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con_entlon, and has féund conVentlons depend for thenr be1ng

K

so on the 'QSBlbrllty of maklnglcertaln complex

psycholog1cal attrlbut1ons to Ehe persons 1nvolved xn them.tﬁgf_,ﬁ

"ﬁﬁt ThlS has been understood by Jonathan Bennett to a1d hls

BT Lo L

prOJect of g1V1n§\fn account of conventlonal meanlng,‘

- B

1nclud1ng language, 1n terms wh1ch make only e11m1nable
h‘”;’dreference to the common, accepted or convent1onal meanlng of'

Soelan otterance.‘It has also been shown by neW1s that h1s"
. ,.' .b-.xw

ana1y51s 1mpl1es that utteranees that are 1n accordance Wlth
fu,g - commnhlcat1ve\conventaons are accurately descrlbed by H; P |
| ifg‘ Gr1ce s,ana1y51s of non natural meanlng..' vfl “,;ﬁﬂ;lj'f_éf

SR ::"1 In th1s the51s, Lew1s s development of ‘his; ana1y51s 1s ﬁt

' cr1t1c1zed and counterexamples are adduced to demonstrate

Coee
'

3 . . o
', o 6. N | '
-,. .

the roles of hablt and praet1cal reasonlng 1n conventlonal

behav1or are mlsrepresented by that analysxs. Alteratlons to Y

Lew1s s analysus wh1ch are 1ntended to remedy these‘r Y
: ¢

| dltflcuItles are ihtroduced Consideratlon of Jonatth K
‘Bennett' S attempt to descrlbe how behavroral ev1dence m1ght
b foundvfor iewls s clalms aboﬂt convent1ons flnds thlS
' \y . a tempt -to-be- unsuccessful On the ba51s ‘of this, it is

argued that the cr1t1c1sms of - Lewis's. analy51s are/f\\’.

‘ corroborated and a major tenet of Bennett s "Meanlhg

;-Nominalism"h1f'undermlned Lew1s s appllcat1on of hls :
| anuage is then dlscussed aand a counterexamplev

- analy51s to 1

S to Lew1s s- cla1m that knowledge of alternatlve p0551ble
L \ o _ , . - i3

4 . . 7 ~
. I .
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Preface L

I could oall God‘"Charlle and my dog CharIie & god 1f

;3ﬂ”11 chose, and'lf everyone else jolned me" in this no one would *fiy

fy?ﬁéay or be tho‘ght to say anyth1ng s1lly or 1nsu1t1ng to
':edanother s rellglon. I could dr1ve on the left 1f T chose,4ri'
:and 1f everyone else dtd too no one would colllde (at least,-r"xﬁ
yany more often than they do now) Dr1v1ng oh the rlght 1s a
A,]acbnventlon we have° language seens to be 51m1lar to dr1v1ng
oﬁ the r1ght*1n 51gn1£1cant ways Davxd Lew1s has attempted

; to say exactly‘what it" 1s abont dr1V1ng ‘on the rlght and

:speak1ng as we do that mages them convéntlonal

‘ Thoughrthe bulk of what follows takes the form of an.

.attack on the adequacy of Lew1s s analy51s of conventlon, l'* T

) % . P
‘take 1t to. be essentlally a development of - that analys1s 1n

'Vyways generallyacon51stent WlEh Lew1s s 1ntent1ons. The.
‘lSSUQS 1 want to emphas1ze~1n reganﬁs to convent1ons are'
things that Lew1s }s often ax palns to p01nt %ut Hls
analy51s becausé he accepts certaln falSe analogles
suggested by the‘way ke develops 1t, does not.adequately
 reflect “important aspects;of‘hisromn.intUltloms, ) |
| Lewis intends his_analysis to subyert'the»idea-thatta
conyention must oriéinate in an argreement In the
1ntroduct10n to his Conventlon, he says that his analy51s is

3

a "theory along the lines of Hume' s, in hls.d1scuss1on of

the origin of just1ce and'property. Conyentionjturns out to

be ' . | \f

‘Dav1d K. Lewis, Convention: A Phllosophxcal Study
(Cambrldge, ‘MA: Harvard University Press, 1969)

S e

viv . o
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.eﬁp,f

a general sense of g ‘eres Y
,-the members . of. ‘the soq1ety ‘expressito ofe’ ar ‘
* and which induces. ‘them to- regulate the;x conduct by

‘certain rules. 1 observe fhat it will: be inmy

;;i;;rnterest fe.g.] to leave. another ‘ POS]
;0 of his goods provxded ‘he ‘wil}
" .manner with regard to me. When:
. ifpterest. is- mutually expressed
' 'produces a 'suitable’ resolution :and
Zfﬂth1s may’ be properly enough be:¢c
-.or’ agreement betwixt. us, though

‘1nterpos1tlon of:a promxse, .sinte th ion AT

~each of us ‘have:a reference tomthose ‘of the other,

' are:- performed ‘'upen the" suppos1t10n ‘that: : ,-*'n;“x
: somethlng is .to be: performed on tpe other part., P
,~‘(1nterpolat10n LeW1s s)‘ : : o

- All of tth is well and good Conventxons depend upon a~;fiz“f {ﬁ:

'Acertaln klnd of communlty of ;nterest and actlon among

:opepple-"r f \ 'f.“ - %'Lffn

My concern can be artlculated by p01nt1ng outﬂ:

dlver ence between Hume s and Lew1s s practlce. Both
'descrlbe the condltlons for convent1ona11ty in a. manner

appropr1ate to the descr1pt1on of planned actlon, ThlS:

serves ‘to mark 1n an 1nte11191b1e manner the ecologlcal
elatlonshlps essent1a1 to conventlonallty When Hume- a

' descrlbea how 1t is that ve conform td conventlon he doea o
not in general contlnue in thls manner.‘Our conventlonal
act10n—-1n Hume s dlscu551on, d01ng what is. ]USt and
respectlng other s property——becomes a matter of follow1ng a -
;general rule 'mot1vated not be an understandlng of what is d
in our, 1nterests in the part1cufar case, but by a developed '
capac1ty for apprec1at1ng and motlvatlon to ‘do what 1s 1n

_the common 1nterest. For Hume, it is spec1f1cally not a

—————————————————— . 7

~21bid., p.3f. Hume quoted from A Treatise of Human Natnre,~
1ITI.74.2. . - : .

; Vii . . . ' | . l . I



'?}reasonlng analbgous to that used 1n the ecbloglcal"_model

‘]of conventlonal act1on. Th1s 1s the source of what concerns

1“5§me about Lew1s s ana1y51s. Though he is at palns to deny

;there need be a; d1stlnctlon between "habltual" actlon and

,

"“ratlonal" actlon ( _d Humean p01nt th1s) and to deny

!fhzs analy51s 1mpl1 Me reasonlng 1t apparently enta1ls

| actually goes on, hlS practlce g1vé$ a1d and comfort to two
,doctrlnes current 1n the Phalosophy of Language whlch arew
1nconsxstent wlth these denlals. . .. ftégvi
| One of these doctrlnes is the appllcatlon of H.P.-
Grlce s analy51s of meanlng to conventlonal mean1ng, whlch
-71mp11es that one’ means what one‘does, and by 1mp11cat10n one
is understood 1n vgrtue of a certaln compllcated set of
.1ntent10ns and 1nferences.rThe other, para51t1c on the -t
"fzrst is Jonathan Bennett s meanlng nomlnallsm the claim

J_that convent10nal meanlng can only be properly understood in

terms of the 1nd1v1dual case of. meanlngful utterance, and

- -~

that thlS 1n turn 1s best expllcated 1n terms of Gr1ce s’

,analy51s oo .

viii




fI'cla1m to be faultyfcorrobor#te/the”“

‘to artlculate a dlfference between two classes dT

‘_,'
I

convent1ons, and descr1be how Lew1s s analys1s.m1sleads thh ﬂ-:

. 4
f.respect to the members of one of these classes

one be 1nZ‘—f) e
_ language. In Sectzon F1ve Grlce s analysis of Non-Natura '. "T*

A

'°”5ﬂMean1ng s shown not to apply to 1nstances of meanlng
Y
'v1rtue of commun1cat1ve conventlons,‘and the cond1t10ns

-t

under Whlch normal language ‘use results 1n s1tuat10ns to

-;7wh1ch Gr1ce s analys1s applles are descrlbed In Sect1on
Six, some phenomena%of normal language use whlch have been
ataken to suggest the: approprlateness of Grlce s analy51s are

shown to be falsely jo thought ‘ 7l';;_ " v:- -:,:3
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"fo g Two people have been ta1k1ng on the telephone'andi

- have been dlsgonnected Iﬁ they wlsh to cont1nge:the1r

O

nﬁaﬁother to call back and wazt 1nde£1n1tely, one m1ght cal
“back whlle the second Walts, permltttngfthem to resume the1r
“conversat1on~ or, the second m;ght Call back whlle thé f1rst

VN'walts, aga1n enab11ng them to cont1nue the1r conversatlon.~

.-
N

'IWhat 1s to be notlced ahout 9uch a s1tuat10n 1s that each

. person s success depends on what the other does, and 1f and

”fff;only 1f the persons 1nvolved Can co- ordlnate thelr act1ons

A o
san- they both ach1eve thelr goals. What acts as an obstacle

\.«

'wto thé 51mple solutlon of such a pfb\}em 1s the fact that

._'there 1s more than .one way for the persons 1nvolved to get
_ : . . "

.q, N R ‘_ e/; ;f

A e




~ e .

together .'and the. actlon requ1red of each person 1s

* oo

\\\i actlons, lf Lh our example, one of our callers was u51ng

5"* -
'w a- defectlve telephone and could not call out and both
persons knew th1s, qhere would be po probleim, If the 'n
conversat1on 1s to contlnue, the s1¢uat1on dec1des wh1ch

persgn must call and whlch must’ wa1t Other examples of 'vi

L )

co-ordlnatlon 51tuatlons are common..It two (or more) of us
5“'w;sh to. meet 1t is often the case that prec1sely where or
when we meet is nét a 51gn1flcant con51derat10n 's0. 1ong asv
we all attempt to meet the other(s) at the place and t1me
| “~‘the others do._If wp are attemptlng to flnd somethlng in ar

vahurry, at does not in gbneral matter where of the places

that need to be searched each of us iooks,7s‘ long as - we all
1ook 1n dlfferent places and all the"places that need to be
ﬂsearched'are searched by someone I1f we are pa551ng each

Vl’_other 1n,the hall, 1t matters 11ttle 1f I pass you on the

o

:,right”or the*left so long as you. do ‘the. same .as 1. If we £

, are to run a three legged race together, we can aVo1d
'falllng all over each other by both startlng with ‘our
. st

out51de legs or both wlth our 1n51de 1egs.;f";-f( :

x” In order to co—ordlnate the1r actlons, actors 1n a

CO*ordlnatlon sztuat1on must dec1de what to do on ‘the ba51s

‘$Of what they expect the other persons 1nvolVed in’the -m'%'

el 51tuatlon to do As such co- ordlnatlon must be achleved

e1ther by luck or on the bas1s of the propertles of the

"

's1tuatron that glve the person s. 1nvolved a clue as to what

d1fferent for the dlfferent p0551ble preferred«comb1nat1ons



‘juafi One way 1n which each person 1n a co- ordlnat1on

1"

the others w1ll db.~ ”fr&“

s1tuat10n mlght obta1n strong reason to expect a coursenof

fact1on on the part of others 1s by agreelng wlth them as tou\fﬁ

- \

what w1ll be done. An expltc1t agreement gives. them reason

t6 expect that the Others w;ll do the1r part 1n the ,-'

L co- ordlnatu’h, because co ordlnatlon problems are of the~*

e ‘\

N
‘«1nd e have spec1f1ed' unllater‘l dev1atlon from the

" T4 4 . ]
_ag;eement w1ll result in events tgrnlng out badly for' 11
persons 1nvolved ' '_ h?. e _ ; T e

-.! \."

The effects of agreement on the p0551b111ty of

“¢9 ordlnatlon points to a dlfference between the examples of
.co -ordination 51tuat1ons glven above and one of the examples
gIven by Lewls 1n the flrst sectlon of Conventlon. 1f our
llvellhood depends on the success of our huntlng, we may
'?flnd ourselves in the follow1ng 51tuat1on- We mdy choose to

‘hunt deer together and eat well r we may each hunt alone,
. NN
and hunt rabblt\ and eat poorly.'If some of us hunt deer,(-

and others hunt rabblt those hunt1ng deer w1ll starve, as'

everyone s part1c1patlon 1s necessary for a successful

.

deerhunt. (C p. 7) In thlS example the second
"'1"co—ord1nat10n thaﬁ of each of us huntlng rabb1ts, does

not 1nVolve our "getting together" ‘in the way that the other .
! ¢

co- ordlnatlons we have dlscussed do, for 1f someone dec1des

" to hunt rabblts, he need not prefer that everyone elsé does

'The difference between cases, s1m11ar,to the deerhunt and
other co- ord1nat1on problems 1s made clear in Sect1on 5 3 of

o~
, .



: The p0551b111ty of (somewhat) successful un1lateral
':dev1atlon from an agreement to hunt deer leaves a problem'
'that does not ex1st 1n cases like our other examples,~when
nthey have been solved by agreement‘ In our other examples,
the success ‘of . each person 1nvolved 1s linked to the success
'of the others involved in shch a way that an agreement 1s a'h
dec151ve reason to conform to what is agreed In the
~deerhunt cas:, if my‘main»concern'ls to avoid the worst that
: coulé;happEn'(iféu starvation), unless: 1 am absolutely‘sure
the others'vill all hunt”deer, I'will hunt rabbit agreement-
or no. If I- th1nk others m1ght feel the same way, - and th;nk
_that they might have concerns about whether I will show up
for the deerhunt, I might be undec1ded as to what they might
do. It may be that'the slightez& 1ndec151on on my part'as to
']what the others will do will be reason enough for me: to hunt
rabbit. ﬁ?d this means, if I‘think there is theyslightest
likelihood of’anyone else,not hunting deer, 1I will hunt |
rabbit In this .case, an agreement may ex1st and I may
Stlll be faced with a problem to. solve. The 1mportance of
.thls kind of case-wlth respect to_LeW1s's analysis of
_convention will be discu;sed below. To markrthe distinction
"between the deerhunt case and our other cases, I will say

there is strong coincidence of interest in thé other cases.

