s intention is not to get the Italians to believe he has
said he is a German officer, but merely to get them to believe he
has been speaking German in the hope they will reach the

A\Y

conclusion that he is a German officer: “..we don’t know any
German, and we have no idea what he has been trying to tell us,
but if he speaks German, then the most likely possibility is that
he is a German officer?”4’. Though he intends them to believe
that he is a German officer, he does not intend that they should
come to believe this on the basis of their recognition of his
intention. Rather, he intends that the Italians should believe on

the basis of their reasoning as above.

4> perry, 2006, p. 18.
46 Grice, 1989, p. 101.

47 1bid.
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Another elaboration illustrating Grice’s objection to Searle’s
example is in which a shopkeeper invites his British visitor into
his shop: “in dulcet tones and with an alluring smile [the
shopkeeper] says to [the visitor] the Arabic for ‘You pig of an
Englishman’.”#®, While his words are meant as an insult, his true
intent was for the visitor to enter the shop. Now suppose that the
soldier’s intention is to get the Italians to believe he has just said
that he is a German officer. In attempting to do so, he utters a
German sentence for which the conventional meaning in German
is "I am a German officer”. But if so, for Grice, the American does
not mean that he is a German officer. In any case, he does not
intend for the Italians to take his words literally as he knows they
have no understanding of the words’ true meaning. Therefore,
what he meant in the circumstances is not the same as what his

words literally meant.

However, Grice proposes the following revised analysis of

utterer’s meaning:

I would like to suggest a revised set of conditions for "U meant
something by x,"...:

Ranges of variables:  A: audiences
f: features of utterance
r: responses
c: modes of correlation (for example, iconic, associative,
conventional)

(3A) (3H (3 (Fo):

U uttered x intending: (1) A to think x possesses f

(2) A to think u intends (1)

(3) A to think of f as correlated in way c with the type of
which r belongs

48 Tbid., p. 102.

28



(4) A to think U intends (3)

(5) A to think on the basis of the fulfillment of (1) and (3)
that U intends A to produce r

(6) A, on the basis of fulfillment of (5), to produce r

(7) A to think U intends (6).4°

Grice does not think that Searle’s objection causes his analysis
any significant problems concerning his analysis and, prima facie,
refuses Searle’s amendments by requiring that the audience
intends to believe there to be “modes of correlation” between

features of the utterance and the intended belief.

Nonetheless, in the revised analysis, as we have already seen in
the passage quoted above, Grice includes in the “modes of
correlation”® a conventional one between the speech act and
intended belief. Given that in case of natural languages the mode
of correlation is typically conventional, Grice’s revised analysis

seems to endorse the revision proposed by Searle.

3.2. Counterexamples Directed Against Necessity

As we have seen in Section 3.1., there are a number of
counterexamples that argue against sufficiency of Grice's
argument. Now, counterexamples directed against necessity
claiming that satisfying Grice’s three clauses for a case of
utterer’'s meaning are not necessary for an utterance being a case

of utterer’s meaning shall be presented.

49 1bid., p. 103.

>0 Ibid.
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As we have stated in the previous chapter, the concept of
conventional utterance-type meaning is ultimately reduced to the
non-semantic concepts of intention and belief. Recall how Grice
formulates the ultimately reduced form of the definition of

utterance-type meaning:

For group G, utterance-type X means p if and only if at least
some (many) members of group G have in their repertoires
the procedure of uttering a token of X if, for some audience
A, they want A to believe that p, the retention of this
procedure being for them conditional on the assumption that
at least some (other) members of G have, or have had, this
procedure in their repertoires.>!

Mark Platts raises two objections against the necessity of this

definition, which are presented below.

3.2.1. Platts

In his book Ways of Meaning, Platts starts his objection by
claiming that “intentions to produce certain effects” in the

audience are not necessary as follows:

First, it is unclear that the utterances of any given sentence
will standardly be accompanied by any one set of intentions
on the parts of speakers. Reflection upon the diversity of
circumstances of utterance including the diversity of
speakers' beliefs, speakers' beliefs about the audiences'
beliefs, and speakers' desires suggest the unlikelihood of
speakers uttering that sentence standardly intending to
induce the appropriate belief in the audience or even to induce
the belief in the audience that the speaker has the appropriate
belief. About the only plausible candidate for the intention
regularly accompanying the utterance of sentence p is that of
saying that p; but importation of this notion of saying at this

51 Adapted from Grice, 1989, p. 127, D3.
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point would again render the Gricean programme circular.>?

Besides, Perry mentions that propositional attitudes, i.e. belief

and intention, are not necessary:

But even this rather modest subgoal may be too much too
require for the success of the communicative action gqua
communicative action. Suppose I say that it is raining, and
you hear me and understand the meanings of my words. But
you don’t think I am being sincere; you don't believe that I
believe what I said. But still, I have said it. My overall plan to
help insure that you don't get wet and catch cold may fail, but
I do seem to have succeeded in saying what I set out to say.
It seems that the only new mental state needed is the
audience's recognition of the speaker's communicative
intention; his understanding of the speaker's utterance.>3

Afterwards, Platts argues that Grice cannot provide a non-circular

account as follows:

Utterer’s intentions are not recognised by unfailing intuition,
nor do Acts of God figure large. It is perhaps possible that
very simple intentions be detected quasi-behaviouristically;
but for intentions of any fair degree of complexity, this is
simply implausible, the behavioural guide being too inexact.
Any explanation of how such intentions are recognised will
inevitably rely upon the audience’s recognition of the literal
meaning of the sentence; that meaning is the route to the
speaker’s intentions, the reverse journey usually being
impossible.>*

Grice defines the meaning of utterance-type in terms of utterer’s
meaning, which is itself clarified in terms of utterer’s intentions
to produce beliefs in audiences. According to this objection,
recognizing utterer’s intentions involves knowing what their

utterances mean in the language. Thus, utterer’s meaning cannot

52 Platts, 1979, p. 90.
>3 Perry, 2006, p. 17.
>4 Platts, 1979, p. 91.
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be formulated in terms of utterer’s intentions, simply because
knowledge of utterer’s intentions presupposes knowledge of

utterer’s meaning.

Here is his other objection that concerns the meanings of (the

infinitely-many) unuttered sentences:

On Grice's theory, sentence-meaning is defined in terms of
the intentions with which the sentence is uttered, along,
perhaps, with the response standardly secured in an audience
by that utterance. Now, as an account of the meanings of
sentences in natural languages this will not do for a simple
reason: the majority of such sentences, natural languages
containing a denumerable infinity of sentences, will never be
uttered. They will therefore not be uttered with any intentions,
nor will their utterance induce any response in an audience.
What, then, can Grice say about these unuttered sentences?>>

It is possible to produce infinite number of utterances in
languages, and as Platts points out, most of them will not be
uttered with any intentions. Therefore, they will not induce any
response in the audience, and there will be no convention to
mean anything by them. Then the question is: what accounts for

the meaning of such utterances?

