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Abstract In recent years, speech-act theory has mooted the possibility that one

utterance can signify a number of different things. This pluralist conception of

signification lies at the heart of Thomas Bradwardine’s solution to the insolubles,

logical puzzles such as the semantic paradoxes, presented in Oxford in the early

1320s. His leading assumption was that signification is closed under consequence,

that is, that a proposition signifies everything which follows from what it signifies.

Then any proposition signifying its own falsity, he showed, also signifies its own

truth and so, since it signifies things which cannot both obtain, it is simply false.

Bradwardine himself, and his contemporaries, did not elaborate this pluralist theory,

or say much in its defence. It can be shown to accord closely, however, with the

prevailing conception of logical consequence in England in the fourteenth century.

Recent pluralist theories of signification, such as Grice’s, also endorse Bradwar-

dine’s closure postulate as a plausible constraint on signification, and so his analysis

of the semantic paradoxes is seen to be both well-grounded and plausible.
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In the early 1320s, Thomas Bradwardine proposed a radically new solution to the

insolubles, logical puzzles including the Liar paradox.1 Bradwardine was then a

young teaching master in the Arts Faculty at Oxford University. Soon afterwards he

joined others at Merton College to establish a group known as the Oxford
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Calculators, making ground-breaking contributions to mathematical physics. He

died in 1349, shortly after being consecrated as Archbishop of Canterbury.

The Liar paradox is a self-referential proposition such as

Socrates utters a falsehood,

uttered by Socrates, who, let us suppose, utters nothing else. If Socrates’ utterance

were true, it would be false, for that is what it signifies. So by reductio ad absurdum,

it is false. But having shown that it is false, it would seem to follow

straightforwardly that it is true, for that is what Socrates said.

Bradwardine rejects the second leg of this deduction. The move is variously

known as ‘‘T-in’’ (Field 2006: p. 572), or ‘‘Upwards T-Inference’’ (Maudlin 2004:

p. 8):

If p then ppq is true.

Let us suppose that Bradwardine was right, and Socrates’ utterance is indeed

false. To conclude that it is therefore (also) true, we normally assume that all it

signifies is that Socrates’ utterance is false, or at least that its falsehood suffices for

its truth. What Bradwardine does is to show that self-falsifying utterances like

Socrates’ signify other things as well. His theory of signification is pluralist:

utterances signify many things. The inference concluding that an utterance is true is

warranted only if everything it signifies obtains, and in such cases that is impossible.

1 Bradwardine’s second thesis

Propositions like ‘Socrates utters a falsehood’ were described by the medievals as

‘‘insolubles’’. They frequently commented that calling them insolubles did not mean

they were impossible to solve, only that it was very difficult to solve them. The nub

of Thomas Bradwardine’s solution to the insolubles is his second thesis:

If some proposition signifies itself not to be true or itself to be false, it signifies

itself to be true and is false. (Bradwardine 2008: §6.4)

No proposition can only signify itself to be false, as he says in response to an

objection:

Another objection is this: it was said that A signifies both that Socrates utters a

falsehood and that it itself is false and true. This is not true because names and

sentences signify by convention: suppose that A signifies only that Socrates

utters a falsehood, then the general argument made earlier breaks down.

(Bradwardine 2008: §A.4.3)2

2 This passage occurs in an additional chapter found in only two of the thirteen manuscripts: see §2

below.
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Bradwardine rejects this. His thesis shows that even though signification is by

convention, that does not offer us free rein to signify what we want.3 It is the same

with truth: one cannot make the signs ‘A man runs’ mean that a man runs without

the proposition so formed being true. What one’s signs signify by convention has

certain ineluctable consequences.

The principle which governs signification and leads to the surprising conclusion

framed in Bradwardine’s second thesis is given in his second postulate:

Every proposition signifies or means as a matter of fact or absolutely

hrespectivelyi everything which follows from it as a matter of fact or

absolutely. (Bradwardine 2008: §6.3)

This is a powerful claim. It entails that every proposition signifies many things. This

is what I am calling Bradwardine’s pluralist theory of signification. Signification is

plural and manifold. Propositions signify many things, including the consequences

of whatever they signify.

Dutilh-Novaes (Dutilh-Novaes 2008) argues persuasively that Tarski’s T-scheme,

of which Upward T-Inference is one part, embodies the contentious assumption that

every proposition says exactly one thing. More particularly, as expressed by

Andjelković and Williamson, a reformulation of the T-scheme to make what a

proposition says explicit ‘‘entails a principle of uniformity to the effect... that

everything said by a given sentence in a given context has the same truth-value.’’