' (cORt’ d)Edna Ullmann Margalit's The Emergence of Norms
(Oxford: Oxford University-Press, 1977). 57/’ o
Y
imilar to

*Margaret Gilbert, in "Convention and Game Theor

(Synthese, Vol.46, 1981) argues that situations

this, wherein an .agent can observe a strategy of avoiding:
the worst, raise significant problems for Lewis's attempted
game- theoretlc definition of co-ordination problems

-
-



“ RS
" 1. take tth to 1mplynthat-we prefer a course ‘of actlon only
'runder the condltlon that the others take actlon co ord1nated

wlth lt fl;

-
+

In. the event that commun1catlon between the persons

Al

«.1nvolved 1n a/co‘ordlnatlon 51tuat10n 15 1mp0551ble,..he‘
persons 1nvolved in the. 31tuat1on may “be able tb come to
.conclu51ons about what the others w1ll do,'and thereby
decide what - to do themselves, because one of the preferred

_ comblnatlons of actions is partlcularly sallent. That is,
one of the preferred comb1natlons of actions may have some
eprdperty that. sets it apart from the others, and this
'rproperty might be expected by all to be noticed by all, this
common refereﬁce point may make 1t p0551b1e for =~ .. A
co-= ordlnatlon to be achleved Here is an example of how thlS‘
mlght work: If it is 1mportant that we meet, and there are
othree places that are candldates for our meetlng, and 1f we
_have found two of them to be pleasant places to meet and the

4

other to be notlceably ‘less so, and 1f we are ~aware of the
)

other's evaluatlons of the three meet1ng places, we may both

reason thus: "If I go to elther of the places that we would
prefer to meet, I run, the_risk of missing you, because thOse
two places do not d15t1ngu1sh themselves on the basis of
"what we both know about our problem. -Since I know y%u are a.
',Smart person- I know you know this too. Sznce I m fa1rly sure
yOu th1nk I am a smart person, I'm fairly sure you know I -
know thig too.~The{1ess pleasant place to meet ls the only

place that distinquishes itself from the others on the basis

[ »



:of what we' both know about our problem, and’ we bo-h know y
“this. I ‘think that you will t‘hmk I w1ll choose’ the less
‘1pleasant place, because you know 1 would rather meet you ; .
there than not meet you at. all and you know I thlnk there ‘&-
is'a good chance I will miss you 1f I go to»one of the ';
places that is not: dlst1nct1ve 'and the only other y. B 7pav:'
alternatlve 1s the less pleasant place. S;nce I think you
think thlS gI thlnk you w1ll go to the less pleasant place.
V,Therefore I will go io the less pleasant place " And we will"
both go to the less pleasant place, thus ach1ev1ng

..co- ordlnatlon o '}:j'.' e -

'

Certaln thlngs should be notlced about solutlons to

-

So ordlnatlon problems achieved through salience. There.is‘a
good deal -more "problem solving” 1nvolved than there'isﬁin'
cases‘of cofordination achieVed by'agreement In cases'of‘
co-ordination v1a salience, hypotheses abouw the state of ;j.
.another person s mind such as what he 1s llkely to notlce
about a 51tuat1on how intelligent he may~be; and what he is’
likely to believe in these regards abdut the other persons
involved, serve as a basis for conclusions about the
\expectations"he might have about’what persons in. the.
situation mightqao- and thereby help us dec1de what he will
do. ThlS is a property that is shared by our deerhunt
'example above. This property is not shared by co—ordlnation

-

situations in which there is strong coincidence of interest

when they are solved by agreement. When an agreement exists,

the fact of strong co-incldence_ofpinterest:makes it

L
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*

unnecessary for the persons 1nvolved to 1nfer what the other'?

e \J

pensons involved wlll do- the agreement and the nature of .

the 51tuat1on make it apparent what they~v111 Ho. (Unless,>
vA

"5lof coque, other aspects of the 51tuatlon 1nterfere For

’example,'lf there 1s reasen to expect that some person

1nvolved_1s mentally're;arded»or.lnsane, andnw;llenot
Mt _ A . . L e .
4remember'the'agreement'or thought they"were talking invcode'

,when they made it gthe other persons 1nvolved wlll agaln
have tp come to co- ord1nat10n by solv1ng a problem The
p01nt hefe is that under normal c1rcumstances it makes

,perfect sense to say that an agreement does not so much -

v

enable a solution to be found in a co- ord1nat10n 51tuatlon
‘as it prov1des the . solut1on to the problem ) ;f*fx' R
| The last way €hat Lew1s con51ders in whlch solut1ons

" can be found 1n co- ordlnatlon smtuat1ons is v1a precedent
14 .

It may be ‘that the persons 1nvolved 1n a co ord1nat1on

>, ~

'51tuatlon have been 1n a 51m11ar situation before and have

solved 1t 1n«a partlcular-way Or, they may have heard of a

/

»s1m11ar 51tuat10n that has been solved 1n a partlcular
manner in the“past. This w1ll_glve.both a reason to
recognize'a‘pOSSible solutiongvgiven their common background s
intormation. Thus, ow telephone calﬁers may. have heard~of§
'people solvrng the problem they are in‘by the person nho
placed the-original call calling bac and the person who was
orlg1nally called waiting, until cal ed. They may recognize
_the precedent as be1ng the onlf’al ernative llkely to be

chosen by both, on the basis of its being the only aspect of

/

)
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:1”51m1larly.\~ - - ‘g T e

-_aware that the person who called back was; the_shor tjot
the two, makes ‘the- most money, and ﬁad the blrthda closest

- e

,elther s background relevant to thEIt problem and act’

BecaUse a precedent may have many p0551ble
1nterpretat10ns, comples hYpotheses about what the other

persons - 1nvolved w1ll recognlze as the sallent aspect of a

prlor solutlon may be req01red for successful actopm om a

co ordlnatlon sslutlon. For example, you and I may be in the-

pos1t1on of our telephone callers, and be aware of a
51tuat10n whereln the problem has been solved by the person

who placed the orlglnal call calllng back. We may also be

I

to the day of the call A dec151on as to what aspect of.the;'

precedent is llkely to be notlced and be cons1dered the. most

" salient and thus serve as. a ref rence p01nt enabllng

solutlon may have to bﬁ made by the persons 1nvolved v

"When a co-ordination 51tuat10n regularly occhs and 1s_~

'responded to in unlfﬁrm fashlon by the people amdng whom 1t

occurs, such a reguIarlty stands as a- perva51ve precedent

'for new occurrences of the problem Though the péople,'

1nvolved in an 1nstance ‘of such a s1tuat1on may not”have

K

encountered the 51tuat1on before with the persons presently
involved, they may be sure that the others are familiar- w1th
the s1tuatlon and 1ts usual method of SOlUtlbn When such a

~’

regular1ty ex1sts, we have the basic structure requ1red for

there to be a convention operating among the persons

-
T

regularly involved 1nvthe recurrlng co-ordlnatlonv51tuation.
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There are d1fferences between successful co ord1nat1on
due to the exlstence of a regularlty (1 e. pervas1ve
precedents) and co ord1nat1on due to sallence (perhaps. '

sallence due to few precedents) whlch are 51m11ar “to the ?'

dlfferences p01nted out above between co- ordlnatlon reached o

by agreement in- co-ord1natlon 51tuat10ns where there 1s _t

strong co- 1nc1dence of 1nterest and normal c1rcumstances,‘

I

and co:ordlnatxon reached through"’ problem-solv1ng_v4a,

-saiience; When there are few precedents available for a

co~ord1nat1on s1tuat10n, 1t may -be necessary for the persons.
1nvolved to attempt towrepl1cate the reasonlng of “the other
persons 1nvolved through complex hypothe51s about the mlnds
of the other persons 1nvolved ( How 1ntelllgent are they’
What aspects of the precedents w111 be taken by them to be
sal1ent? How 1ntelllgent do’ they thlnk 1 am? What aspects of
the precedents w111 they expect me to take to be sallent7

Expect me to expect them to be sal1ent7" And so on,

perhaps )‘As the number of. precedents increases, the number‘f
of p0551b1é aspects of the~precedents that _can be
1nterpreted as operatlve in the solution decreaSes (C

p. 40) and the llkellhood that others 1nvblved are.

unfam111ar w1th the 51tuat10n and its normal mode oi

solutlon drops to n;f AS such the_need for'1n£erencepasf .
what ‘the others’ inVolved will do décreases with the ubeUity

}of'the precedent. Unless‘there~is some reason'to‘expect that'

the 1nstance of the co- ord1nat10n 51tuatlon 1s not normal

.and the others may not act as they can be expected to, we

?

ol

¢ +



:yneed not take a problem-Solv1ng att1tude t? 1nstances of the"
;51tuatlon. That is to say, a regularlty in’ handllng a
'7~co ordlnatlon S1tuatlon does not enable US'tO solve a

"problem that" confronts ‘us, so. much as 1t 1s, 1n fact 'he
‘_solutlon._ ;vff ;QA { K-l‘} | | ' ;

Lew1s s dlscu551on of our methods of reachlng
:gco ordlnatlon in sxtuatlons in wh1ch there already are
.‘(exlstent) regularltles of actlon does not mark ‘the
flnadeguac1es of a problem solv1ng model. He treats

&

‘precedents for co- ordlnatlon as propertles oﬁ'the 51tuat10n“
. : :

&,

.that permlt a partlcular co- ordlnatlon to be sallent to theﬁ

@,

persons 1nvolved (C \sé:t, p. 38) He then goes on to treat
regular1t1es w1th resp

to a recurrlng co- ordlnatlon
_‘s1tuat1on .as ecases 1n Wh1ch a large number of precedents
}permlt ‘the persons 1nvolved tllco ordinate thelr actions in
essentlally the same way that-51tuatlons with a single
precedent perm1t co- ordlnatlon. It is not that a reqularity
permlts us to take for granted a\method of coplng w1th a
co- ordlnatlon s1tuat10n but that the . regularlty permlts us
.to generate the expectat1ons ‘about the-.state of other s
minds character15t1c of co*ordznatlon problems solved by
salience: "Slnce our prGEent problem is suitably analogous
to the precedents, we can reach a co- ordlnatlon equ111br1um

by conforming to ‘this same regularlty If we do conform

the explanatlon has the ﬁamlllar pattern° ws.tend to follow .

precedent, given no;partlcular reason to do anything else,

we_expect that tendency in each other; we expect each other

L .



»,;to expect 1t and so on We have'our concordant f1rst- and

'7h1gher— order expectat1ons, and they enable us to reach a

co ordlnataon equlllbrlum (emphasls mlne, C p 39) That

is, the conclu51ons about other s mlnds characterlstlc oﬁ~ ‘

“oun

co- ordlnatlon 51tuat1ons 1n whxch we must take a“

-

problem:iolu1ng stance in order to ach1eve co ordlnatlon

(the expectat1ons about other s expectatlons and so-on) are

seen by Léwis to be essentlal to our reachlng co ordlnatlon
in 51tuat1ons wherelnrthere are . regular1t1es of actxon
ava1lable. We do not accordlng io Lew1s, develop concordant
expectat1ons about what wlll be done and act upon them. Ve
develop concordant expectat1ons about‘what is- \,.

| characterlstlcally done, come to conclus1ons about the state

of mind of .other' s 1nvolved, and ggn act in accordance w1th

.~ the regularity. We do not'merely xend to follow precedent, |

given‘no particular rgaéon to do anyth;ng“else? ’accordxng,’
to. Lewis; I think he lsiwrong aboﬁt this. Hls belng wrong
.about’ thls leads to problems rn _the analy51s of convent1on
;;that he develops. |

The distinction I waﬁt to insist on can perhaps be

focused by con51der1ng the book that 1nsp1red Lewis' s

appllcatlon of co-ordination problems to convent1on Thomas -

SChelllng s The Strategy of Confl1ct (C p.3). 2 Schelling
con51ders co- ord1nat1on problems 1n order to throw light on
problems involved in the tactical: use of nuclear ‘weapons.
’ROughly, the 51tuat10n is that the only sallent

*Thomas C Schelling, The Strategy of Conflict (Cambrldge,
M.A.: Harvard University Press, 19657

‘t
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‘7_, co ordlnatlon is for nelther 51de to ueﬁathem at all It is ;

3d1ff1cult for exther adversary to dzst1ngu1sh other p0551ble

'uco*ordznatlons (e‘gf
~_.1nV01Ved 1n the other 51de s ab1l1ty to cénduct an otherwlse
*t_lf‘convent1bnal war) from a dec151on to go for the blg w1n ) |

.(1 e. to blow up only part of the world) Thus Schelllng s

.empha51s 1s on a case whereln reachlng co ordlnatlon is - 'f.

p0551ble (a) in general only via sallence and (b) under the

4,spectre of unllateral dev1at10n. Such a case is L

151gn1f1cantly unllke a large number of the cases 1n which we
"solve co- ord1nat10n problems. In thls context Schelllng

lreports research that demonstrates'that persons 1nvolved in

novel co ord1nat1on s1tuatlons are able ‘to achieve a

meetlng of m1nds (Schelllng s happy .choice of phrase)

-the absence of communxcat1on. It is clear that the persons _
1nvolVed 1n such a: problem 31tuat1on would have to depend on

jlnferences and conjectures about the others involved that

uld not  be essentlal to persons in co-ordination

-situations whereln a meétlng ‘of m1nds" had already been

e <
'effected and was not in questlon that is, where ‘there had

.

- been an agreement or there.was a.conyention as to what was

. to be done, L . ) I o : .

»

In thls sectlon 1 have con51dered co ordlnatlon

4

51tuat10ns and thelr methods of solutlon. I have 5uggested
. that a. problem solv1ng model somet1mes gives an

1nappropr1ate descrlptlon of our ways of coming to.