One possible answer that seems open to Grice is to appeal to
hypothetical intentions, i.e. what an utterer would have intended
by producing such an utterance. But Grice’s recourse to
hypothetical intentions gives rise to a dilemma. Either these
hypothetical intentions are unconstrained in case of which “the

meanings of unuttered sentences coul/d mean anything, so they

55 Ibid., p. 89.
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do mean nothing”®;, or otherwise these intentions are
constrained and the only admissible constraints consist in the

conventional meaning of the unuttered sentences.>’

As Platt states the second horn of the dilemma would make
Grice’s account circular:

Generally, the constraint upon the hypothetical intentions
with which a sentence can be uttered, and upon the
audience’s responses to such an utterance, is precisely the
meaning of the sentence...If this is correct, the attempt to
define the meanings of unuttered sentences in terms of
hypothetical intentions and responses is hopeless: for it
presupposes a prior notion of sentence-meaning.>®

>6 Ibid.
>7 1bid., pp. 89-90.

58 Ibid., p. 90.

33



CHAPTER 4

ON CHARGE OF CIRCULARITY

In the previous chapter, the counterexamples directed against
the sufficiency and necessity of Grice’s definition are left hanging
in midair. In this final chapter, we shall evaluate these objections,
and attempt to show that Grice’s revised analysis of meaning
turns out to be circular, which eventually will justify Platt’s claim

we have quoted at the end of the previous chapter.

In the first sub-section, we shall state one alternative account
that Grice himself considers, namely, a casual account of non-

natural meaning.

4.1. Causal Account

Grice himself consider and rejects a causal account of meaningnn
that C. L. Stevenson suggests. In the causal analysis of
meaningnn, for x (an utterance) to mean something, (i) x must
have (roughly) a tendency to cause in an audience a cognitive
attitude, and (ii) x must have a tendency to be caused in the
speaker by the same kind of attitude. After examining the
analysis, Grice gives two counter-examples to this account in
order to set out an obvious problem with this proposal. As Grice

states:
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It is no doubt the case that many people have a tendency to
put on a tail coat when they think they are about to go to a
dance, and it is no doubt also the case that many people, on
seeing someone put on a tail coat, would conclude that the
person in question was about to go to a dance. Does this
satisfy us that putting on a tail coat meansnn that one is about
to go to a dance (or indeed meansnn anything at all)?
Obviously not.>?

This example satisfies Stevenson’s causal conditions by making
an audience think that one is about to go to a dance, and by
being produced by an attitude in the person that he was about to
go to a dance; however, Grice’s point is that putting on a tail coat
does not meannn that the person is about to go to a dance. In the
second example, on this account, to say “Jones is an athlete”
tends to make an audience believe that “Jones is tall”. But we do
not want to count being tall as part of being an athlete. We may
want to allow that there are nontall athletes. Therefore, going
against the account being discussed, we do want to say that
being tall is not part of the meaning of being an athlete. The
account, as it stands, does not allow us to introduce this rule.
Such a rule would presuppose that “athlete”, for instance, has a

meaning but that seems mistaken.

What Grice finds wrong with the causal account can be
summarized: firstly, it omits the notion of intention, which has a
great importance for his own account. What needs to be specified
here is not the effect that tends to be produced, but rather the
effect that the speaker intends to produce in an audience.
Secondly, it focuses on the idea of a standard meaning of an
utterance, and ignores what a particular speaker may mean on a

particular occasion.

9 Grice, 1989, p. 216.
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In addition, Grice mentions another deficiency concerning the
causal theory that it only analyzes “standard meaning” without
considering the fundamental notion that is “what a speaker
means” on a particular occasion. In addition, he adds, more
controversially, that, “the meaning (in general) of a sign needs
to be explained in terms of what users of the sign do (or should)

mean by it on particular occasions”.%°

4.2. Possible Charge of Circularity

4.2.1. Strawson and Searle

We have seen that in Chapter 3, Searle offered an account of
meaning in terms of intentionality to avoid the counterexamples
while preserving the self-referentiality of intentions.®! Hence,

Searle added the following clauses to Grice’s three conditions:

(i) the utterer intends to respect the linguistic
conventions for the use of the sentence uttered

(ii) the utterer’s intentions are illocutionary

Searle’s counterexample about the American soldier trying to
convince his Italian captors that he’s actually a German soldier
was examined. Searle asks: what does determine the meaning

of an utterance? We have seen that he argues that what a

60 Ibid., p. 217.

61 Searle, 2007, p. 9.
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speaker means cannot be determined independently of the

meaning of the sentence uttered.

Note that Grice’s main aim is to give a non-circular definition of
utterance meaning and that of utterance-type. Searle’s revision
introduces utterance-type meaning in the analysis of utterer’s
meaning. In such cases, “what we can mean is at least
sometimes a function of what we are saying”.6? Thus, Searle’s
amendment presupposing utterance-type meaning renders
Grice’s reductive analysis circular. In other words, Searle’s
modification reverses Grice’s theory to the effect that utterance-

type meaning must be analyzed in terms of utterer’s meaning.

Grice’s refusal of Searle’s revision has a great importance for his
analysis because, if he accepts it, his account becomes circular.
Can Grice avoid this charge of circularity? It does not seem

possible.

Grice himself is fully aware of the charge of circularity and in his

essays, he makes further remarks on these objections:

“Some have worried about circularity problems that might
arise in an attempt to define timeless meaning ("*meant”) in
terms of occasion meaning (here referred to as “"means”).

(a) There is certainly no definitional circle. I have at least
hinted at the possibility of defining “meant” in terms of
“means,” but I have never regarded “means” as potentially
definable in terms of “mean:”; indeed, in nonconventional
communications, utterers mean, without any dependence on
the meaning of their utterances (which usually have no
meaning).