(Andjelković and Williamson 2000: p. 225) But this is highly implausible. Dutilh-

Novaes instances propositions containing definite descriptions, which according to

Russell’s analysis say three things: e.g., ‘The author of Waverley was Scotch’ says

that one and only one person wrote Waverley, and that person was Scotch. By

Bradwardine’s second postulate it also says that someone wrote Waverley and that

someone was Scotch. That, for example, someone wrote Waverley is not enough to

establish that ‘The author of Waverley was Scotch’ is true. It is a necessary

condition, but not sufficient. For an utterance to be true everything it signifies must

obtain.

The central puzzle on which Bradwardine focuses is the Liar paradox in the form

we gave it above: ‘Socrates utters a falsehood’, uttered by Socrates, who utters

nothing else. Call it A. Then it seems natural to conclude that A signifies that it itself

is false. Clearly, it does so only contingently, and because Socrates utters it and

nothing else. For what Socrates utters is A, and what he utters signifies that he utters

a falsehood. So it signifies that what he utters is false, and since what he utters is A
and, by hypothesis, only A, it signifies that A is false, that is, that it itself is false.

So Bradwardine’s second postulate has a certain plausibility, that signification is

closed under consequence. But Spade (1981) interprets Bradwardine more

cautiously, not as saying that a proposition signifies everything that follows from

what it signifies, but rather everything that follows from it. That certainly is what his

statement cited above literally says. But as Spade himself notes, to take it literally

3 Bradwardine (2008) §ad A.4.3: ‘‘It must be said that any proposition signifying itself not to be true or

itself to be false necessarily signifies itself to be true, as was decisively shown above by the second

thesis.’’
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undermines his solution to the insolubles. Suppose A is true. Then things are as it

signifies them to be, by Bradwardine’s first definition (‘‘A true proposition is an

utterance signifying only as things are’’), so what he says is false, that is, A is false.

Assuming nothing can be both true and false, which seems implicit in Bradwar-

dine’s first postulate (‘‘Every proposition is true or false’’, i.e., every proposition is

either true or false and not both), it follows that A cannot be true, and so is false. So

far, so good. But given that A is false, and that A signifies that it is false, it would

appear to follow by the first definition, the definition of truth, that A is true. If that

last inference was sound, we would be enmired in the usual paradox. Bradwardine’s

response is to say that it does not follow, for A’s being false is not all that A
signifies. To be true, thing must be wholly as it signifies them to be, and it signifies

them to be both false and, by the second thesis, true. That it is false is not sufficient

to conclude that it is true. So Bradwardine rejects the standard form of Upwards

T-Inference.

However, if Spade’s interpretation were correct, it would indeed follow from A’s

being false that it was true. For to prove the second thesis, Bradwardine needs to

apply his second postulate to the assumption that some given proposition signifies

that it itself is false. So he will need to show that its being true follows from its

being false.

In fact, this is not how Bradwardine’s argument for the second thesis proceeds.

Throughout his treatise whenever he applies the second postulate he uses it as a

closure postulate, not as he (loosely) expressed it and as Spade interprets it. His

proof runs like this: suppose some proposition signifies that it itself is false. Now

suppose it is false. Then things are not wholly as it signifies (by the second

definition: ‘‘A false proposition is an utterance signifying other than things are’’), so

either it’s not false or whatever else it signifies fails to hold. That is, if it’s false and

whatever else it signifies obtains then it’s true. But the antecedent of this

conditional, ‘it’s false and whatever else it signifies obtains’, is what it signifies. So

by the second postulate, it must signify what follows from that antecedent, namely,

that it’s true. So if it signifies that it’s false, it must signify that it’s true too. The

second thesis is proved. Moreover, given that it signifies both that it’s false and that

it’s true, something it signifies must fail to obtain (by the first postulate) and so by

the second definition it is false.

The second postulate is here applied not to the conditional, ‘if it’s false then it’s

true’, but to the more complex conditional, ‘if it’s false and whatever else it signifies

obtains, then it’s true’. The simpler conditional does not hold. If it did, we could

infer from the final conclusion that the proposition is false that it is also true, and

Bradwardine’s solution would have collapsed in the usual revenge paradox.4

Nothing Bradwardine is committed to serves to establish the simpler conditional.

Moreover, the antecedent of the more complex conditional clearly cannot hold, so

we cannot use it to detach its consequent. Not everything such a proposition

signifies can obtain, since it signifies both that it’s true and that it’s false.