.co-ordination. When there-is an agteement, or when there is

-

use them only agalnst m111tary targets‘ﬁ\



B a regular1ty wfﬁb respeét\t\\a co ordlnatlon sztuat1on‘1n [fg”;

- the populat1on in; whxﬁ

.‘

g t occurs the need forh 7£etence to

i}gconc1u51ons as to. what the others in’ the 51iuat1on*w111 do

i[xs obv1ated unless the case 1s uqusual 1n some Way Two '

'i}ways 1n whlch the co—ord1natlon s1tuat1ons can be unusual in

°'thls sense have been poznted out.\If there is only llmlted

“co 1nc1dence of 1nterest 1n the case quest1ons may be

cralsed.as to the p0551b1l1ty of un11atera1 dev1atlon from an’

'depend on: such thlngs as bellefs about the state of m1nd of

\

.agreement or regularlty In such a’ case, co ordlnatlon may

. the other persons 1nvolved bellefs about the1r bel1efs

about-one s own state~of m1nd and 50 on ﬁlso, 1f there is

freason to believe that the others are not 11kely to act in

"~

accordance with an agreement or are. not - appr1sed of the

nature of a regular1ty in coplng with ?he co- ord1nat1on
!

'51tuat10n, similar, cons1derat1ons come 1nto play in reachlzi

. cp- ord1nat10n.



"I f v ‘ -..,. ' . .
CIT. Lewxs s Problem-Solvzng ‘Model . of Conventlonal Act1v1ty

Dav1d Lewls s most recent publlshed ver51on of h1s ‘;f'

rtz‘ana1y51s of conventlon occurs 1n 'Languages and Language'

‘»;(LL)‘Because the aspect of hlS analys1s ihat I w1sh to
 attack is most eas1ly presented w1th respect to ‘this version
-of his analy51s,‘I wlll treat of lt flrst After descrlblng

o LQWIS s ana1y51s and presentxng a counterexample der1ved

from the concerns of the prevxous sectlon 1 w1ll attempt a’ ;

]
1

dlagn051s and refair of Lewis's analy51s.' .
LEWIS s definition ‘of conventbpn, as given in
"'Languages and Language 1saas follows'_{‘

A regular1ty R, in action, or 1n actlon and bellef is a

|

.convention if and only if, w1th1n P the- follow1ng 51x

.conditions holc. (Or at least they almost ‘hold. A few -

exceptions ‘to the everyone s can- be tolerated )

Everyone conforms to R,

Everyone believes that the others conform to R

This belief tRat the others conform to R gives-

‘everyone ‘a good and decisive reason . to conform to R

himself. A

(4) The&e is a general preference for general conformity’
rather than slightly less. than general
conform1ty~-1n partlcular, rather than- conform1ty by
all but ‘any one. ‘

~“(5) R is -not the only p0551ble regular1ty meetlng the

- last two conditions.

(6) Finally, the various facts listed in conditions (1)
to (5) 'are matters of common (or mutual) ‘knowledge:
they are kndwn to everyone, it }s known to everyone -
that they are known to ~everyone, and so on. (LL,
pp 5,6) . 3 _ -

s -

/'\A/‘\A
WK -
A e

»
'David K. Lewis, 'Languages ‘and Language in Minnesota

“Studies in the Philasophy of Sc1ence, Vol. VII, ed. by Kelth
*Gunderson (Mlnneapolls° Unlver51ty of Mlnnesota Press,

1975). | o
] ,-c;‘




”fﬂiconsider a conventlon that developed in Oberlln @hxo where

B after three m1nutes. It came,to be that when th1s happened

In order to see. how th1s deflnlt;on qorks let us

4

it was once~the case that a'i telephone calls were cut off

Iﬂuijre51dents would call back 1f.they had been the orlg1nal

7caller, and wa1t 1f not. Everyone conformed to thxs ,;»fqrn'j Aaj5

fregularlty and everyone belleved everyone elseydid“ The.pblﬁ_ff

:‘bellef that everyone else acted 1n accordance thh the :
iregularlty gave everyone good‘and dec151ve reason to do the ffﬁ@'

same,. and they a11 would prefer that no small number d1d

| OtherW1Se. (Iﬁ.nearly all of them dld otherwlse that m1ght

be flne, if all d1d otherglse 1n ‘a co ordlnated manner. Only

o a few of them d01ng otherw1se uould create problems!ﬂand,,

';(they would prefer to av01d thlS ) And they could have, after,?g":
'all had the person rece1v1ng the or1g1nal call call back (
yand had,expectatlons.and preferences consxstent 51th“suchva
Aregularity.‘ Flnally, the ex1stence of the regularlty 19°

perva51ve precedent permlttlng them to know that. all know N

- .

the above, know that all knew 1t ‘and so on.- "" )
Con51der now the follow1ng case,'a populat1on wherelnr.

‘everyone dr1ves on the -right. Everyone in ‘the populat1on has

only ever seen the’ others drrve on the rlght Everyone has

‘-the stPongest preference to drive on the r1ght if the others‘

v

do, and each hopes that no one gets 1t in their head to .

o

*This alternative would not wotk'as well: The peern*calledl;

would -not always know the number he should call. It would, -

however, work better than no convention at all. Perhaps it

would come to be the polite thing to do to state the number
one was calling from at the beglnnlng of a conversation.,

L 9
i
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dr1ve on the left unless,;of course everyone gets 1t in
thelr head to dr1ve on thevleft.yEveryone knows these .
thlngs, and everyone knows everyone knows these thlngs, and-f?ﬁ
so on. So far, so good; by Lewis' s analy51s these people are;
part1es to a conventlon of dr1v1ng on the rlght They could

be ourselves. These people are, however dlffenent from us.f‘

"1n an 1mportant 5%spect Thelr driving on the r1ght depends

’ —_—

o

‘on thelr recognltlon of the other s 1ntentlon to dr1ve on

the rlght. WhiZte dr1v1ng, they. hug the outer rlght line, of
the road, .in order to ensure that thelr 1ntentlon to drlve
on the rlght is recognlzed 1f'anyone strays from this
pos1tlon "those-who see h1m do S0, 1mmed1ate1y pull over and
park watch1ng carefully to ascertaln whether 1t is a lapse
of attentlon or an express1on of an 1ntentlon to drive on
the left While on the hlghway, 1t 15‘only'rarely that
anyone attempts to pass a slower vehlcle, for they thlnk
that 1f oncom1ng traff1C‘were to see them on the left, chaos
would . re1oni fhe more - 1ntelllgent among them refuse. to dr1Ve
at all for they reallze that not only must 1ntent10ns to
drive on the r1ght be mgtually recognlzed but that
1ntent1ons to have the}r _intentions to drlve on the” rlght‘
recognlzed must also be mutually recogn1zed and they cannot.
see how this mlght be managed. Stress~related ‘illness and |
su1c1de are common among those who must drive for a 11v1ng
I thlnk it is clear that these people do not have a .

conventlon 901ng for them The ‘reason why they don t %s thatgi

they are treating what is for ‘us- conventional. as-a’ problem

>



‘1n need of solutlon. It 1s part of - what a convent1onzls,'
.that 1t pesmlts us to automate aspects ‘of our 11v1ng - o
together and thereby get on wlth'the bu51ness of l1fe.
B LEWIS s analys1s does not require thlS, and it should
| Before suggestlng ways in which Lewis's analy51s mlght
'be repaared in l1ght of. the counterexample above, I‘d-l1ke
to consider the ways in wh1ch Lewis' s problem— olv1ng model
of co-=ordination 1nsxnuates ltself in hlS analys1s.of

4

convention. ‘The aspect of hie analysrs which stems from hls

%

"recognltlon that" some co- ordlnatlon problems are solved 1n
v1rtue of persons com1ng to concordant first- and .
hlgher order expectatlons v1a hypotheses about other's minds

L

is the requ1rement of common knowledge. Lew1s doeS»not'
1ntend that th1s requ1rement 1mply ‘that persons 1nvolved in
"a convention have reasoned to that knowledge, i.e. have
treated the conventlon as if it were a problem. As he says

. (LL, p.6) "The knowledge mefitioned here may ‘be merely
potentlal' knowledge that would be avallable 1f one bothered
to think hard enough.” This suggests that the common
knowledge requirementlls supposed to mark reasoning that
ggulg”be carried out, but wh}ch in genperal ls not. lt seems
. to be intended’as an articulation of the‘justifications'we -
‘might give if we were to consider in a calm moment our

§
" conformlty to our conventlons, though not necessar1ly the

o R . . . -
».z,.s'.‘. RIS TR 2

process by wh1ch we come to conform in a part1cular of- -1

-~ -
- 4 o -

EflThlS 1nterpretat13n ts™ stported~by Lewlsks pemanks (LL oL

p.25£).when he addresseS“the'guestron‘of how.'an.action .can.



'S war oo

o
f

be habitual yet "tational"p "A habitﬁﬁéj te'under the‘
agent S ratlonal control, in this sense: if that hablt ever
,ceased to serve’ the agent s de51res accordlng to his
f bellefs,'lt would at’ ‘once be overrldden and corrected by
consc1cus reasonlng;" In a similar context (C, p.141), Lewis
says "[We] dobnot have tp‘ccnsider the agents' :actual’
'Eeeecning. We have to considertonly the rationa;_
justificetions‘of their choices by.practiceikreasoning they
gggig go tnrough, giver theitdbeliefs ahd debires. Yet g%is
is not to renounce .an interest in explalnlng their choices,
Justlflcatlons do explaln ch01qes, whether or not the agent
actually goeg through a process.of reason1ng follow1ng,the'
'justificetion. For it ie a fact of human nature that we tend
te'act.in way5'justtﬁied bywouf‘beliefs and ‘desires, even
when we do not think through the justification. I may put it
‘negatively: wTatever may be the hebitual'pfocesses'that
actually‘do control-our choices, if they started tending to

-

go aga1nst our beliefs and de51res they soon would. be
B
'overrldden, corrected and retralned by exp11c1t practlcal

reasoning™ (C p“141) -This agenE s Justification though
not necessarlly their reasoning' 1nter:§;tation,of common
-knoyiedde’demdnStretee §eyﬁ§is ;eljagcewon alpfot}emjeo}vtng
model in ways other than its‘accepténde'of?chSEibietthejr-

, . .

~reasoning'. . . o o o

N . -

o " In saying that fjustifications do explain choices" in
tthAcontext’ Léwi-s commlts ‘himself to the view that the

releva&t ]ustlflcatlon if it were to be given, would

{‘". .
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include conclusionstof‘the_form described in the definition
of common knowledge (e.g. I know that he knows 1 will
conform to R). Lewis makes this explicit (LL, p.6) where he

bt}

claims that "This tondition [common knowledge] ensures
stability. If anyone triee'to replicate another's reasoning,'
-perhaps 1nclud1ng the other S repllcat10n°0f his own
reasonlng, ..., the result will tend to relnforce rather'

N

than subvert is expectatlon of conformity to R." But

v
con51der- 1f the - other s conform}ty/ls of the 'habitual yet
'rational",type Lew1s describes, Lewis can't mean the above,
as the reasonlng that is supposedly be1ng replicated doesn t
occur. What Lewis should say is something like "If anyone .
tries to replicate the reasonino’another'might do if the
convention were to stop serving their interests, this
replication would reinforce ratherfthan subvert. his
‘exoectatioh of conformity." But this 1is verf odd. If a
regularlty stops serv1ng our 1nterests, consideration of how
others will ré?sbn to decide what to do will not likely

- reinforce our expectation con}ormity tO'that reqularity,
because by hfoothesis the reguiarity is no longer furthering

!’

our interests' In such a sltuatlon ve. might be entirely'

PR,

'(baffled aﬁd not know what to expect of the other

; Just1f1cat13ns result1ng 1n commén knowledge are
_characterlstlc of 51tuatlons that are spec;f1ca11y not
:cohveht:oh; How éo we - jUStlfy action in accordance with a

~conveht1on?~Con51der dr1v1ng on the rlght hand side of the

road. In the population in which T live, such a practice is

-t

4



20

- o

conventional. When I drlve on the rlght do I believe that

" . .

drlvers in the oncoming. trafflc will expect me to expect him
to stay on the rlght7 I do, though I might have to think
about 1t before I say so. This is a potential belief.) Such
Q‘belief on my'part does not, however, have very much to do
ﬁlth my reasons for dr1v1ng on the rlght I-drlve on the
right because we always do, and I have no :easen, in almost
all instances, to expeet anything else frbm anyone else,
Conventions -are, in generai, cases wherin co-ordination is
achieved, net thrquéh hypothesis ané beliefs I'might have
about the beliefs and expectations of others in the
situation in which we find ourselves, but through

zeroth order expectations that are justified dlrectly by<$he
conventlonallty of our co- ordination. (Lewis suggests (c,
p.32), that, ordinary situations'cen justify lower-order
order expectations directly, without recourse.to
h;ghe;forder expectations. Conventions ere brecisely those
co-dfdination situations that are very ordinary.) In
situations where, say, my belief that others recognize my
intention to conferm to a convention is part of ﬁy reason
for conforming to the convention, it seems that there must
be'something‘abnormal aqp%f tbe cases. Higher-order
expectations come into play only when there are
charac;eristics of the situation that suggest the situation
need be salved by such a mechanism. Perhaps T am driving in

A crowded parking lot, where the rules of the road are not

being strirtly observed, and I must pay careful attention ton
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what. the Other'drivers are doing, rather. than expect them to
keep rlght as a. Tatter of course, One thlng I am sure of' if
attempting to ]usrlfy my dr1v1ng on the rlghton the h1ghway,
I certainly wouldn't be concerned to descrlbe what I mlght
think in order to dec1de whgf to do in the event our
convention of driving on the right was deterloratlng before-

: my eyes. It would be irrelevant Why would‘anyone justify

what he does in one 51tuat10n by glv1ng a justlflcatlon of a. )
course of action in a completely different situation?