(b) There is a possibility of “epistemic regress” (or circle).
Suppose C to be a conventional ad hoc device (which will

62 Searle, 1969, p. 45.
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meant something). Then the identification of what U meanss
by uttering C will require the identification of what C means:t.

mr "

But if "C meanst ‘p"” = “people normally means by C that p,
then to discover what C means: requires discovery of what
individual utterers means on this or that occasion. But this in
turn presupposes a knowledge of what C means:. And so
on."®3

Here, Grice claims that if there is a circularity, this would be only
an epistemic regress. In regard to the epistemic aspect of

Searle’s objection, his criticism is correct. As Grice acknowledges:

Of course I would not want to deny that when the vehicle of
meaning is a sentence (or the utterance of a sentence), the
speaker’s intentions are to be recognized in the normal case,
by virtue of a knowledge of the conventional use of the
sentence[.]%4

Searle argues and Grice acknowledges in the quoted passage
above that in most of the cases an audience understands what
has been said by an utterer by means of understanding the
meanings of the words and sentences that were uttered.
However, unlike Grice, Searle emphasizes the importance of
sharing mutual knowledge of linguistic conventions that Grice’s

analysis surely fails to mention.

Grice redefines the notion of the intended effect several times to
deal with the objections raised by Strawson and Searle, and then

subsequently weakens his reductive analysis:

I shall for the moment assume that the demand that I face is
for a form of reductive analysis which is less grievously flawed
than the one which I in fact offered; and I shall reserve until

63 Grice, 1989, p.138.

64 Ibid., pp. 100-101.
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later consideration of the idea that what is needed is not any
kind of reductive analysis but rather some mode of explication
of the concept of meaning.®>

Recall Grice’s revised analysis of utterer’s meaning also includes
in the *“modes of correlation” a conventional one, where he indeed

endorses Searle’s revision.

We argue that Searle’s claim about the role of linguistic
conventions should be conceded. However, it is uncontroversial
that this is only possible for the occasions of linguistic
conventions are shared by both audiences and speakers. Searle
does not mention the cases in which the audiences and speakers
do not share knowledge of conventions of a language and yet the
communication is possible. Searle’s first contribution is of great
importance to Grice’s analysis and it is correct only when both

parties share the linguistic convention.

We have stated Strawson’s argument against the sufficiency of
Grice’s analysis of utterer’s meaning in the previous chapter.
Strawson suggested a fourth clause in the analysis. Although the
fourth clause generated in the analysis tackles Strawson’s
counterexample, Strawson worries (2004, p.121), and Shiffer
confirms (1972, p. 18ff), that it has led to an infinite regress in
which further counterexamples can be generated by introducing
more clauses in analyzing the meaning. Grice’s redefinition for
blocking the regress was also presented. It has been shown that
Grice’s initial analysis is not sufficient. Regardless of the success

of Grice’s revised analysis in coping with the counterexamples

65 Ibid, p. 351.
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and block the infinite regress that Neale has argued, we will show
below that Strawson’s claim about understanding is more

challenging to Grice’s analysis.

Both Strawson and Searle make similar claims about
understanding, i.e. what Austin calls “uptake”. Strawson
suggests that Grice’s account should explain: “what it is for A to
understand something by an utterance x, an account
complementary to the account of what it is for S to mean

something by an utterance x.”®® Thus, he suggests the following:

I suggest, then, that for A (in the appropriate sense of
“understand”) to understand something by utterance x, it is
necessary (and perhaps sufficient) that there should be some
complex intention of the (i2) form, described above, which A
takes S to have, and that for A to understand the utterance
correctly, it is necessary that A should take S to have the
complex intention of the (i2) form which S does have. In other
words, if A is to understand the utterance correctly, S’s (ia)
intention and hence his (i2) must be fulfilled.5”

It is obvious that Strawson’s claim about understanding is more
damaging to the analysis. Here, Strawson and Searle share
similar concerns with regard to understanding. Grice mentions

this again in his own writings:

The most general complaint, which comes from Strawson,
Searle and Mrs. Jack, seems to be that I have, wholly or
partially, misidentified the intended (or M-intended) effect in
communication; according to me it is some form of
acceptance (for example, belief or desire), whereas it should

66 Strawson, 1964, p. 448.

67 Ibid.
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be held to be understanding, comprehension, or (to use an
Austinian designation) “uptake.”58

Grice acknowledges that this criticism causes even more trouble

for his analysis:

First, it might be suggested that there is a certain
arbitrariness in my taking relativized meaning as tantamount
to a speaker’s meaning something by an utterance; there are
other notions which might compete for this spot in particular
the notion of something’s meaning something to a hearer.
Why should the claims of “"meaning to,” that is of passive or
recipient’s meaning, be inferior to those of "meaning by” (that
is, of acting or agent’s meaning)? Indeed a thought along
these lines might lie behind the advocacy of “uptake” as being
sometimes or even always the target of semantic intention.®°

When considering Grice’s use of “meaning to” and “meaning by”,

the following formulation would follow:

Utterance x means that p to audience A

Utterance x means that p by utterer U

Thus, the circularity seems to be inevitable in the analysis once

again.

We suggest Searle’s second clause should also be conceded. He
argues that saying something and meaning it is an illocutionary
act. He explains this by giving the example of a greeting when
saying “Hello”. However, he does not explain the connection
between the linguistic conventions and the performance of an

illocutionary act. He never mentions that an utterer speaks with

68 Grice, 1989, p. 351.
69 Ibid., p. 352.
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illocutionary intentions thanks to linguistic conventions whereas
Austin claims that illocutionary acts are necessarily conventional:
“"We must notice that the illocutionary act is a conventional act:

an act done as conforming to a convention.””9

4.2.2. Platts and Blackburn

Simon Blackburn claims that a possible response to Platts’s
dilemma concerning hypothetical intentions which we outlined in

the previous chapter would be as follows:

It is certainly true that although a speaker will at any time
only have understood a certain set of sentences which he has
been exposed to, he is equipped to go on and understand new
ones, and will standardly do so in just the way other speakers
would as well. That is fortunate. But it is not some mysterious
thing, the meaning of the new sentence which “constrains”
the speakers and explains this identity in psychology...nothing
constrains a group...except their training and the way they
find it natural to take that training.”!

Arguably, Blackburn thinks that Grice can avoid Platts’s dilemma
by taking hypothetical intentions as being constrained by

training.

However, if utterer’'s training for certain sentences are
unconstrained, then again “the meanings of those sentences
could mean anything, so they do mean nothing”. Otherwise, the

trainings are constrained in their literal meanings, which seems

70 Austin, 1962, p.105.

71 Blackburn, 1984, p. 128.
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to be the only available solution. Thus, Blackburn’s response fails

as the circularity is again in question.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

In this thesis, a review of Grice’s reductive analysis of the concept
of meaningny was presented. His Gricean Programme consists of
a reductive analysis of the concept of conventional utterance-
type meaning. The utterer’'s meaning in the first stage and
utterance-type meaning in the latter was outlined. Then, a survey
of discussions concerning Grice's programme and of related
debates with respect to this document’s frame was made,
following the chronological order in which objections and

amendments arose.