4 See (Martin 1984: p. 4)
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2 Bradwardine’s second postulate

We’ve seen that it’s natural to infer that proposition A, ‘Socrates utters a falsehood’,

signifies that A is false, even though what it explicitly signifies is that Socrates utters

a falsehood. It signifies that it itself is false only because it is uttered by Socrates and

he utters nothing else. But Bradwardine’s second postulate is stronger: it says that

any proposition signifies whatever follows, absolutely or as a matter of fact,5 from

what it signifies. In the case of Socrates’ utterance A, it’s a small step from its

signifying that what Socrates utters is false to its signifying that it itself is false,

since as a matter of fact it is what Socrates utters. But the second postulate admits

more subtle chains of reasoning than that, like the one in the proof of the second

thesis and more besides. How far is this legitimate?

Of the 13 extant manuscripts of Bradwardine’s treatise, two include an additional

chapter, as noted in footnote 3. One of these manuscripts includes it as part of the

main text in the same hand, giving the explicit attributing the whole work to

Bradwardine after this thirteenth chapter;6 the other appends the extra chapter after

the explicit on a new page in a new hand. So there is some reason to suppose the

chapter is by Bradwardine, but also good reason to be cautious in this attribution.

Whoever the author is, and if it’s not Bradwardine it’s someone following his

solution closely, remarks that ‘Socrates utters a falsehood ’ signifies not only that

it’s false, and that it’s true, but also that Socrates exists and that a falsehood exists:

It must be said that, keeping the hypothesis, it is necessary that A signifies

other than that Socrates utters a falsehood, because Socrates’ existing and a

falsehood’s existing follow necessarily from A. (Bradwardine 2008: §ad

A.4.3)

These two are immediate and obvious consequences: Socrates can’t utter a

falsehood unless both he and the falsehood exist. Moreover, these are absolute

consequences.

In chapter 8 of his treatise, Bradwardine considers other insolubles, familiar

attempts to dress the rather bald Liar paradox up in more exciting clothes. Suppose

there is a share-out, he says, in which everyone who does not utter a falsehood will

receive a penny. Socrates, joker to the last, pipes up: ‘Socrates will not receive a

penny’. By the rules of the share-out, uttering a falsehood and not receiving a penny

are interchangeable and equivalent:

To see this, it needs to be realised that ‘will not receive a penny’ and ‘utters a

falsehood’ are equivalent as a matter of fact, because they are universally true

of each other, and because their opposites are equivalent, namely, ‘will receive

a penny’ and ‘does not utter a falsehood’. (Bradwardine 2008: §ad 8.1)

So by the second postulate, since as a matter of fact that is all he utters, his utterance

signifies that what he says is false, that is, it signifies its own falsity. So by the

5 The Latin terms are simpliciter (absolutely) and ut nunc (as a matter of fact).
6 Explicit Insolubilium tractatus Magistri Thome de Anglia (‘‘Here end the Insolubles of Master Thomas

of England’’).
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second thesis, it signifies its own truth and is false. Once again, the inference is

immediate and transparent, and here again, it holds only as a matter of fact, given

the conditions of the share-out.

In chapter 7 of his treatise, Bradwardine briefly invokes a reason for a particular

application of the second postulate. Let B be Bradwardine’s claim that Socrates

utters a falsehood. Bradwardine’s own claim B, that Socrates utters a falsehood, is

presented by Bradwardine as a true proposition, whereas Socrates’ identical

statement A, that Socrates utters a falsehood, is said by Bradwardine to be false. The

objection Bradwardine considers goes like this:

But the subjects, predicates and copulas of A and B create entirely the same

concepts in thought and in the same order, and so the mind in simple

apprehension is affected by each in entirely the same way. Hence if the same

concepts are thought in the same order, the proposition composed will be

entirely the same and not diverse; hence they signify entirely the same.

Therefore they are equivalent. (Bradwardine 2008: §7.2.4)

And if they’re equivalent, they must have the same truth-value, so if Bradwardine is

right, Socrates was right too, and so Bradwardine is wrong.

Bradwardine’s comments here serve to answer a puzzle: if what is signified is

multiple, there must be a criterion of identity and distinctness to distinguish them.

What is it? Bradwardine clearly takes the criterion of identity to be equivalence.

That was Andjelković and Williamson’s criterion too, as noted (Andjelković and

Williamson 2000: p. 225). A and B signify differently, since what they signify are

not equivalent. A signifies not only that A is false, but also that A is true; although B
also signifies that A is false, it does not signify that A is true, and A’s truth and falsity

are not equivalent. To suppose so would be, once again, to suggest A’s truth follows

from its falsity.

Bradwardine’s objection is in fact the problem of revenge once again.