Lewis intends .-the inferencesvresultingvin common
knowledge (in the sense in which these inferences need not
explicitly be made) to explain why cdnvenf}one are stable
(LL, p.6); the higher-order expectations that can be derived
are "invo&ved in sustaining conventions* (C, p. 56). 1f such
inferences and expectat1ons do not descrlbe actual
reasoning, and are not, as a matter of fact, involved in the
justification we might give of our_conventionai behavior, T
do not see how these claims can be true. I have difficulty
seeing them as oter than unnecessary'ana misleading imports
from his discussion of co-ordinations achievea'Vﬁa
probleh*solving.

I want to claim the‘following:_if an acriongis
conventional it cannot be a prddpct of the kind of practical
reasoning implied by Lewis's definition of common knowledge,
and that our conventional activity is justified and

sustained by our ability to recognize cases of the

~n-ordination situation they solve and act in accdrdance
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7”?w1th our conventlon, thus furtherlng our 1nterests. That 15,

"‘“‘- '—‘. @ ..

'our convent1ens age. sustalnedvmerely by thelr not breaklng

3’ - - -

‘down, or giving evidence of thelr p0531bly breaklng down

»Dewis‘has_given.two other vers;onslqﬁ_whau_comen,’-»

knpwledge;fbothfof Which'COme-nearet-the‘mafk than does the

nguages. and Language"ver51on. In Conventlon, ‘he g1ves a

deflnztlon that is stated. entlrely 1n terms of the ev;deQFe
that 1s avallable to a populatlon in whlch a. conventlon

exlsts (C PP. 60 68).. Th1s eV1dence is. essentlally the -.7

'7eQideh¢e7that is re red to. generate the bellefs 1mp11ed by

» r

~ the 'Language and Language deflnltlon, In its essentlals,

it requ1res that there be no reason to belleve the

conventlon mlght‘not.be observed ~Thls,-1n 1tselt soﬁnds
much 11ke my claim. that the’ s1tuatlon must be able to be

percelved by those 1nvolved as a normal 1nstance of the k1nd
of 51tuat10Q the conventlon solves. ThlS 1s not .ho;ever,
the use Lewis 1ntends, as demonstrated by his emphasis on
the nature of the bellefs generated (C, pp.60- 68) the way
in which they are generated (C, pp.53-58),‘and h;s claim
that these beliefs are "involved in-sustaining conventions"
(c, §.56). Ln these_regards, this defihiti@n suffers from
difficulties identical to those discussed above.

A )
In what is apparently an aside, Lewis puts forth a~

thifd possible definition of common‘knowledge, one which
seems to me to demonstrate that Lewis's own intuitions are

not entirely inimicable to my own. He says (LL, p.6)

"Perhaps a negative version of (6) would do the job{ no one

P
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. dlsbelleves 1) to (5) hold no'one‘belieVes that 6£hers
bel1eve thls, and SO on;" ThlS is 51gn1f1cant 1n that 1t -

' cannot -be 1nterpreted as-a_Jpstlﬁlcatlon.of~ac;1on;1n.
accofdance'wdth convent] n»ekcepf of the*"evefything-is
apparently go1ng normally —type I favour. A justlflcatlon of

~"an act1on can be glven by ‘scnbapg the bellefs or _
lnferences of the person do1ng the actlng (1nclud1ng here,
hlsobellefs or. 1nferences he m1ght have should just1f1catlon

| be requzredr Thls def1n1t1on of common. knowledge does not -
do that..It states certa1n bel1efs are. not had by the person
1nvolggd The only way thls klnd of requ1rement will just1fy

act1on in accordance w1th a convent1on, Or serve to'

” "expl1cate Ehe stab:llty of a/convent1on,,1s if act1on in

Ca o & P

accordance with' the convent1on 1s pr:ma facse“ﬁuseifled
possibly overtldden by the klnds of c3551deratlons this. .
definltlon rules out Why do we acgiln accordance wath
'conventlon7 Because- we always do, and negatlve common '

knowledge seems to hold. Why does the conventlon contlnue? '

Because negat1ve common knowledge generally ‘holds; our

actlon in accordance with the conventlon does»not tend to

get brought into question by the kinds of‘concern negative .*
| sgion by the ki ,

common knowledge rules out. While it would be wrong to put
too much we1ght on Lew1s s suggestlon of this p0551ble
1nterpretatlon of common knowledge,_I think his acceptance

of it as a candidate suggestslthat the conCerns I've raised

to this point apply to his concept of convention as well as

'my own, and an attempt should be made to remedy~apparent

ol S



flaws in hlS analy51s.
The alterat1on to Lewis' 'S analysis I suggest is

relatlvely 51mple. Lewis' s;condltlon (3), the cond1t1on that

. requlres that everyone in pulation 1s g1ven good and

;dec1S1ve reason to conform by their bellef that everyone

-else/eonforms to R can be altered by add1ng the follow1ng
N

tprov150f If any other belief about the others involved is

~eSsentlal to- anyone s conformlng to R, then the¢gegular1ty._

. A ) . ' 13 .
doeS>not operate«as a-conventlon Ln that 1nstance.cThls is

not to say the regularlty cannot be a conventlon*-

conventlon .can exist, and one-canmact.1n.accotdance with it

1 P

WIthOUt availing oneself of“its'conventionality~*dne'can“‘in’;”':

certa1n 51tuatlons, have come to a dec1szon that what 1s
R,

BN

“\?conventionally done is- the best thlng to do at the tlme.

| ThlS alteratlon to Lewis's ana1y51s blocks the
‘ ;counterexample w1th ‘which 1 began thlS sectlon (i.e, ~the
people who drive on the r1ght in virtue of thelr‘recognqtion
of others 1ntentlon to drive on the rlght) If an action is
taken ol the basis of the kind of ‘practical reasoning
characteristic of co—ordination achieved via
problem solv1ng, bellefs other than the bellef that all
others involved conform to the conventlon ard essentlal to.
conformity, and the action is not_taken in Y1rtue of 1ts.
being a conventional solution to-the co-ordination

’ : .
situation. If, on the other hand, persons conform because

-

everyone else does, and there is no reason to think they

will do otherwise in the particular case, the action is
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-actlon.taken in v1rtue of 1ts convent1o ty. In‘the-n\

ucounterexample to. Lewls f analy51s no one'ln the populat1on
coordinates hlS actlon w1th those of the others in’ vrrtue of a7?
a. conventlon of dr1v1ng ont;he.rzght (Can one‘have~a
iconvent1on when ‘no one ava1ls themselves of 1t7 It seems one .
Tcan. Con51der our: manner of de ling wlth whose turn-to g0, lt‘i;'»;
15 at a four way stop The regular1ty ‘of. proceedlng 1n the
-order in wh1ch the drlvers reach the Lntersectlontls .
h1ntu1t1vely a conventlon as 1t 1s by . Lew1s s analy51s..0n1yn-

..

rarely, however, does anyone merely assume the others w1ll

,Mfollow the conventlon as a, matter of‘course. (e g people

fprocéed slowly when,xnztaa}ly'enterlng the 1ntersect1on in T -

order that the1r 1ntent10n to proceed may be recognlzed ) e
[ aullt

"hWhat can~be said about thls case7,A nUmbér of factors,‘the1‘_l’7
.negatlve consequences of dr1v1ng 1nto someone else and the
h;gh*proportlon of personsybreaklng the conventlon-relatlve

to these negatlve consequences makes 11:“)ay to no\t avail
oneself of ‘the conventxon. The nature of 'the co-or&ination
situation and its history séem to be similar to the‘deerhunt

example descrlbed in Section One. However one dec1des to

't;f:descflbe the-case (e.qg. there is a convent1on,.but persohs

lido not ava11 themselves of it, or only partlally, or,r
somethlng) the dlfferences between thlS case -and other‘
conventlons are able to be. marked by my suggested alteratlon
to Lewis's ana1y51s and cannot apparently be marked by

. Lewis's analys1s. This seems , to speak for my version. The

‘case is not just a conyentlpn.)
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My suggested alterat1on to Lew1s s ana1y51s ‘has a

-

_second p051tlvf consequence. In Conventlon one of ‘the, uses ‘
to whlch the deflnltlon glven there of common knowledge is
. put is. to rule out a certaln class of cases from be1ng

.called conventlonal These cases are those 1n whlch perspnsnw

A wr

"_1n the populatlon w1th1n whlch what would otherwlse be a/f

~ convention have certaln false bellefs about thelr -

- it van e

7
- s

_‘Gonformity. Perhaps, for example (C p. 59) "[everyone] T
holds this false’ bellef (call 1t-f) 7"Except for myself
everyone drlves on the r1ght by hablt for no reason, and

would go oa drfglng on the rlght no matter what he expected_-L

......

‘others to do."

"~

Two things must be noted about Lewis's attempt to rule
out this hind-of‘casefmFirStw’he’presents it. as if it is

ruled out by the deflnltlon of common knowledge g1ven in

Convention. It is not as this def1n1tlon is g1ven only in-
s

I3 Ci‘l
.
3

terms of the ev1dence had by the populatlon Whlle this 3

. .eévidence may make thlS bellef unlikely, it does not make it;

impossible, 1t certalnly -dogs not- log:cally preclude it, ... .;

'wh1ch is what is essential if it is to rule the case out by
' _t_sldefln}t;on,QSecond,~Lew15:s conoern w1th this-case futther
Ml' llluﬁtfates.hisfoommltment;to;the problem;solving‘model of-
ﬂioonyention.'why~would someone be concerned to ryle out the
_ case-deSCribed abovéfbonly; lt‘seems to'me if they belleved
that a person's asserted beliefs about a convention
necessarlly reflected his reasons for conforming,‘that“isyﬂ””””

if conventlonal act1v1ty were best hnderstood‘as a S

wﬂ‘ N

3



oonSequence of practital reaSOning;' “‘b:' '.h"f' s
Lew1s s rejecting regularztles'about whlch we have i

false bel1efs ‘as belng conventlonal strlkes me as

heavy handed when thqse bEIJGfS arelnot part of our. reasons
T?for conform1ng In the pbpulatlon wh1ch Lew1s descrlbes theﬂl.h
'vﬁalse bellef they hold does riot constltute part of thelr L

s

;reason for dr1v1ng Qn the r1ght—-at least thlS does not

.

strlke me as the most natural ‘'way to 1nterpretlthe

‘example?-they drive on the right‘because:they always drive

~on. the r1ght and theré 'is no- reason to. belleve anyone wtll;

- h,he should agree w1th my: qoncerns pn thls. Bellefs<ue have .{;;;;

'stop now, That is, they dr1ve on the rlght ﬁor the same
reasons we do. If it strlkes the reader as odd t6 say ‘that
our discoverlng something about why we act accordlng to a’
certain. regular1ty is not a matter of our d1scover1ng why
Qsomethlng is a convention, but is rather a matter of ‘
something - that was not a conventlon suddenly becomlnglbne,'
t;about our convent10na1 act1v1ty need only be seen as. *
affect1ng whether or not a regular1ty is a convention if

Yy -

~ those’ bellefs are our reasons for so act1ng My . posxtf//

EN

edpermlbs, and Léw1s 5" apparently does not our” hav1ng
'1nnocuous faIse bel1efs about our conventlonal aot!b1ty

2 App11catlon of my suggested change to Lew1s s clause (3) o

g1ves a bettélfresolutlon to Lewis's concerns about false :‘445;‘

belleﬁs that occur in a population. If those false beliefs® &

f'are essential to thelr conformlty, then we do not have a

If they are'not, “then we do. This line of

¥ . . . . -

conventio



argument mlght seem to demand alterat1on to Lew1s s

cond1t10n (6) in hlS def1n1t1on of conventlon, h15'

£
cOmmon knowledge strlctly accordlng to Lewls s deflnltlon

h,1n Conventlon. That de£1n1t1on puts a cond1t1on on the

'lev1dence that must “be avallable to a populatlon for there to

.oy

be a.conventlon,operatlng 1n it. (In-thls regard, the
def1n1tlon of common knowledge can be taken as an‘

artlculatlon of - what must be the case for there to be

approprlately sa1d to be a regularlty in a populationl) We- ¢

can preserve that definition, let those higher order

expectatlons and bellefs -as are generated inva communlty v1a

.mutual ascription. of ratlonallty be generated as they may,

part of person's reasons for . conﬁormxng to what mIght

»

.and.permlt my' suggested prov1so to condltlon (3) to* . i\'

D
e11m1nate those causes. whereln strange. bellefs funct1on .as -

-

P A
.

otherwlse be conventlonal from belng properly called

P

conventlonal On thls account populat1ons such as the one .

“,1n Lew1s s example would be very unllkegy, although

. .possible,’ conventlons.

6

-requrrement of common knovledge. It does not 1f we construer;tcﬁ""

-

I take the results of thlS sectlon to be as follows It .

has been showh that our conformnty to-a convention cannot be
P .

' actlon taken in v1rtue of that convention if it is

-accompanled by pract1cal reasonmg o? the k1nd suggested by

Lewis's analysis. Also, it has been argued that higher—orden

beliefs and expectations do not serve to justify our action -

in accordance with convention and thereby account™ for the

N



"Tf;they further our" 1nterests and we have llttle reason to

_fstah;lxty of dur convent1ona1 solutxdns to co-ord1nat1on.

'r;problems. To éhe contrary- convent1ons are stable becaus

-'bel1eve they w1ll break down That we are able to fallow_*

_them unreflectnvely 1s both an essentlal 1ngred1ent of our;

‘concept of conventlon and a consequence of the reason ﬂhy

~

they are stable. L s f_  P &'“’f”"”v ‘
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Conventxons

David Lewis's account of our epxstemzc fEIatlon“to our

: convent1ons relies on the ordinary senses of- the wvords  -. . X

i
1ntent1on and "belief", and. the ordlnary cr1ter1a for

‘the1r appl1catlon. Jonathan Bennett in his Linquistic

Behav1or (LB) has at@empted‘to-develop an account of-

'1ntent1on and belief that relles solely on p0551b1e

-observatlons of the organlsms to which we m1ght wlsh to make'

these attr1butlons ! Before con51der1ng the convent10nal1ty
-of language and convent10nal meanlng, the topics that w1ll
occupy my attentlon for the rest of thls the51s, 1 w1shmto.
' qpn51der and reject the p0551b111ty that |
behav1o‘ally ascrlbed hlgher order 1ntentlons figure in our
‘conventional act1v1ty in any non tr1v1al manner.