The first set of objections discussed was directed against the
sufficiency of Grice’s definition in which the utterer U fulfills the
initial three clauses, but does not meannn something by uttering
U. These objections were raised by Strawson and Searle. The
second set of objections seemed to show that Grice’s three
conditions are not necessary for an utterance being a case of
utterer’'s meaning. A critical evaluation of the aforementioned
objections was made, and Grice’s own responses were presented,
when available. Presented counterexamples revealed that Grice’s

three conditions were neither sufficient nor necessary.

It was shown that, as Grice’s Programme is an analytical one, the
requirement of non-circularity became the burden of his analysis.

It was additionally shown that Grice added more and more
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clauses in each revised versions of his analysis and the details of
the analysis became unimportant. We did not aim to defend
Grice’s proposal, instead arguing that the result of these
objections primarily threatens the non-circularity of his reductive

analysis.

Finally, we concluded that, regardless of the possibility that
Grice’s revisions hindered the objections, the clear outcome of
this thesis is that the circularity in his analysis is evident. As a

result, Grice’s Programme can be stated as flawed.
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APPENDICES

A. TURKCE OZET / TURKISH SUMMARY

GRICE'IN INDIRGEMECI ANLAM ANALIZININ KRITIK BiR
DEGERLENDIRMESI

Dil felsefesinin en temel kavramlarindan biri de anlam
kavramidir. Dilin anlamini tanimlamaya calisirken, birgok bilim
insani geleneksel olarak anlam kavramiyla ilgili sorularini iki
sekilde tasvir etme egilimindedir: belirli dilsel ifadelerin anlamlari
hakkinda sorular (kelimeler, ifadeler ve climleler) ve dilsel
anlamin kendi dogasi hakkinda sorular. Bu tezde, belirli dilsel

ifadelerin anlamlar hakkindaki sorular ele alinmaktadir.

Dil felsefesi alaninda dnemli bir isim Ingiliz filozof Herbert Paul
Grice'tir. Grice anlam kavramiyla ilgili sorulara, konusmacilarin
iletisimsel niyetlerine dayanan semantik bir teori ile bazi cevaplar
onermektedir. Grice’a gére konusmacilarin niyetleri (intention)
vardir ve bu niyetler dogrultusunda dislncelerimizi
sekillendiririz. Bu ylzden Grice’in amaci niyet temelli bir semantik
kurmaktir. Grice’in teorisine gdre, bir ifadenin anlami semantik
olmayan kavramlarla, yani dinleyicide olusturulan inang (belief)

ve niyet (intention) ile tanimlanmaktadir.

Bu tezin amaci Paul Grice’in dogal olmayan anlam (meaningnw)
kavraminin indirgemeci analizini incelemektir ve 6nerdigi Gricean
Programin aslinda doénglsel (circular) oldugunu goOstermeye

calismaktir.
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ikinci bélimde Gricein indirgemeci (reductive) analizinin iki
asamasi sunulmaktadir. Ilk asamada konusmaci anlami (utterer’s
meaning) ve ikinci asamada cUmle anlami (utterance-type

meaning) agiklanmaktadir.

Uclincii bdlimde Peter Frederick Strawson ile baslanip Mark
Platts ile bitirilerek, 6nemli itirazlar ve degisiklikler kronolojik sira
ile belirtilmekte ve Grice'in Programina iliskin tartismalar
incelenmektedir. Her alt boélimde (i) secilen filozof tarafindan
Grice'in indirgemeci analizine yaptigi 6nemli itirazlar, (ii) filozofun
Grice'in teorisinde yaptigi dedisiklikler ve - eger varsa - (iii)

Grice'in elestirilere verdigi cevaplar belirtiimektedir.

Dordinci bélimde edilen itirazlar elestirel olarak
degerlendirilmektedir. Grice’in indirgemeci analizi baslangicta
basarili gériinmesine ragmen dongulselligin bariz oldugu iddia
edilmektedir. Son olarak, Grice’in 1957 analizinin doéngiselligi
aciklayamadidi icin hatali olarak ifade edilebilecedi sonucuna

varilmaktadir.

Grice, ifadelerin anlami (6zellikle de dodgal bir dilin cimle
tlrlerinin ifadeleri) ile ifade tlrlerinin anlami arasinda bir ayrim
yapmaktadir. Ilk asamada, Grice konusmaci anlamini semantik
olmayan kavramlar acisindan tanimlamayi amaclamaktadir.
Ikinci asamada ise cimle anlamini, konusmaci anlamindaki
uzlasimsal dulzenlilik acisindan tanimlamaktadir. Grice’in
indirgemeci analizi, ilk asamada konusmaci anlamini, ikinci
asamada cuimle anlamini  dobénglsel olmayacak sekilde

tanimlamay! amaclamaktadir.
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Grice “"Meaning” (“Anlam”) adh makalesinde iki tdr anlam,
siraslyla dogal anlam (natural meaning) ve dogal olmayan anlam
(non-natural meaning), arasinda bir ayrim yapmaktadir. Grice’in
ayrimi “anlam” kelimesinin siradan baglamlarda kullaniima
bigimlerinin bir analizine dayanmaktadir. Bir baska deyisle Bu
ayrimin arkasinda, onun ‘mean’ (anlatmaya calismak) fiilinin
Ingilizce’deki kullanimlarindan vyola cikarak anlatma edimi
konusunda yaptigi ayirim ve bu ayrimlar arasindaki kurdugu iliski

yatmaktadir.

Dogal anlam, bir seyin dodal ve glvenilir bir isaret, semptom
veya bir seyin kaniti olmasi durumunda sahip oldugu anlamdir.

Dogal anlam asadidaki cimle ile 6rneklendirebilir:

“Bu lekeler kizamik anlamina gelmektedir.”

“Anlam” kelimesinin yukaridaki cimlede dogru bir sekilde
kullaniimasi igin, bir kisinin cildinde kizamik olmadan o lekelere
sahip olamamasi gerekir. Dolayisiyla buradaki ana fikir lekelerin
kizamiga 6zgl olmalari gerektigidir. Yani bir kisi kizamik olmadigi
takdirde o noktalara sahip olamaz. O halde bu lekelerin kizamik
anlamina geldigini soylemek dogrudur. Bu noktalar ile kizamik

arasinda dogal bir iliski vardir ve bu ylizden dogal anlam denir.

Dogal olmayan anlam ise dilsel ifadeler ve iletisimi farklh kilan

anlam turddir. Dogal olmayan anlamin bir érnegi su sekildedir:

“(Otobuslin) calan Uc¢ zili ‘otoblsiin dolu oldugu’
anlamina gelmektedir.”
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Ornekte (¢ zil, otobiisiin dolu oldugunu anlamina gelmektedir.
Halbuki otobsiin dolu oldugunu belirtmek icin zili tic kere galmak
yerine dort kere de galabilirdik. Bu, dogal bir anlam degildir. Tam
tersine bazi kisiler bu g zilin ne anlama geldigine karar verdigi

icin dogal olmayan anlamdir.

Grice dodgal ve dodgal olmayan anlam arasindaki farki uzlasim
kavrami  acisindan aciklamayr reddetmektedir. Uzlasim
kavraminin dodgal olmayan anlami olusturmasi acgisindan ne

yeterli ne de gerekli oldugunu savunmaktadir.

Grice, makalesine bu ayrimi yaparak baslasa da aslinda sadece
dogal olmayan anlamla ilgilenmektedir. Grice'in dogal olmayan
anlam taniminda niyet kavrami ¢cok dnemli bir yere sahiptir. Grice
Programinda, dogal olmayan anlam kavrami (¢ madde ile
aciklanmistir. Bu analiz analitik olarak sunulmustur. Grice birine
bir sey anlatmaya calismanin, daha dogrusu “dogal olmayan
yoldan bir sey anlatmanin”, her seyden o6nce zincirleme bir
yonelim/niyet isi olduguna dikkat cekmektedir. Grice’a gore bir
iletisim ortaminda anlaticinin (iletide bulunmaya c¢alisanin,
konusmacinin) S cumlesiyle bir sey anlatmaya calismasi demek,
anlaticinin su niyetler icinde olmasi demektir: (i) S cimlesinin
dinleyicide (iletinin alicisinda) e etkisine yol agmasi yénelimi, (ii)
dinleyicinin, anlaticinin bu (i) niyette oldugunu
kavramasi/anlamasi yoénelimi, (iii) dinleyen kiside kendini
gOstermesini istedigi e etkisinin, bu kavramanin bir sonucu olarak
ortaya cikmasi yoénelimi. Tek bir cimleyle anlatmak gerekirse,
anlaticinin sdyleminin dinleyicide e etkisini géstermesi niyetinde
olmasi gerekir. Grice, ayrica, konusan kisinin anlatmaya calistigi

seyin ne oldugunu sormanin, dinleyicide kendini gostermesi
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istenen e etkisinin ne oldugunu sormaktan baska bir sey

olmadigini ifade eder.

Grice'a gore, zincirleme bu U¢ niyetin (dgunldn birden
gerceklesmesi durumunda ancak “bir sey anlatmaya
calismaktan” s6z edilebilir. S6zgelisi mendilini cinayetin islendigi
yere birakarak cinayeti arastiran dedektifin, cinayeti isleyenin
mendilin sahibi B olduguna inanmasini saglayabilirim. Ancak
bdyle bir durumda benim mendili oraya birakarak B'nin katil
oldugunu anlatmaya calistigim soylenemez. ClnkU anlaticinin,
sdylemini dinleyen kiside (dedektifte) e etkisini (katilin mendilin
sahibi B oldugu inancini) dogurmasi yoneliminde olmasi yeterli
degildir; ayrica dinleyen kisinin bu sdylemin arkasindaki yonelimi
(s6ylemin dinleyende e etkisini dogurmasi yonelimini) kavramasi
ybneliminde de olmasi gerekir. Ne var ki, bu iki yénelimin ikisinin
birden oldugu durumlarda da konusan kisinin bir sey anlatmaya
calistidi séylenemez. Katilin o oldugunu inanilmasini saglamak
amaciyla birinin mendilini cinayet yerine biraktigimda bir sey
anlatmis sayllamam. Herodes Vaftizci Yahya’'nin basini tepsi
icinde sundugunda Herodes’e bir sey anlatmaya calismis

olmuyor.

Sozgelisi Bay A’'da esi Bayan A'nin Bay B ile ask yasadigi yollu bir
inang olusturma vydnelimiyle, bu Bay A'ya, esiyle Bay B’nin
olmayacak 6lglide samimi bir manzara sergiledikleri bir fotograf
gosterdigimde bir sey anlatmaya calistigim soylenemez. Clnki
Bay A’da esi ile Bay B arasinda ask iliskisi oldugu yonindeki
inancin, benim onda bdyle bir inan¢ olusturma ydéneliminde
oldugumu kavramasinin sonucunda olusmasi ydneliminde

oldugum sodylenemez: S6z konusu fotografi kazara odasinda
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disirdigimde de onsa bdéyle bir inang olusabilir. Yaptiklarimin
bu kisilerde kendini gostermesini istedigim etkilerinin, bu etkileri
gérmek amaciyla yaptiklarimin arkasindaki yoénelimlerin séz
konusu Kkisiler tarafindan kavranmalarinin sonucunda ortaya
ciktiklarini  séylemek 0&yle kolay olmayacaktir. Peki hangi
kosullarda bu kisilerin bir sey anlatmaya calistiklari séylenebilir?
Grice’a gbre Bayan A ile Bay B'yi samimi bir bicimde gésteren bir
resim cizip Bay A'ya gosterdigimde ancak bir sey anlatmaya
calistigimdan s6z edilebilir. Bu son 6rneklerde, karsimdaki kisiler
yaptiklarimin arkasindaki yonelimleri kavramadikca, onlardan
beklediklerim ortaya ¢ikmayacaktir. S6z konusu resmi yaparken
benim, sbzgelisi bir sanat yapiti ortaya koymaya calistigimi

dislnecek olursa Bay A’da bekledigim inang olusmayacaktir.

Grice acgik acik dile getirmese de onun, bizim dildisi anlatimlarla
dildisi iletilerde bulunulmaya calisikdigini soyleyebilecegimiz bu
anlatma o&rneklerini anlatma kavraminin disinda tutmaya
calismasinin arkasinda, basta Grice’in ortaya koymus oldugu (g
kosulu disinecek olursak, soéyle bir akil ytritmenin bulundugunu
sdylemek yanlis olmaz: Anlatmak, yalnizca bir ydnelim zincirinin
olmasi degil, bunun yani sira bu yo6nelimlerin kavranmasini
saglayip karsidaki kiside bir etki meydana getirme edimiyse, bu
yonelimlerin kavranmasini sadlayip beklenen etkiyi meydana
getirecek araclar olan anlatimlarin, s6z konusu ydnelimleri
tartismasiz bir bicimde tasiyacak anlatimlar olmasi gerekir. Dildisi
anlatimlar s6z konusu ydénelimlerin disavurulmasi acisindan
glvenilir araglar olmadigi icin, boyle anlatimlar aracilidi ile iletide
bulunmaya calisanlarin bir sey anlatmaya cgalistigini séylemek