In the present context I take a particular
attribution's purported role in governing our to be trivial
if it can be replaced without loss with a negatlve

nV"

'formulat1on That 1s, in order for a bellef that @ to

non trivially govern our behav1or there must he some reason
to choose to'attribute it over the absence ot.a belief than
not-@g. The view*of convention-governed behavior 1 advocate,
~claiming that we are apprised of how to act in virtue of our
ability to recognize instances of a convention—goyerned
situation wheh there is an aosence of reason to believe the

convention is not operating normally, would be contradicted

"Jonathan-Bennett, Linquistic Behavior (Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press, 1976).
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1f non tr1v1al attrlbutionS'of hlgher ofder prop051tlona1

a7 oy w

attatudes couid be defendédﬂ “’“f?“ e A
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be obta1ned to show that a regularaty 1n a populat1on is” Tf i

L TS

followed as a dbnventloh As*he accepts Lew1s-s ana1y51s of
convent1on,'w1th.the 'Languages and Language .ver51on.of

common knowledge, this'involﬁes'showing that higher-order

) antentlons f1gu¢e in ourwconventlonal _action. (I will call a

regularlty WLth the properples Lew1s s analy51s suggests,;_

'ylthithe {Daqguages and Language - version of common

L]

knowledge, a Lewis— conventlon.) ha

Bennetc's "direct evidence for conventionality"-is. not
to the poxnt (LB, pp. 181ff) He proposes that in order to
ascertaln the reasons for whlch perseons act in accordance

li

w1th conventions, say, by doing ¢ in situation g, we

examine "cases where we can learn that somebhe's believing Q
‘ . ! ‘ \

is a reason for st doing 4 because we find he doesnft do
¢ whén he doesnit believe Q" (LB, pw183). of coUrse,ithis
is not qu1te what he means. Rather, he\means we should

con51der cases where we can learn that\Fomeone SnbE118V1hg Q

" is a reason for his doing ¥ xbecause we find he doesn’'t do

‘¥ when he'believes;;he‘denial of Q. His position is better. °

expressed in "[any] looped belief [i.e. belief about

another's belief labout his own beliefs] of x's which is

evidence that for- him the regularity is a cgnvention must be

a belief that credits someone else with wpét}x believes to

be a mistake"™ (LB, p.184). In order to fi%d out .the beliefs
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in. v1rtue of whlch a person acts in accordance w1th a
convention 1n a ¢ 51tuat10n where he has no reason to think _
that for example, the others 1nvolved think he 1ntends to

..do somethlng other than ¢ we are to examlne what he does
'vwhen he‘belleves that others belleve he w1ll not do ¢
I find this odd. In a situation yhere someone believes
something that suggests a conventioh will not operate

 properly, he will evince behavior that speaks 'to his ability

- to recognlze relatlonshlps between the bellefs he attrlbutes

ey, »

E

.o - r

to others and what actions they WIll llkely take, and the
relationships between certain actions taken and success in
the co-ordination situation at hand. We can find out if he. .-
can solve a co-ordination problem for whlch_there is |
confllctlng evidence for how people will act. in order to
claim,, as Bennett wants to, that the beliefs and inferences

that can be attributed to a person is such a situation are
tthe@ia;virtue of which he conforms to conventiohvunaer

normal circumstances, more is needed.'It someone doesn't do

" when he believe$ not-Q, all we may infer is that he

doesn't believe.not-Q when he does do ¥ , and that this is )
essential to his ®¥-ing. To claim that he believes that QO is

also fair enough, but the situations Bennett describes do

i
-not support a claim that he ¢s in virtue of a belief that Q

© 1n any way that distinguishes it from the mere absence of a

belief that not-Q. Bennett's direct evidence supports only a
- trivial attribution of Lewis-conventioanality. Without the

ihtentional camoflage, what can be shpportea by Bennett's

&
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direct evidence is a version of negative common knowledge.

And this, we have seen, shows marked affinities to the "no

essential, higher-order propositional attitudes" point of

‘'view I espouse. ' .

"Bennett's direct evidence for claiming someoﬁe acts in.
accordance'with a conventdon virtue of higher-order
propositional'attitﬁdes-is open’ to another-difficulty.v
Should anyone ever'carry out his program of observation and

research when they .come. to search for evadence for

- 6

hlgher order prop051t10nal attltudes underlylng conVentlonal

behavior they could very well find a person's behavior to
- give ondy- amhiguous .evidence for the."looped thgughts“

Bennett seeks. If, faced with a sitpation in which he

believes the others beliewe he will not conform to -a

convention for Qﬁatever reason, a person were to "panic, or
be evercome by bewilderment at the ability of the situation,
or let the moﬁent for doing ¥ slip by while he mused abput
‘what 'to do (LB, p.191), the direct evidence the researcher

seeks higher—Qrder rntentions might not.be farthcoming.
Bennett's position seems to be: if we gxgg evince |
higher—order propositiona; ettitudee'in eolvinghabnormal
cases of cqnventionally*solveghco-ordination problems, rhen
this licenses our claiming all conventio&él behavior
~operates 1in virtue of such things. Instancescfffgimilar
situations where we fail to find juetificatiOn for such
attributions, on the other hand, do not correspondlngly g1ve‘

reason to claim that such inferences, etc. do not occur 1in
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@
our conventional behavior, or only sometimes occur, or are.

‘not essential to it. Looped inqénpions, are on this account

truly.strange and magical beasts, not obviously related to

. P
PR P Y -

" petsén's behavior, contrary to Bepnett's ‘stated D
p . avior;-contrary to Bennet

Tje';tiv;&_‘;'{ o
"'Béﬁ"étf's iddifé¢£ elidéﬁCé’fbfjLéw&s;Eonventionaﬁiﬁf'.\ -.
does noﬁ}fare any better. Roughly, indirect eviéence for v\?f”//
h{gher—ordéf beliefs is justified via an attfibuﬁ?on'df',.'\'

igéneral Eﬁoblem—sblving:abilities=to:theigﬁfsdﬁggiﬁygiyea“iﬁ','\.
,‘f{yhgt;;sf;qu@é@df¢bﬁbel%5}ﬁeéié:dbﬁ§én£fégfaba;ééb;ibhéfﬁ§ -::-i?
t? them eQer,more coﬁpliCated_beliefs_bn the basis of -the
evidence we kdﬁﬂfthey have. This amounts to deciaring that a

‘person's practical reasoning includes as premises nearly o
anythfng which would justify their action in accordance with
. @ convention, thus licensing such conclusions as x does ¥

because he inks that y thinks that x expects y to do

oy > w ..

.
L

of the attributions of ‘rationality described by Lewis in
rder to justify higher-order attributions within the
(Population. If we have evidence that a persom's reasons are
transitive, that is, if ;g_h@ye evidence. that the persons we
are considering generally "realize that if P's truth is a
reason for doing X, and that Q's truth is a reason for P's,
truth, then Q's truth is a (deeper) reason for doing X" (LB, -
p.188), we have a reason to say that_those persons have Q as
- a reason for doing X when we ‘have reason to believe -they
believe that Q. Because we can have evidence that, in a .
@-situation, x does ¢ because he expects y to do ¢ and y .
does ¢ because he expects x to to ¢ ,» Wwe know that
(assuming an ability on x's part to "handle evidence
properly"” we have "general and admittedly inconclusive
grounds”™ (LB, p.189) for believing that x thinks that y will
do "¥ because he thinks x will-do ¢ . Thus, given a general
premise about the.transitivity of x's reasons we have .
evidence that x does ¢ because he think’s: that y expects him
to do ¢ . Via a similar inference--based on our last
inference and its "general and admittedly inconclusive
grounds”, a premise about the general ability of x to handle
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. Two. P01nts need be made. Flrst that someone reallzes"

-

in some sense that a certaln fact is. a reason for dolng

somethlng does not- entall that that fact is’ one of his

reasons for dolng that thlng A premlse about a person s’ R

problem solvxng ab111tles supports conclu51ons about his
ab111ty to real1ze that certaln ev1dent1al relatlons hold
Morﬂfls requ1red to show that 1t is in virtue of the_

attrlbuted problem solv1ng ability, the ev1dence he has ande

ijthe:conclusxonguthat.axempongbLewﬁtpmhthls ey;ﬁene¢;~that . .

someone acts according to a convention: it must be shown

that the problem-solving ability attributed is in fact being

- used. Indifect evidence of‘the kind Bennett suggests, then,

will noggglstlngulsh bétween the hypotheses about the roots ”

of convent10na1 behav1or that Bennett wlshes 1t to thatﬁl&*n

between "convention" and .Unthlﬂk%ﬂg“héblt"- (LB,” p.182).

His inability to do so supports my claim that the diohotomy
is a false one. 4 ~
e problems for Bennett's indirect evidence do not

stop there.-By his own admission, it amounts to pretty’weak

groundq for the attrlbutlons he wants to make on the basis’
o -

of it, It is not even strong enough to 1mply that the dlrect

ev1dence considered above would also be avallable*

Our basis for [hlghegjbrder attrlbutlons] is so
indirect and thin that it would be risky for us.to
conclude that <if x were in a @ situation where he
did not think that y thought that x expected y to do
Y, Pe wouldn't, do ¢ 1in that situation...for all we
know, he would panic, er be overcome w1th

*(cont'd)evidence, and the tran51t1v1ty of x's reasohs--we
may say that x does ¥ because he thinks that y thinks that
X expects y to do w . ) J_

P
3

»
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bewllderment at'the odd;ty of. the situat1on, "ot 1et

the moment for- d01ng Lo 511p by.whlie he<mused uhatr.,l
to do._(LB P- 1&&) BT v T

.-

Thls leads Bennett dlrectly 1nto the problem d1scussed ﬂ*“"'

above-‘a negat1ve result 4n -an attempt to f1nd d1rect

ev1dence for essentlal hlgher order prop051t10nal attltudes :

Can convent10na1 behav1or should support the null. hypothes1s

(that 1s, that they are not essentlal) if we are prepared
to accept a p051t1ve result as’ supgortlng ‘a cla1m that they
are essentlal Also,-Bennett consrders the p0551ble

\ objectloh thab "'the th1n construal of [hlgher order
\

. . T T -

reasons] you are suggestlng 1s an abusé of ‘the words""
responds "that is not unreasonable“ (LB p. 192) He goes on
to defend such a, construal on the grounds that it is

a -

necessary, on p

be convention are not, as Lewxs s analy51s of the concept

. of coHVenfion IS _the only one we have: "The only alternatlve
would be to drop Lew1s s account of what a conventlon is;

but what other account. is thefe’" (LB p 192)..1 have

"’ suggested- that the aspect of Lew1s&s analy51s whlch leads

" Bennett to concern himself w1th hldﬁer ~order reasons is -a

<
- product of 1nappropr1ate application of a problem-solvlng

model of‘conventional behavior, that what we normalli take
to be conventions do not'depend for'thef{/being so on such
things‘ .Thus, there is no theoretical or conceptual
justification for Bennett to accept substandard behav1oral
‘evidence with respect to the role of higher—order

propositional attitudes in conventional behavior.

“

L N Y

, angt’- -

in of f1nd1ng that what we' nqrmally take to
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annettfs f&ilure’to ﬁescrrbe hou there COuld be

o Te .

fbehavlorai evrdence that there uas &~Lew1s conbentlon

x

e

'“ﬁioperating 1n ‘a popuiatlon has two 1mportant consequences.:,Tfrf””

;FlrSt 1t Supag;ts my clalm that*we do not come to..

'mjé~co ordlnate our actlons 1n 51tuat10ns governed by

conventions -in v1rtue of our hav1ng concordant hlgher order;{

expectatlonsvabout our_behav;or, Conslder: ev;dence about.
'our higher—order expeCtations that-is unavailable to

Bennett's observer is evidence that we ourselves lack. If

concordant hlgher order expectatlons are clélmed to f1gure~

3

rn our behav1or 'in situations governed by convent1ons, it”

must also be admitted that theSe-hiéher;orderLéipeéﬁatipns L .

are?notlgenerated by behavioral evidence that is auaileblewﬁ
7tofus.$Cdn%éntfbns~mu;¥nthen be'thougnt to depend on e seti
of baseless beliefs. 1 doinothtnink~éﬁYQne wisheS‘to”embrace
’thiSﬂeonSequence.»Further:fwhat justificetion’werhave for
attributions of higner-order propositional attitudes must
flow-izgﬂ thebfact that we know how we can be expected to
act in.a situation governed by convention,‘to_uhat
‘higher-order '‘expectations we may have about our behavior,
and~not the other wey eround. Thus, our conventional

v

. behavior cannot be thought to be governed by our coming-to

those hlgher order expectatlons

Second, the attempt to show a behav1oral bas1s for a.

©

claim that higher—order propositional attitudes are

essential to conventional behavior is a kind of archimedian
>This argument owes much to John Biro's "Intent1onailsm in
the Theory of Meaning", The Monist, vol.62, number 2, 1979.

[ . ; .

-m——
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Bennett applles Lew1s s analy51s of conventlon to the N
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phenomenon of conventlonal meanlng,-ln order to support hrsweg_;:‘

- g ..-$¢‘.4-.,,

cla1m that mean1ng can only be understood 1f 1t 1s o

‘cons1dered ih terms of the prop051tlonal attltudes of - the-

v

" speaker,. and not, except in.an eliminable manner, in terms

- of the normal, acgepted, or conventidnal meaning of an

utterance. Lewis's-"reduction“ of the operation of

PECI

conventlons to concordant expectatlons of action on the part

of persons 1nvolved in a co= ordlnatlon 51tuatlon not

essentlally dlfferent in kind from non- convent10na1

-

co ordlnatlons. a1ded Bennett in hlS prOJect. I take myself

to have here glven some" ]UStlflcatlon for a more general

thesis which is contrary to Bennett's intended conclusions:

convention—noninalisﬁlis*falSe. Any chventional-actiyity'*
is, as a matter of conceptual truth and for its continued
operation, dependent upon the fact of there bejng normal

gases, followed in yirtue of their being normal cases. The

cluster of problems relatlng to the conventionality of
language and the nature of conventlonal meanlng are the
topics that will concern me for the remainder of this

thesis.

t
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Iv The Convent;onalxty of Language S

R

There 1s “a 51gn1f1cant dlstlnctlon w1th1n the class of

- e - ..,,p_‘ oL K3

conventloﬁs that 1s obscured by Lew1s 5 problem solvxng ﬂ'
conventlons, llke dr1v1ng on’ the right, or the orlglnal
caller in Ober11n, Oth calllng back when the three mlnutes
maxlmum‘was in effect were once problems that had to be.
-solved'by people We can take the same pos1t10n with respect
to the problems these practlces solve as. ‘did the flrst
_persons that had to co- ordlnate thelr actlons.FIf one of
these conventlons d1d not exlst and we vere confronted wlth
the co- ordlnatlon sztuatlon ‘that. it solves we -would "have the
,capac1t1es to solve it of our own efforts,}elther in the

particular case or by the 1nst1tut10n of 'a new conventlon.