yanlis olur.
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Bu aciklamalar dogrultusunda Grice’in érneklerine baktigimizda,
kimilerinde gercekten kisilerin anlatmayr anlatma yapan
ybnelimlerden bazilarini tasimadiklari aciktir. Ornedin, B’nin
mendilini cinayet yerine birakarak dedektifte katilin B oldugu
inancini  olusturmak isteyen kisi, mendili cinayet vyerine
birakmasinin dedektifte katilin B oldugu inancina yol agmasi
yoénelimindedir. Ancak onun, bu yéneliminin dedektif tarafindan
kavranmasi yoneliminde oldugu séylenemeyecegi gibi dedektifte
olusmasini istedigi inancin mendili cinayet yerine birakmasinin bir
sonucu olarak dedektifte olusmasi yoneliminde oldugu da
sOylenemez. Dolayisiyla bu kisinin yaptidi, bir sey anlatmaya
calismak olarak degil, en iyimser yorumla, yanls bir izlenim
yaratmaya calismak olarak nitelendirilebilir. Fakat, Grice’'in, s6z
konusu yonelimler eksik oldugu gerekgesiyle bir sey anlatiimaya
calisilmadigini belirttigi 6rneklerin blylk bir béliminde, kisilerin
s6z konusu yodnelimleri tasimadiklarini, dolayisiyla da bir sey
anlatmaya calismadiklarini sdylemek pek olanakli gérinmdayor.
Herodes ve resim goésterme o6rneklerinde durum bu sekildedir.
Grice’a gore, Herodes’in, Salome'yi Vaftizci Yahya'nin dldtiglne
inandirma ydénelimi ve Salome’nin onun bu yénelimini kavramasi
yobnelimiyle Vaftizci Yahya’'nin basini tepsi icinde Salome’ye
sunarken bir sey anlatmaya calistigini sdéyleyemeyiz. Adam da
esinin B ile ask yasadigina inandirma ydnelimiyle ve adamin onun
bu yoénelimini kavramasi yonelimiyle esi ile B'yi samimi bir
bicimde goOsteren bir fotografi goOsteren kisinin durumu da
boyledir. Cunkl bu kisilerde olusturulmaya calisilan inanclar,
baska seyler yapildiginda da karsidaki kiside ortaya cikabilecek
inanclardir. Mesela, kisi s6z konusu fotografi kazara adamin
odasinda dusilrdiaginde de ayni inanca yol agabilir. Grice'in ig ice

gecmis Ug yoneliminden ilk ikisi oldugu halde Uglinclsil olmayan,
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bu sebeple de bir sey anlatilmaya calisildigi séylenemeyecek bu

orneklere getirdigi aciklama bu sekildedir.

Bu orneklerin olusturdugu sonuglardan yola cikarak Grice,
niyet/ydénelim kavramini temel alarak (¢ kosuldan olusan
analizini ortaya koymaktadir. Grice’in kendi terminolojisiyle, (i)
anlatimlarimin  karsimdaki  kiside e etkisi olusturmasi
yoneliminde, (ii) karsimdaki kisinin bu (i) yoneliminde oldugumu
kavramasi yoneliminde, (iii) anlatimimin karsimdaki kiside ortaya
cikarmasini istedigim e etkisinin, (i) yonelimimi kavramasinin

sonucu olarak onda kendini géstermesi yéneliminde olurum.

Tahmin edilebilecegi gibi Grice’in analizi oldukca fazla sayida
elestiriye maruz kalmistir. Grice elestirilerle basa ¢ikabilmek igin

orijinal analizini pek cok kere gézden gegirerek revize etmistir.

Strawson “Intention and Convention in Speech Acts” adl
makalesinde, Grice'in konusmaci anlami kavraminin analizinin
yeterli olmadigini savunmaktadir ve analize dérdlincl bir madde
eklemektedir: (iv) dinleyicinin konusmacinin niyetini (ii) fark
etmesi gerekir. Buna ragmen Strawson, bunun sonsuz bir
gerilemeye (infinite regress) neden olabilecedine dikkat
cekmektedir. Cinkl bu kosullara dinleyicinin konusmacinin (ivi)
niyetini fark etmesini gerektirecek besinci bir kosul eklenebilir.
Neale da buna benzer endiselerini dile getirmektedir. Bu
eklemenin Gzerine Grice belirlemis oldugu ¢ kosula eklemeler

yapmak durumunda kalir.

Searle Speech Acts adli kitabinda Grice’in anlam kavrami analizini

cok dederli bulmasina ragmen “en az iki dnemli acidan kusurlu”
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oldugunu iddia etmektedir. Searle, ilk elestirisinde Grice'in anlam
analizinde dilsel uzlasimin rolind acgiklamadigini séylemektedir.
Bu itirazini bir Amerikan askeri ile ilgili bir 6rnekle aciklamaktadir.
Ornekte Ikinci Diinya Savasl sirasinda bir Amerikan askeri Italyan
birlikleri tarafindan kacirilmaktadir. Amerikan askeri bu birliklerin
onu serbest birakmalari icin Alman askeri olduguna inanmalarini
istemektedir. Askerin yapmak istedi§i sey Italyan birliklerine
Almanca ya da Italyanca olarak Alman askeri oldugunu séylemek.
Fakat bunu yapacak kadar Almanca veya Italyanca bilgisine sahip
degildir. Bu ylzden lise yillarindan Almanca bir siirden hatirladigi
bir satiri okuyarak Alman askeri oldugunu sdylemek ister. Bunu
yaparken Italyan birliklerinin Almanca bilmediklerine giivenerek
onlara bir Alman askeri oldugunu sdéylemeye calismaktadir. Bu

sayede serbest birakilmayr amaglamaktadir.

Ornekte gorildiglu gibi, Searle’lin elestirisinin bu kismi temel
olarak uzlasimlarin dildeki rolG ile ilgilidir. Bu 6rnegin amaci
konusmacinin ne anlatmak istedigi ve kullandigi kelimelerin ne
anlama geldigi arasindaki baglantiyr gostermektir. Searle burada
Almancada anlamh bir cimlenin gercek anlami disinda
kullanildidina vurgu yapmaktadir. Burada belirtiimek istenen sey
Grice’In teorisine gére Almancada ciceklerle ilgili bir cimle “Ben
bir Alman askeriyim” anlamina gelebilmektedir. Searle’e gbére bu
durum  Gricein  U¢ maddesindeki butin  gereklilikleri
karsilamaktadir. Ancak kullanilan kelimelerin gercek anlamla bir
baglantisi yoktur. Almanca adina bildigi tek cimle olan ve “Limon
agaclarinin cicek actigi o ulkeyi biliyor musun?” anlamina gelen
cumleyi “Kennst du das Land, wo die Zitronen blihen?” sdylerken
bir Alman askeriyim mi demek istiyoruz? Searle bunun bdyle

olmadidini savunmaktadir. Ornek, Searle’lin Grice'in iletisim
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sirasinda konusan kisinin anlatmak istedigi ile bu amagla Urettigi
ciimlenin ait oldugu dilde tasidigi anlam arasinda kurdudu iliskiye

karsi cikarken verdigi bir 6rnektir.

Bu 6rnek, Grice’in analizinin ilk asamasinin ikinci asamadan
bagimsiz olarak formile edilemeyecegini gostermektedir. Ayrica
Searle’e gore, Grice'in analizi cimle anlaminda dilsel uzlasimin

rolind aciklayamamaktadir.

Bu 6rnekten yola cikarak Searle Grice’in analizine bir madde daha
eklemektedir. Bu ilave madde, konusmaci anlaminin analizinde

cimle anlamini icermektedir.

Searle’in ikinci itirazini incelemeden 0Once edimsdz edimi
(illocutionary act) ve etkis6z edimi (perlocutionary act)
arasindaki ayrimi aciklamak gerekmektedir. Bu ayrim ilk olarak
John L. Austin tarafindan How to do Things with Word kitabinda
yapilmistir. S6z edimleri kurami (Speech Acts Theory), Austin’in
ortaya attigi ve onun dgrencisi olan Searle tarafindan gelistirilmis
bir dil felsefesi kuramidir. Austin bir sey sdylemek, bir sey
yapmaktir gériisiinden yola cikar. Ornegin birisine, “Merhaba!”
dendiginde “selam verme” edimi gergeklesir. Buradaki temel
iddia, bir dili konugsmanin bir dizi kurala dayah eylemde bulunmak
oldugu yénlindedir. Austin bir sey yapip soylerken yapip-ettigimiz

islere “edims6z edimi” ya da kisaca “edims6z” der.

SOz edimleri kuraminda dilin islevleri terimiyle bireylerin dille ne
yaptiklar aciklanmaya calisiimistir. Her cimlenin sézle yerine
getirilen bir eylem oldugu varsayillmaktadir. Bir baska ifadeyle

tim ifadelerin sahip olduklari anlamdan baska, belli giglerle belli
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isler yaptiklari sdylenebilir. Simdi Austin’in  siniflamasina
deginelim. Edimséz edimi, bir clmleyi soyleyerek onunla
cagristirilan uzlasimsal glicle bagintili diz ifadede bulunma, ikram
etme, s6z verme vs.; yani, geleneksellesmis iletisim gutcl olan
ifadelerdir. Bu nokta, s6z edimin islevini gdstermektedir. Dil
yoluyla kisilere bir is yaptirilirken ortaya cikan edims6z gucleridir
(illocutionary force). Ornedin; bildirimde bulunma, soru sorma,
bilgi verme, emretme, rica etme, randevu alma edimso6zleri
gerceklesmektedir. Etkis6z edimi ise, bir cimleyi sdyleyerek
dinleyici ustlinde ifadenin sartlarina 6zel etkilere yol acma; yani,
sOzun yarattigi etki, s6z edimin sonucunu ya da etkisini gosteren

bélim olarak degerlendirilmektedir.

Bir s6z edimi gerceklestirmekle, dinyadaki bir seye etkide
bulunulur. Demek ki Austin‘in agiklamis oldugu bu iki edim, bir
seyler sdylemis olmakla edimde bulunmak ve bir sey sdylemis
olmakla edimde bulunmak yoluyla bir seye etki etmek olarak
karakterize edilebilir. Austin’e gdére edimsdéz edimi bir sey
yapmakken, etkis6z edimi icin sdyle bir tanimlama yapar. Bir sey
sOylemek c¢ogu zaman, konusan kisinin, dinleyici ya da baska
kisilerin duygulari, disltnculleri ya da edimleri Uzerinde dolayh
etkiler yaratacaktir. Bu tir bir edimde bulunmaya, bir etkiséz
ediminde bulunmak, yerine getirilen edime de, uygun oldugu
yerlerde, etkisdz der. Austin’e gére bu edim, bir sey séylerken bir
sey yapma edimi olarak tanimladigi edimséz ediminden farkli

olarak, bir sey séyleyerek bir sey yapma edimidir.

Etkis6z edimi kavrami, edimsdz edimi kavramiyla badlantili,
edimsdz edimlerinin dinleyen Kkisilerin edimleri, dusuUnceleri,

inanglari vb. Uzerindeki sonuglarini ya da etkilerini gésteren bir
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kavramdir. Ornegin, didslncelerimizi gerekcelendirerek
karsimizdaki kisiyi kandirmaya ya da ikna etmeye, birini uyararak
onu korkutmaya ya da telaslandirmaya; birinden bir ricada
bulunarak, kisiye bir sey yaptirmaya, bilgilendirerek, kisiyi ikna
etmeye calisabiliriz. Butlin bu anlatimlar etkis6z edimlerini
gosterir. Belirtmek gerekir ki, isin icinde olan araclar uzlasimsal
olmadikca, ortada bir edimsdz edimi olamaz; dolayisiyla onu
gerceklestirmek icin basvurulan so6zel olmayan araclar da
uzlasimsal olmalidir. Edimséz edimleri uzlasimsal edimlerdir.
Etkis6z edimleri ise uzlasimsal olmazlar. Her iki tlir edim sézel
olmayan bir bicimde yerine getirilebilir; fakat bdyle oldugunda
bile bir edimin edims6éz adini hak edebilmesi icin, o edimin
uzlasimsal nitelikte s6z-disi bir edim olmasi gerekir. Ama edims6z
edimini gercgeklestirmek igin uzlagimsal edimlerden
yararlanilmasina ragmen etkisdéz edimleri uzlasimsal dedildir.
Etkis6z edimi, ya bir etkisdz hedefinin gerceklesmesi, ya da edim
s6zlin devami olan bir etkis6z edimin yaratilmasi olabilir. Bir
edimsdzin etkis6z hedefi, bir bagkasi icin devamindaki etkiséz

olabilir.