. Other convent1ons are‘ﬂot of . th1s kind. Language d1d

~not emerge because people pretty much llke us were

confronted by’F co-ordination problem and thought up a way -
to solve it. (Anythlng w1thout a,language is something that
isn't much like us.) Since the time when whatever primordial

¥

communicative regularity our langhages developed from

emerged it has gone through a process of dévelopment that

3

leaves us’ unable to state ‘clearly what co- ord1nat1on it -

4

. achieves (What problem does it solve? Be specific.).

AN

Moreover, it leaves us largely unable to state the
mechanisms by which it achieves it. In additdon, the process
of development by which our languaées come to be as they are
is intertwined with the social and genetic’ development of
_ ) , . | ;
39
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'vthe specles in such a way that -our ava111ng ourselves of . our .

ullngu1st1c conventlons ls not an 1htellectua1 accompl1shment
ntlbut a cognltlve act1v1ty, dependent “upon our. hav1ng fa1r1y
specific genetlc herltage ‘and hav1ng grown up in a human

1

society. That 1s, we could not , of our own efforts,- create a
¢solutlon to the problem of communlcatzon If we lacked it.
L1kew1se, language 1s not the k1nd of th1ng that - we learnb
'because it is explalned to us. Dr1v1ng on the rlght is.

"All conventions are’not created equal. In the last
séction I articulated one way in which Lewis's
problem—solving model of convention'leads-him to take up
”concerns that are mlsleadlng with respect to the reasons wh%
we conform to convent1onal solutlons. Some oonventlons, if
~.they can be said to’haveﬂemerged as solutions to problems at
‘all, did so more in the sense that it true to say the
feathers of birds emerged as ‘a solution to a problem than in
the sense that driving on the right emerged as a solution to
'a problem, In this section l will consider a way in which
Lewis's dlscussion of convention is untrue to conventions of
this type. (I refer to "conventions of thls type" even
though-Iicannotvreadily think of clear examples other than
language. To the extent that we can be said to have ethical
conventions,'they:uould seem to be candidates. ﬁegal
traditions would seem to be similar in some respects to the
linguistic case, as although they develop as solutions to
pa;’icular problems, the net co-ordination that results need

not be an intended result. I bhazard a guess that many of the
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complex soc1al-facts~that'cannot~be adequately explalnéd as: .o

'the products of human design are. roughly of this type )
}; Before con51der1ng language s status as a .conventiom -
w;that we could not 1ntroduce 1f we wére to- have to\address 1t
:as a novel co=ordination s1tuat10n, and its 1mp11cat10ns for
" an analysis-of conventlon a summary of Lew1s S account of
how language is conventional 1s.appropriate (g, pp.L77-95;
LL, pp.7-12). | | |
- Not all of what can correctiy be.said to be. "using
~Engllsh" can properly be said to co- ordlnate speakers and
hearers, that is to permlt communlcatlon. The clearest
example of EPCh a thing is 1ying. Lewis's way of
articulating precisely what the regularity is ina »
_ﬁopulation rhat spcaks'a laﬁéuaée;reflecrs'this.;lf»a.
'language B is used in a populatlon, there exlsts a " 7

convent1on of truthfulness and trust inab. Speakers of B try~

not_to;utter‘false.sentences;vunderstandexs of E 1mpute
trustworrhinessbtoiothers and believe that sentences ‘uttered
in B are.true, and hence come to believe what is'said.
(Lewis extends the usual definition ofvtruth in order to
take .into aCcount-seutences that are noﬁﬂdeclarative:.
iatérrogatives, imperatives,” commissives, etc. (C, .- ¢
pp.184-92; LL, pp. 13-15).) The regularity of truth and
trust in a population seems to satisfy the definitioﬁ of
iconvention. There is a regularity of truth and crust in
English in the population in which I live, and the people I

associate with believe such a regularity exists. Not that
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.they have ever sald so, or eVer w1ll ln'any instance‘of
communlcatlon they expect the.speakers to be truthful and
the ‘hearers: to be trustlng qnd can tell whether‘ for~a given
_utter nce- or bellef-on the ha51s of an utterance whether or
.not it would be con51stent h1th these expectatlons. That -
—.others act in accordance with. truth and trust in Engl1sh
vglves each of us good andvdec151ve reason to do;so too; if
‘one cf us is a speaher, we'expect a hearer to be trusting,

4

SO we may as well tell the truth 1f we are to. communlcate
_(unless we are ly1ng, but then we aren t actlng in
acccrdance with the conventlon.<Touche.), if one of us is a
hearer and we expect truthfulness from a speaker we infer

i that the se%tences of Engllsh he utters are true accordlng
to hls bellefs, this by and large gives us reason to belleve
what he says is true; There is also a general preference for
‘truthfulness and: trust in English in' the population. G1ven
that most conform, everyone would rather all conformed: the
odd untruthful speaher or untrusting believer, or truthful
anq'trusting speaker of another language will disrupt
communication. And an alternatlve to truthfulness and trust
in Eng11sh is- possible and could be a convelrtion were it a
regularlty, namely truthfulness and toust in some other
language. And finally, ubiquitous past experience of
truthfulness and trust serves'asia basis for common
'knowledge.of t he preceding.v(Consideration of the deerhunt

\ .
example in section one above makes possible an articulation

ot wvhat occurs when someone lies, ‘and how it is this relates
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to the existence of a convention of truth and trust 1n a;b'
language. Language serves,.in general cases of near perfect
co—inc1dence-of 1nterest. Sometimes, however; thlS‘IS not
the casé. In certain cases 1t serves the 1nterests of one
or more of the parties 1nvolved to defect from the o
prevailing co—ordination,-that of telling the truth by

telling a 11e. Likewise, a hearer can defect by not

believing what he 1is told. It can be noted that tﬂ‘.concerns

raised in previousrsections imply that if a hearer,.before

‘ believing what‘is told him. considers and rejects the

p0551b111ty that he is being lied to, he is not: availing
himself of the cohvention in that case. Al higher order

hypothesis is essential to his coming to the appropriate

belief (Cases wherein lingu1st1c conventions serve as a'

background for novel commun1cat1Ve co- ordinatlon problems
w1ll be discussed below. )y ‘

We have seen that it is necessary to eliminate as.
candidates for conventions thos'e regularities that are.
followed for reasons besides that giVen-in the third
condition of Lewis's analysis( With respect toflanguage,
given the inaccessibility of'adequdte'descriptions of the

- v \//

c0ﬂord1nat10ns 1t permits us to achieve and how it achieves

i 3

¢
them, it is more than likely t%&? a large number of our
oy e

beliefs, even our considef4~.i§%1e , about our‘linguistic

conventions and why it is- weff w them are false. ‘Nope of

\
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these'beliefs, however, can plau51bly be said to affect in -

general, why we speak and Believe: what we do.‘Language

~
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functlons quite nlcely in the faqe of a. large.degre of
"1gnorance as to 1ts Hature.,Parallel to the*conclud1ng

P

”arguments of the next to- last sect1on,-we may say that what .

3

- .v', 'y AT B

- false bellefs we may have about 1anguage do' not" preclude our
: saylng language is conventlonal because those false bellefs
do not constltute erroneous reasons ‘for conform1ng to our

conventlon. In certa1n klnds .of cases, we can just be wrong:

-

about why it is we do a certaln th1ng J o 'f%Qf

Because language.ls'thefklnd of convention that was
neverbapproached as a problem, there are certain kinds of
beliefs that seem possible in.lingui8fic communities that

R }v » . . . . .

Lewis's analysis rules out. Ode of the things required by
. . . . - - o .

Lewis's anal&sis is the common knowledge of ‘the possiblility

of alternatives. Even;on{the strict interpretation of.

"common'knowledge"“which requires that there be an
~evidential basis for common knowledge of alternatlves,

although. does not requ1re any bellefs be‘had on that ba51s,

3

it seems to me that this is.too strong a demand

Cons1der an isolated tribe in whlch neither in memoryz
legend or myth is there any acquaintance witb other
languages. In such a tribe, there is-no basis forﬂcommon

knowledge that another language is possible. On,LeQis's-
Convention Version"of’"common knowledge", it cannot be said
JT‘

(( .
that their language use. 1s conventlonal as there 1s ‘0o

ev1dent1al basis for’ such knowledge. If people who have no
ev1dence for the exlstence of alternatlve linguistic

regularltles have no bellefs that there ‘are such thlngs, as‘

) S o | S
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is only likelyA Lewis'aifLanguageS and Language' ‘'version of
' ¢ommon knpwledge' likewise implies their language“uaé is -
-~ not cqnveqtional._WithpminOr adjuStments to the ekample, -

S
even the weaker, negatlve' version of common knowlegge

implies‘these ' ople s language use 1s not conventlonal a

¢

_ be11ef which is ¢lea 0551ble that is inconsistent with

‘there belng commdén kndwleﬂ e Qf.alterpat1ves can be built
into the example. Perﬁaps the tribe believe, aa,I‘amftgld
.primitives have nelieved," hat.thefe is a magical reiation
,betyeen.an cbjECt‘and its na - Let us aisqlsayithey do
:pelfeVe that this‘reiatien'is:nof alterable[ Thus thej
believe something inconsistent with, for example, the 1dea
that objects could have dlfferent names than they dgg They
bel1eve it is false, that they could talk d1fferently in thls
way, that people who trled to would be maklng errors.

It mlght be felt that, -because Of‘thlS tribe s
1solat10n and pecullar bellefs, thelr language is not J
‘conventlonal. Invtth regard, I think Lew1s s comment that
it is somethlng only a phllosopher would think of
'_&enylng——that there are conventlons of language (LL P. 7)
is approprlate. Taking it as axlomatlc that language is
conventional, the requireément that:there be ev1dence for
alternative pbssible regdlafitiés; OT'evid;nce ;na ‘knowledge"
or alternatlve p0551b1e regular1t1es, must be rejected How
exactly to go about rejectlng it ralses con51derab1e ,"

dlff;culty.
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)
Some cenventlons solve. problems that were problems for.

¢

the people\;nvolved because they were able to.see

‘ Q - N
'alternatlves.ln the courses of.actlon thatvwere open to them
. '

"**and able to: see that thelrelnterests vere only served 1f

~

they could‘hg ordlnate their actions w1th those of others
1nvolved. It is of the nature of~convent1ons that solve
problems l1ke t‘ese, call them accessible problems, that the

-
pErsons 1nvolved in them are aware of. the problems they

solve, and wh;t alternataves there may be.. Most everyon;.who
has learned to dr1:e on - the r1ght has had why he should
drive so explarned to h1m. For anyone else, the problem
’_sitdation and its possible modes of.solbtion.are’as'obwious
as they can%tonceivably be. In situations of this’kknd; I
think we would be loathe to say there was a conventloﬁ‘;g a
pop@latlon wherein there was no awareness of alternatlves,
as this is essentially a lack of knowledge that there was a
'problem that had been solved0 With respect to acce551ble
problems, this amounts to a near incomprehensible bl1ndness‘
of the part of the population. Driving on the right'just is
-not driving om the left, oalling‘back just is not waiting.
"It is not clear how a.problem could be recoonized‘and solved
without such awareness. For conventiong'whlch deal with |
accessible pr;blems, Lewis's requirement of common knowledge
seems appropriate. |
| Thus, there seems to be a distinction between ///
co-ordination problems for which common knowledge of

alterhat?)hs\is;an essential ingredient to there being

I



R ' . \
’ \

‘ conventional solutions- to, them, and those for which this is :

r

not. true What dlfference does this dlstlnctlon marhO Our -

1

descrlptlon of an alternatlve to speakxng Engllsh ( Speak

Arablc;\) does not enable us to begln observ1ng the

alternatlve descrlbed we need access to SOmeone who does

speak Arablc, "and tlme, and we need to be young enough that -

U

it has not become too dlfflcult.;Also, there ‘is no
g . = H

| . . . l L Rl
relatively smaIl set of alternatives that are'defined by our
~

be1ng able to d15t1ngu1sh them, as is true w1th drlve on the
r1ght/don t. dr1ve on the rlght. In the absence of Engl1sh a
un111ngual Engllsh speaker would be completely unable to ;
achleye communrcatlve co- ordlnatlon. (Th1s deletes the
possible effects of smiles, pointlng and other more or less.
universal signals.) The d15t1nct1on seems to beibetween‘
'those convent1ons that I've called access1ble and those that :

}

“are not, that is, those that are not solut1ons to- problems,

4

1n°the relevant éense of the word.\

From the perspectlve of attemptlng to anal&ze
"conVent1on",\thls leads us"lntola problem. Common knowledge
of alternatives seems essential to ‘the conventionality of
one class ,of conventions}‘and nisleading'with=respect'to the
nature of certaln others. One way of deal1ng wlth the’

' problem would be to declare that language (and other
‘conyentions that are s1m11ar_1nath15 respect)‘are not
conuentions at -all. I think that the cost, of:this would
outwe1gh the. galn Language, in-a s1gn1f1cant number of ways N

is l1ke driving on the right. Although in other ways it is
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impbrtantly dissimilar, to be unable to mark the 51m11ar1ty

by a term that strongly suggests 1tself to us an approprlate. -

1

'to-both.(It is."a platltude that language is ruled by’
cdnvention“(g,‘p;7))gwould seem to me to ask something of
‘ouf‘language;that lt.will not give us. (A different name for
.everg dlfferént thing,‘even when there is reason tohconsider

1V;themftogether.)' . . o

T

How then to ‘deal with Lewis's requ1rement that there be

) common knowledge of alternat1ves7 It seems to me best to

v o«
~.

leave it as_ 1s. We are aware of a way-in which it mlsleads
w1th respect to our relatlonsh1p to our language, and this
wlll serve to mark the ' sense of metaphor which is

approprlate 1n calllng language conventlonal 1

3

’

T One of Lewis's motlvatlonsrln Convent1on was to
A —— .

, art;culate a comcept of conventlon that makes it p0551ble tol
-say'why language was conVent1onal without resortlng to . \\\
.\metaphors. Prlor torLew1s's work, the best approx1matlon'\
11m1ted conventlons to regularltles that had been .
establlshed by exp11c1t agreement This left anyone w1111ng
\ to call language conventlonal facing the obvious ‘regress
argument:_language could not have or1g1nated by agréement,
because agreement requ1res a prev1ous’lamguage. Ergo,
language s not conventlonal ! LeW1s, with Sohelling's

demonstrations that persons can reach co-6rdination in the -

absence of communication, was able to ward off the regress.

'This p051t1on s taken by W. V Qu1ne in "Truth by
Convention” -in his .The Ways of "Paradox and Other Essays
(Camhrndge, M,A.: HarVard Un1ver51ty Press, 1976).
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But what is wrong wlth the idea’ language orlg hated in .

agreement 1is ot that one can,der1ve a; viciou

v

regress. The -

regress, once derived, shbws somethinghis’wr ng. The Same4
“thing can be wrong in an account of tne conv tignalitf.of
language.that does not lead to such SZgrese.
ltAseems to me that David Lewis's account of convention
-makes the same er#orvas creates the regrese_in the agreement
model of conventionl Théeerfor is attempting to explain the
exzstence and operation of conventlons in terms approprlate
to the solutions to problems reached by adult
lrngu1st1cally capable human beings. We d1d not come to have
a langua&g, nor are we able to speak a language, in virtue'

flbur being persons and~haV1ng an understanding of the ways

in which language furtners ouf interests.j '

The pfimordial Qa% of e&plainingganyfhing inngVes‘
.making reference to an“objeetfs'intentions, beliefs, and
aeSires, and telling a’little story about iﬁl With respeet‘
td complex thlngs, this 15nsomet1mes the only way of
explalnlng them we have. In Lew1s s little story about our
acting in accordance with conventions we are told we do so
in virtue of standing in a relation to little pfbblems.'We
know that this isn't the way it is with language. Hence we
retain the sense of metaphor. (Not quite a metaphor:l
metaphors are false and obviously so. To call a language a

~ convention is too close to the truth to be truly a metaphor.

But: it is not just the truth.) )

S



V. Conventional Meanfngvand Speakerfs Intentions
L Dav1d Lew1s has proven (C pp 152—59- .LL, p~4) that his
analy51s of converition 1mp11es that conventlonal language
use has the propertles that H.P.,Gr1ce has claimed are
essential to cases'where someone‘can‘be said to mean
.somet)ing by‘what he says or . does.' The emendment I have-
suggested to ciause (3)‘of Lewis' analysis biocks Lewis'
proof, and demonstrates an important difference'between
conventional meaning and cases of meanlng that are
_adequately described by. Gr1ce s analy51s The pnrposelof
this section will be to describe Grlce 5 view of meaning and
con51der how. it misrepresents conVentlonal language use.
(In what follows 1 refer to utterances by wh1ch people mean
somethlng in virtue of there,belng communicative conventions
as instances of "conventional'meaning"l) R k
| Gr1ce d15t1ngu1shes between what he calls natural and.
non-natural senses of the word 'meanlngf. Natural senses of
meaning are those in which something is.a-naturai sign of or
evidence for somethlng else, as in "Those spots mean
.measles Non natural senses are those in which‘it can be

rd
said that someone meant somethlng by a certain act or

.

utteranCe, or vhere 1t can be said that the act or Utterance
4

'meant that p for somé sentence, or where it” can be 1nferred

from a statement about what an act or utterance means a

'H.P, Grice, "Meaning", The Philosophical Rev1ew vol. 66,
No. 3 1957, '
z’I‘here have been elabo atlons and alteratlons to Grice's

theory by Grice and oth What is attacked in this section
is common._fo all. ’

-

-
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statement about what is meant by that act or utterance.

.Roughly non- natural senses of meanlng are those whlch can be

BRI S
"used to describe acts of commun1catlon. T s,

Gr1ce demarcates the dlfference between nathral and

non- natural meaning via consmderatlon of cases s1m11ar to

L.

the follow1ng- P

(1) Herod leaves the head of St. John the Baptlst ‘where’ 7
Salome w1ll see 1t, suppos1ng she will not real1ze )
that he has done_spo. e _ T './//

(2) Herod presents Sanme‘;ith the head of 'St. John the ’
Baptist . | | | |

(3) Herod draws Salome ampicture of St John‘s’severed

head. ' ‘ : V‘ : 0

/’L

In all three cases Herod intends to get Salome to belieue |
that gt..John'the Baptist has been executed. in the second _,']rq
and third cases, Herod intends Salome to recogn1ze hlS
intention that she should have thlS bellef In the thlrd
case, but not 1n the fLrst or second Herod 1ntends that -
Saiome s recognltlon of hls.lntent;on‘that she_should
‘believe that St. John the Baptist“had been eiecuted to be P
part of her reason for so4beliebing. A picture is not

:evidence, as a severed'head is, that St. John the Baptist}

has been‘executed It is only if Salome recognizes the
intemtion with whlch the plcture 'is drawn that she wlll come

p—g—
to believe that he has been executed. ) -t

»

Grice's 1ntu1t10n is. that the third case above is a

case of non*natural meaning and that the first two cases are

-
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his utterance to be recognized as so intended by his

'generallzes to cases of non- natural mgﬁilng that are also il :lsﬁ

52
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not. He takes what is essential for someone A to mean

‘something by an‘utteranee X to be a follows. A must intend a

“to induce by-x a belief in an audience, and he must intend.

audience[ and this recognitigpﬂmust be part of his

audience's reggon for ching“to that belief,

Gr1ce gives no argument to suggest that his analysis of

-

non-natural meaning, based as Lt ws on examples of

- LT

’non snatural meaning that are ngﬁ@tonVeﬂtlonal meaning,.

RN T T
cases of conventmq&l meaning. There is reasom t.o question.

that it does. If, as in the example above, someone draws a
plcture in order to communicdte somethlng, his ‘audiente must
Cae

rule out alternatlve possible 1nterpretat1ons of what&He is
attempting to do before they can come'to the appropriate'
belief.’ They must not think'he is doodling, or attempting to
produce é work of'art, or expressing a wish that the;events
depieted will come to pass, if.they are to come to beiieve
that the events have ceme to pass. In drawing a picfere in

order‘té communicate, it 'is essential, therefore, that the

artist’ intend his audience to have their recognition of his

“intention be a significant reason of theirs for coming to

‘believe what he intended. In a case such as

(4) Herod says to Salome "John the Baptist has been
executed”.

howev&r, alternative interpretétions'need not, in general,

be ruled out. Why then, does Herod need to intend that

.
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'Salomevhave her: recognition of'his intehtion aS'parE-of her
reason for bellev1ng St. John the Baptlst has been executed’
wﬁ& can't he just intend she belleve what he tells her’

The argument in the llterature which has provided

. justification for a Griceanwdiagnosis of conventional

‘meaning is Lewis's. In Convention, a defgilea argument ‘is
»proyided/to shqﬁ that in a'convéntiona; signallbng‘syStem
(e.qg. one.lanfé;n means the British are coming by‘sea, two -
lanterns mean they are coming by land, etc.) the person
giving the signals has Gricien intentions. There, he
congectures thét any signal given in accordance with the
gene;alAconventioﬁs of language will also demand a Gricean
diagnosis (c, p.159);‘1n 'Languages and Language' Lewis

.claims the Gricean mechanism operates in any convention, as

"each person's replication of the other person's reasoning .in
a co-ordination situation forms

part of his own reason for thinking and acting as he
do¥s.... X irttends to bring about a respor nge on the
part of ¥ by getting Y to recognise that X™intends -
to bring about Yhat response; Y does recognise X's
intention, and i)s thereby given some sort of reason
to respond j as X intended him to. (LL, p.4)

.i have argued above that, in normal conditions where
"~ there isgé—Fonehtibnal solution to a co-ordinatiodn
. }s&tuation, higher-order attributions do nqt_figurg as part
of the reasonsvpersons involved in a convention'ﬁaﬁe fdf
their action in conformity to a convention. My emendment to
Leyis's condition (3) specifically precludes this. That is,
if the Gricean mechanism operates in a case of

»

comhunication, then that communication canno& be said to be
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L.

a case Of communication in virtue Of a convention. Lewis' §

’

proof that conventional communication is Gricean depends on
!

prec1sely'that aspect of his analysis we have found to be

; untenable. Correction of that aspect of his ana1y51s

provides a demonstration of the denial of the statement that

conventional communication is Gricean. If I :intend your

PR Y

recognitidn of ‘my intention-to get you to believe that p to

be part of your reason to believe P, then I am not availing

myself of our conventibn of truth and trust in English. gf\}
say something tpat means p in English, and you believe me,
we conform to the‘convention, and I neither intend®you
to;nor do you, engage’yourself in a problem of
interpretatibnz We don't need to, for we have a convention
that eliminates the problem.

'IAdo not want to claim that,-in the operation of a
ianguage,'Gricean intentions never occur, but that those
cases in which it occurs are those cases in which the
conventions of the language are in‘quegtion oX are being
manipulated in some way. One way in wvhich this can occur has
been suggested above. If I am talking~to &ou, and there is
good reason to believe I may be lying about what I say, (let
us say T have much to gain by being untruthfpl), and T know
we both know this, yet T wish to tell you the‘tfuth and to
have you believe me, 1 may hope that you will recagnize my
intention to tell you the truth, and in virtue of’your

recognition of my intention, believe what I say. Tr make the

case precisely Gricean, let us say that T tell you in the
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course of " Qur conversat1on that I am te111ng you the truth
I intend you t0 believe that I am tell1ng you the truth in .
. virtue of your recogn1t1on of in 1ntent10n to- tell you theﬁguf'f o %
.truth That 1s, I mean that I am telllqg-you the. truth
without conventlonally meanlng that I am telling you the
truth. (; can only conventlonally mean that I am telllng_fou.
the truth if I tell'you this wheh'I do not think YOu‘heedvto-
be told. If this seems to be a paradox, it is because one
can act in accordance with a conuentiodﬂwithout availing
.oneself of %tsfconvehtiOnality.) '

I may be your triend and be engaged in a conversation

dthgyou about how such words as "friend" are misused by a

large number of people, u51ng them as they da to de51§nate
all kinds of relat1onsh1ps that are not frlendshlps. I tell
you that I am not your frlend Our mutual belijeéf that the
word has been misused to the point of maklng it useless for
communicating what ‘we think. it should, might‘demanﬁ that‘my
saying this tolybu, thereby intending to haue you believe 1
am your friend, depends upon my intehtion that. you recoéniie

my intention to let you know that I am‘your friend. (Why

.

else would 1 use a word that have olaimed has become
meaningless? Perhaps to let you know that -I am ndt\really
your friend. Perhaps I have put you in a positioniwhere you
have to dec1de ) Again,: I have meant that I am your frlend

without having availed myself of the conventional meaning of

the words T use.
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You may intend to let me know something in virtue of

‘1what Gr1ce has called a conversatlonal 1mp11cature.1 That

. you may fail to observe the llmltatlons on what is
appropriate in a conversatlon in such a way to let me.know
that YOu intended sbmething~quitendifferent Let us say
(Grlce s ekxample) that I have asked you to wrlte me a letter_
of recommendatlon for aJhr551on to a doctoral program. You
write, and let me knéw“fﬁat you have written, "Rod has good
'penmanship,and always cemes to.class." Because what you have
said is manifestly irrelevant to whether or not I am any
good at phllosophy, I. realize that .you 1ntend the reader to -
belleve that I am not any good at phllosophy, and thereby
v;ome to believe that yol do not think‘I am any'good at -
philosophy. You have 1ntended me to recognize your 1ntent10n
to let me know _that you believe I am not good at phllosophy,
fand thereby come to believe you belleve th1s. Thus you have
meant somethlng by manlpulatlng the normal expectations we
-have with respect. to the conventlonal meaning of your
utterance.l(lt is interesting. to note that Grice demarcates

conversatlonal implicatures from what he calles conventional

implicature by” saying "The'presence of a conversational

'1mp11cature must be capable of being worked out; for even if
it can in- fact be lntU1t$§flé grasped, unless the intuition
is replaceable by an argament, the.implicature (if present

S

at all) will not count as asconversational implicature; it

:“.'?:’ . "";

'H.P. Grice, "Logic and Conversation" . in The Logic of -
Grammar, ed. by Donald Davidson -and Gilbert Harman®{Encino,
"CA: Dickenspn Publishlng Company,_Inc., 1975).