Searle ikinci itirazinda, Grice’in gérltstnden farkli olarak, bir sey
sOylemenin ve anlamina gelmenin etkisoz edimi olmadigini;
aksine bunun bir edims6z edimi oldugunu savunmaktadir.
Konusmacinin niyeti anlasilmasi gereken bir niyettir. Searle’e
gore, bu bir etkis6z edimi dedil, bir edimsdz edimidir. Bbylece
Searle Grice'in dogal olmayan anlam icin belirlemis oldugu Uc
kosula su kosullart eklemistir: (iv) konusmacinin niyetlerinin
edimsdz edimi oldugu, (v) konusmacinin ilgili cimleyi soylerken

dilsel uzlasimi dikkate aldigi.
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Grice, Searle’in dilsel uzlasimla ilgili olan itirazinin kendi
analizine iliskin herhangi ©6nemli bir soruna vyol actigini
disinmemektedir. Grice'in itirazina gbére, Amerikan askeri
Italyan askerlerine anlatmaya calistidi seyi “Kennst du das Land,
who die Zitronen blihen?” cumlesiyle degil de Almanca
konusmasi aracilidi ile anlatmaya calismaktadir. Ellerine dismdis
oldugu Italyan askerlerinden bekledigi “Kennst du das Land, wo
die Zitronen blihen?” cimlesini dikkate almalari degil, Almanca
konusmasini dikkate almalandir. Grice’in bu itirazi oldukca fazla
onem tasimaktadir cinkid eder Grice bu itirazi kabul ederse,
analizi dongusel olmaktadir ve bu da Gricean Program agisindan
blyuk bir sorun teskil etmektedir. Bununla birlikte, Grice’in revize
edilmis analizinde “uzlasimsal” (conventional) modunu dahil
etmektedir. Grice'in revize edilmis analizi Searle tarafindan

Onerilen revizyonu onayliyor gibi gérinmektedir.

Platts'in itirazinda ise konusmacilarin niyetlerini fark etmek
onlarin kullandigi ifadelerin dilde ne anlama geldigini bilmekle
yakindan ilgilidir. Bu nedenle konusmaci anlami konusmacilarin
niyetleri acisindan formile edilemez. Cinkl konusmacilarinin
niyetlerinin bilgisi cimle anlamini édngérir. Bu nedenle Platts’a
Grice'in dénglsel olmayan bir teori sunamayacadini iddia eder.
ClUmlelerin aslinda higbir niyetle daha 6nce sdylenmemis oldugu
goéz onune alindiginda, Grice'in tek secenedinin, cimlelerin
anlamlarini, séylenecek niyetleri ve olusturacaklari etki agisindan
aclklamaya calismak oldugu gorilmektedir. Yani, Grice daha dnce
sdylenmemis cumlelerin anlamlarini  varsayimsal niyetlerle
(hypothetical intentions) aciklamaya calisabilir. Ancak tim
varsayimsal niyetler anlamla ilgili olamaz. Platts, belirli bir

cumlenin anlamini olusturan varsayimsal niyetler Gzerinde ne gibi
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kisitlamalar oldugunu sormaktadir. Eger boyle bir kisitlama yoksa
daha o6nce hi¢c sdylenmemis cumlelerin anlamlari tamamen
belirsiz kalacaktir: cimleler herhangi bir anlama gelebilirler, bu
ylzden de hicbir sey ifade etmezler. Diger yandan, kisitlamalar
varsa, bunlar nelerdir? Platts, bu noktada Grice'in verebilecedi
tek bir cevabin varsayimsal niyetlerin cimlenin anlami ile
sinirlandirldigini, dolayisiyla da analizin dongusel oldugunu 6ne

stirmektedir.

Searle’lin elestirisi 6nemli bir noktaya dedinmektedir. Grice’in
anlam analizi cimle anlamini semantik olmayan kavramlara
indirgemekte basarisiz olmaktadir. Gecekten de analizde
konusmaci anlami cimle anlamini icermektedir ve analiz
déngisel bir bicim almaktadir. Daha sonralari Grice, bir
dinleyicinin sdylenen kelimelerin ve clmlelerin anlamlarini
kavrayarak bir konusmaci tarafindan sdyleneni anladigini kabul

eder.

Searle’lin dilsel uzlasim konusundaki elestirisi de dogrudur. Fakat
bu elestirinin yalnizca dilsel uzlasimin konusmacilar ve dinleyiciler
tarafindan  paylasildigi  durumlarda gecerli  oldugu

savunulmustur.

Searle’lin ikinci elestirisi de kabul edilmelidir (bir sey séylemek
ve anlamina gelmek etkiséz edimi dedil, edimséz edimidir).
Ancak Searle dilsel uzlasim ve edims6z edimi arasindaki
baglantiyr aciklamamaktadir. Austin  edims6z edimlerinin
uzlasimsal oldugunu soyler fakat Searle bu konuda acik bir sey

belirtmemektedir.
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Strawson’un anlama (understanding) konusundaki iddiasi ise
Grice’in analizi acisindan daha buyuk bir sorun teskil etmektedir.
Grice da bu elestirinin kendi analizi acisindan buyUk bir sorun
yarattigini kabul etmekte ve bunu daha sonraki galismalarinda

dile getirmektedir.

Simon Blackburn, Platts’in elestirilerine cevap vermektedir.
Blackburn bu yanitinda Grice’in, Platts’in ikileminden s6z konusu
varsayimsal niyetleri egitimin (training) belirledigini savunmakta
ve konusmacilarin bu egitime gosterdigi dodgal tepkiyle
aciklamaktadir. Fakat bu cevap o6nceki meseleyi yeniden
gliindeme getirmektedir. Egitim elbette konusmacilarin so6zli
davranislarini  belirler. Bu egitim ancak climle anlamini
kavramakla ilgili bir egitimse Platts'in s6z ettigi ikilemden
kurtulmak mumkun olabilir. Platts’in varsayimsal niyetleri neyin
belirledigini sordugu gibi, ayni sekilde konusmacilarin egitimini de
neyin belirledigini sorabiliriz. Daha 6nce oldugu gibi, mevcut tek
cevap, cimlenin anlami gibi gérinmektedir. Blacburn’in yaniti,
donguselligin yeniden glindeme gelmesi nedeniyle basarisiz

olmaktadir.

Bu calismada Grice'in dogal olmayan anlam kavramina getirilen
itirazlar detaylica incelenerek sunulmaktadir. Tezde, Grice’in
Programinin analitik bir program olmasi nedeniyle doéngusel
olmama sartinin analizi agisindan bir gereklilik oldugu, Grice'in
analizinin revize edilmis versiyonlarinin her birine daha fazla
madde ekledigi ve analizin ayrintilarinin 6nemsiz hale geldigi
gbsterilmektedir. Edilen itirazlarin Grice'in indirgemeci analizinin

dongisel olmayisini tehdit ettigi 6ne sltrilmektedir.
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Sonug olarak, Grice’in analizinin revize edilmis halinin itirazlari
engelleme potansiyeline bakilmaksizin, analizde doénguselligin

cok acik oldugu sonucuna varilmaktadir.
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