S owill be a convent1onal 1mp11cature." Th1s d1ffefence,~ﬂee“f' o

Sy

between communlcatlon that can be descrzbed ‘as operatlng in ﬂ? o

virtue of 1nference from premlses about the context (and

[

what is done in that'context) and conventlonal-«

-

_commun1cat10n, 1s essentxally that whlch is hlddep by
o ) L
.Grlce s=analysls of meanlng L) R SRS *_ e

ks

These examples of the Grlcean mechanlsm ope:atlng arejj'

13

cases wherein a llngulstlc coritext’ has prov1ded a
[ J

- communicative co ordination 51tuat10n, and'co—o:dlnetion‘
(the audlence forming the 1ntended bellef) 1s achleved
through bhe audlence com1ng to a conclus1on ahout the
‘speaker s 1ntentlen3s1n the next section I w111 cpgsider
certain phenomeneﬁtﬁat beve beehataken;to.demonstréte'the

operation of the Gricean mechanism within linguistic

conventions. I will attempt to show that they do not.
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vI. The_Gricean Mechagism in‘Conventional tanguage'Use'

v In the sixth chapter of L1ngu1st1c Behav1or Jonathan

Bennetﬂ descrlbes certaln "fam111ar klnds of commun1cat1ve
ﬂransact1on .wh1ch he clalms "cannot be understood except in
Gricean terms" The communlcatlve transactfons thét he

‘ descrlbes occur w1th1n the conventlons of normal language

-use, and if Benﬂett were correct about ‘the necess1ty of a

' Gr1cean dlagn051s of speaker .8 1ntentlons .with- respect to

“ '

these cases, ‘a 51gn1f10ant class of apparently convent1onal

»utterances would be counterexamples to a cla1m that language

i:use 1s*almost entlrely non- Grlcean. Thls, 1n 1tself would \

not show my argument to th1s p01nt to .be 1nva11d It could

be the case that in 1ts normal funct1on1ng, language

-

presented us w1th a class of cases that need to be‘treated

as problems to be solved v1a lemmas about other ‘person's -

, 1ntent1ons to have us recognlze their 1ntentlons.,1f 1t 1s

-~ f ot

not the case that all or nearly all of language use

. %

functions ' 1n th1s way, . such a situation ean be a551ﬁllated
to my argument to this p01nt by say1ng that those aspeéts of
language use, depend on, but are not themselves 1nstances of,

conventlons. But this is no matter, as Bennett is wrong 1n

-

saylng these aspects of language use are- Grlcean _anyway.

s

Tpe aspects of 1anguage use that Bennett th1nks demand

g o
a Gricean diagnosis are of two k1nds. The f1rst are casesz'

3

- wherein there is an element of. amblgu1ty wn an utterance

(LB' p-167£f). If a speaker utters someth1ng that has more

1

than one. p0551ble meaning, or 1f his, utterance can be

¢

’



1nterpreted as . belng of more than one p0551ble speech act'
~(e’g is’ 1t 1ntended as a command or as advxce?) or, 1£ the

X o“

utterance conta1ns pronouns,.demonstrat1ves, or deflnlte

descr1ptlons that do not un1que1y 1deht1fy thelr referents;t

1t may be the case that wh1ch of thé poss1ble ‘i

~
o

1nterpretatlons 1s correct can Only be dec1ded on the ba51s;
-.of recognltlon of" the utterer s 1ntent1on,.and the speakera;i
intends. h1s uttefance to be so d1samblguated by his’ '
avdierce. L | . o :v o ~,;f o ,fﬁxf”
Bennett correctly realizes that not all occurrences ofi'

. these k1nds of amb1gu1ty éemand Grzcean dlagnoses of -
speaker s 1ntent10ns. In cases where the .context of
‘,utterance in conversat1on makes all but one 1ntérpretat;on;f~
nonsens1cal .or at. 1east enormously unl1kely, or where‘ ' }
recognlzed 1ntonat10n contours or other characterlstzcs of

the utterance or speech 51tuat1on deslgnate the 1ntended
spee%h act or where _one of our’ abundande of non- Grlceanv Qa;;
ways" (LB p. 169) of sortlng out 1ntended referents come o
into play, a hearer may correctly 1nterpret an utterance 1n
v1rtue of general semantic propertaes of the utterance and
its ;ontext and be’ 1ntended to. do so, or assumed to do so,

| by the speaker.-(A speaker may not know hlS utterance is
amblguous Tn‘ESEE\way. Th;s is 1rrelevant to the concerns at
hand. If: he doesn t. know a problem exlsts, he can 't have

' 1ntent1ons as to how it should be solved.).

Sw the cases that 1n v1rtue of the1r amblgulty, are

~3

to show that a good port1on of .our language use involves



h Griéean speaker S. 1ntent10ns are those in which there aAg'no

1propert1es of the utterance that are conventlonaily used to

fdlsamblguate utterances of that k1nd uor propertles of the

context of ut?erance whlch would’ give reason\ﬂo accept. dne

~1nterpretatlonﬁas correct, and in whlch the speaker expects

;\'

7 e

the hearer to recbgnlze hlS intention to get” him to bellewe
a certaln thlng, and thereby come to have the approprlate

bellef I ¢an., thlnk of two ways 1n wh1ch this mlght occur

u‘In one, the speaker may rely on a nonrconventlonal way of

’

dlsamblguatrng an. utterance, and expect the hearer to 1nfer
1s 1ntention on, the basis of that nen- conventlonal s1gnal
ThlS case has few 1mp11cat1ons for. the nature of the

1ntent1ons and expectatlons in v1rtbe of, wh1ch we generally
A

idlsamblguate utterances, 1nsofar as ve don tdusually use

“non- conventlonal means 3; dlsamblguatlng utterancts

Usually, it .seems, we ar:;fretty much unaware of amblguity,

trusting to cohtext to s

t things out. (If a-

60

-

:@‘k .

‘pon conventional method of dlsamblguat1ng utteranCes catoﬁﬁs

’
on, say because we happen upon some. new amblgulty of speech
»
act, and need to-solve-1t it becomés convent1onal and

"won't do what Bennett wants it to ) The other situation I

can th1nk of in whlch a speaker expects h1s 1ntent10n to get
3

a hearer to” recognlze hlS 1ntent10n to have the hearer form
a certaln gitg f, without there be1ng propert1es of the
utterance or ts context which wouid suggest which A

' |
1nterpretat10n was the torrect one, is one 1n which the

L]

’speaker has ‘a completely groundless expectatlon What re\.

- ) \
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sa1d must be 11tera11y amblguous, amblguous 1n context, and

~ -
.

~not dlsamblguated by such thxngs as, fac1al expre551on or

tone of veice,; and the speaker must §t111 expect hig

‘1ntended message to be recogn1zed Perhaps two persons are

N v

‘talk1ng over a fence (they ‘can't see each other's bodles)

1

wearing welding masks (they can t see . each others faces)
' ﬁﬁre there is a great deal of n01se Ithey are yell;ng as’

loud as’ they can in order 'to, be heard) in an area where

there are large heavy objects flying’ about (they often warn

.each other by yelllng'"Duck'") looklng 1nto thﬁtsky looking ;'

\

for ducks. One yells "Duck!?”, expectlng the other to -

recognlze his 1ntent10n to get the other to bel1eve he

L

should duck. It seems. that any ev1dence that would give-the

‘ hearer a clue as to what the. speaker 1ntended him to bellevef?

would also be ev1dence (on genetal semantﬁc con51derat10ns)

for a conclu51on about a correct 1nterpretat10n that - d1d not
degend on recogn1tron of the speaker s 1ntent1on. (We must
be careful here. 1f the hearer ofwan_amblguous sentence
forms a belief on the basis of general semantic

consideratlons,\he maybe doeS‘somethlng we call -"pecognizing

" the speaker's intention”; although his»recognizing the -

speaker's intention ig not then part of his reason for:
holding the belief. His reasons are the properties of‘theh
utterance and 1ts context through whlch‘he understood the
utterance. ) Bennett seems to requ1re a case where the‘

speaker expects hls~;ntent10n to be'recogn1zed, ‘even while

the hearer has mo evidence as to what that intention might

’
1l

7 «



be. While such speakers might be possible, 1I don't think

s

- they demonstrate much about our normal language use.

-

It seems that a largg number of the ambiguous
utterances we may have to deal with do not demand our doing
any Gricean‘prohlem—solving. This is only to be expected it
seems to me. In any type of recurrlng 51tuat1on in whlch we
found ourselves a little baffled by what it was others vere
trying to get across, there would be pressure on us to-
develop methods o¢of dlstlnguxslng possible messages on the
bas1s of the ways and tircumstances in Wthh they were
uttered. We have been here a long time, and it is no wonder

most of the thlngs we say are effectlvely unamb1guous

The second aspect of normal language use that Bennett

. cla1ms demonstrates the ex1stence of Gricean, speaker 5

-

1ntentlons 1n,normal language use are 1njunct10ns that are

intended by the speaker.to be compiled with in virtue of the

 hearer's altruism (LB, p.164ff). His case for claiming *that

expectations of altruistic compliance are Gricean involves a. -

bit of subterfuge, however. ‘ ’

When an utterer U enjoins an.audience A to do X, wheni
there is no.benefit for A in his doing X, it is often the
case that U expects A's reason for doingfg toibe that, for
A, satisfying certain wishes of personS“ér'of“U in

- : t
particular is a good inj}tself. In such a case "A's basic .

reason for doing X is that U wants him to" (LB, p.165) that-

"is, A does X in virtue of his recognition that U wants him

to do, aad that is what W intends. According to. Bennett's
‘ .
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]

" application of GriceWs,analysis of meaning’to injunctions u

has meant (Griéely)‘that.A should dofx; The subterfugellies
in Bennett s appl1cat10n of Gr1ce S analysls of meanlng to .

1njunctlons. Bennett follows Frlce and says that "U meth

“that# is to do X if U asted with the intention

\ - .
‘ . ' [

(i) . that A should do X

(ii) that A should™e aware of intention (a)

(iii) that'the awareness.mentionedfin (a) should be
é‘part of A's reason “for doing X" (LB p 13)
Thus, one does nqh as one might’ thlnk oné’ does, 1ntend
someone to understand what one is telling them to do, and
expect them to do it on the basis of,thelr recbgnltlon of
what it is one wants ‘them to do (when their altru1sm is
supposed to provide their mot1vat1on). ‘Rather, 1t is in
v1rté% of their expected recognition of one s expectat1on
one is supposed to mearn anythlng at all, when engoxnlng
gomeone to do something;(when their altruism is e ectedétp
provide their motivation). Thus, tbe_mecnanisms b;Pwnich one
means what one does when one says FCioseﬂthe door" are,‘by

Bennett's account, supposedly entlrely dlfferent when one

says it to one's fr1end as opposed to when one says it to.a

1subordlnate, for example. I f1nd this implausible.’

The characterlst1cally linguistic element .of

1njunct10ns, whatever the expected reason for compllance can
be glven an -account entlrely in terms of thelr convent1onal
meanlng With respect to 1n3unctlons in a language, we can
say that someone is’trust1ng in L, if they con51der_d01ng

v -~
.
-
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| what they are told to.do or asked to do by a speaker of L,
»_and truthful in L if they expect their hearers to do so. The
:reasons why they mlght do so, or be expected to do so may
then be cons1dered to be character1st1cs of the partlcular
case, not essentlally related~to the conventaonal.role of
the ntterance. In”cases.where the audience's altruism is
expected to prov1de the mot1vat1on for compliance, the case
will take on a Gricean character but'thls character will .
not relate to the meanlng of the utterance ‘The subterfuge
1n Bennett's account of 1n]unctlon meaning is the‘collapsing
. of the distinction between a communicative element and the
inteéntions and beliefs involved in'that' and the intentions

3
and bellefs whlch come into play once someone knows what is

wanted of ;hem The fltSt has to do with the 1ntent10ns
1nvolved 1n language use, the second does not That the
recogn1t10n of other s 1ntent10ns plays a certaln role 1n o
our social 1nteract1ons does not mean that the recognltlon

of other 5 1ntent10ns plays aﬁg%le in the communication in

virtue of which those interactions occur,

¢
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.. Concluding Remarks

. r |

The individual is, .in his futd?é_

and in his past, a piece of
- fate, one law more, one -
‘nece531ty more for everythlng
that is and everythlng that_ will
“be. To say to him 'change .
* yourself' means to demand that
W-everythlng should change, even
in the past. _ '
——ngtzsche, Tw1llght of the
Idols : -

I’ d like to describe what /I take myself to have shown,

and attempt to glve some 1dea why someone would be concerned

bulk of thls the51s has

[

.to have shown it. Two separable cla1ms have been made..TEg

been 1ntended to show that our

conventlons 1nvolve an essentlal element of the hab1tual N

acceptancewof normality, and to apply th1s-1n_refutat10n.of,”

‘two doctrines that have

claimed that our conventional

language use is not best understbod as doing so. Also, it

has been claimedAthat langhage is misrepresented if it,is 

K ) . - g ‘ c
described in such a way as to imply an understanding’ on our

part of a ‘problem we collectively face .and have found a way

to solve. As David Lewis says, "Langﬁage'is iny‘one'among

many activities governed by»donventions.bhét we did not

. create by agreeing;andicannOt aeééfibéy‘kgﬂ p.3).

-

is not reguired for the

‘Together, what do fhesé imply?”Thétfour understanding

contlnulng operatlon of a

.convention, or for 1ts success if it is a conventlon 51m1lar

to language (one of the

"others of thlS type”). Much of the

broblem of how to live together is solved, but ‘not by us.

Lo
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Both Grice and Bennettntahe-positions thatlimply a
realm'of inference and understanding underlying the most
basic processes via which we live with one another. I do not
see that'this is useful, I wohder when we subtract from a
man or a woman the1r part in our conventlons, what can be
thought to remain. Trad1t1onally an appeal to convention has
served to mark a person's ties to others and to the past
When applied to those things for whlch "convention"” takes on
a sense of metaphor, the’use ot the word has shifted the
focus of a search to understand man away from what can be
truly said of him 1ndependent of h1s be1ng a soc1al fact. I
found it odd that an analys;s of our concept of conventlon
should serve the purposes_of those who would deny this. I
think I've shown that it should not.
" The shameful secret of this thesis is its implicit

o

conservativism. Without the man behind the scenes, the

extentfto which it gs obvious that it is true that "We might
change ourmconVentions if ue like" (C, p.1) decreases. If w;
take thosetth{ngs which permit our living together in virtue
of our ability to conform, and not'necessarily in virtue of
our ability to understand, to be conventions, it, is no‘
longer clear that we would necessarily comprehend what a
change in our conventlons would con51st 1n. In such a case,
it may be closer to the truth to say . we can cease to,

co- ordlnate~our actlons 1f'we like. .
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