Bradwardine’s reply distinguishes the primary composition of thoughts from their

secondary or consequential composition. A’s truth doesn’t follow from assuming it’s

false, as we have seen. Rather, while both A and B signify primarily that Socrates

utters a falsehood (that’s explicit), A signifies secondarily that A is false and that A is

true, which B does not signify:

It is clearer to use the verb ‘create’ as a general term for creating a concept

afresh or for reducing a concept from a first act to a second act. And in this

sense, the major premise is true yet the inference is not valid, but it can

correctly be inferred that the primary composition of each in thought is the

same, but not everything, because each of them signifies primarily that

Socrates utters a falsehood and A signifies secondarily that A is false and that A
is true, as was shown. (Bradwardine 2008: §ad 7.2.4)

The additional chapter phrases this differently: B primarily signifies only that A is

false, whereas A primarily signifies both that A is false and that A is true:

It must be said that I concede B; and it does not follow that therefore it is

wholly as is primarily signified by A, because it is not the same wholly to be
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primarily signified by A and by B, since B primarily signifies only that A is not

true, but A primarily signifies that A is true. For if A does not primarily signify

A to be true or primarily signify only that it is not true, then it primarily

signifies that it is not as is primarily signified by A, and by A is only signified

primarily that A is not true, so A primarily signifies that it is not the case that A
is not true, and this is A’s being true, hence A primarily signifies that A is true.

(Bradwardine 2008: §ad A.5)

In fact, this distinction between principal or primary and consequential signification

seems to occur in the 12 main chapters of Bradwardine’s treatise only in the mouth

of an objector. It became more significant later in the century, e.g., in a treatise

written around the middle of the fourteenth century by Robert Fland, as did talk of a

proposition signifying exactly as its terms say explicitly.7 Fland writes:

The conclusion [‘A is not true’] is an insoluble signifying primarily and

principally as things are and consequently other than things are. (Spade 1978:

§7)

Fland is writing in the subsequent English tradition following William Heytesbury

as well as Bradwardine. Heytesbury’s theory, published in 1335, became very

popular among English writers on the insolubles. Heytesbury concedes that A
signifies more than just what its terms explicitly say but remains coy as to what that

might be. Fland says that (following Heytesbury) we need not specify what else A
signifies (Spade 1978: §8); or (following Bradwardine) we can spell the insoluble

out as a conjunction:

A signifies its significates conjunctively, that is, this proposition, ‘A is not

true’, signifies that A is not true and that ‘A is not true’ is true. (Spade 1978:

§11)

Fland describes secondary signification as ‘‘consequential’’ signification. He

belongs to a long-standing English tradition in the fourteenth century (with earlier

antecedents) in spelling out consequence in terms of understanding. In his treatise

on consequence, Fland writes:

General rules are given in order to appreciate when a consequence is formally

valid. The first is this: where the conclusion is formally understood in the

premises. For example, this consequence is formally valid: ‘There is a man, so

there is an animal’, because the conclusion ‘animal’ is formally understood in

the premise, namely, ‘man’. (Spade 1976: §1)

We find the same language in numerous English authors: Hopton, Billingham,

Strode, Lavenham and the Consequentiae Oxonie, as Spade and Ashworth note.

(Ashworth and Spade 1992: p. 39) In these authors, material consequences seem to

be restricted to the strict implicational paradoxes, that anything follows from an

7 The Latin terms are significare precise (signify exactly) and pretendere (say explicitly).
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impossibility and a necessary truth follows from anything.8 In many of these

authors, formal consequence is divided into ‘‘formal consequence in form’’ and

‘‘formal consequence in matter’’,9 the former being the more familiar notion of

formal consequence found in John Buridan (Buridan 1976: p. 22) and in

contemporary logic, which holds for all substitutions of non-logical terms. Formal

consequence in matter corresponds roughly to what in recent times would be called

‘‘analytic consequence’’, as Spade notes. (Spade 1974: p. 78) ‘Every man is an

animal’ is analytic, for ‘animal’ is part of the meaning, or signification, or

understanding, of ‘man’.

As is now recognised, this English tradition was continued in Italy, in such

authors as Peter of Mantua, Paul of Pergula and Alexander Sermoneta, in the later

fourteenth and early fifteenth centuries. It’s tempting to read this tradition as

adopting an epistemic, or even psychological, criterion for consequence. (Ashworth

and Spade 1992: p. 39) But as Spade earlier recognised (Spade 1974: p. 79), it’s

better interpreted as conceptual containment. For example, Peter of Mantua writes:

Such an intention or such a concept as Socrates or being is never present in the

intellect which is actually considering being or Socrates, unless it primarily

signifies to that intellect being or Socrates; and likewise generally for any

common or discrete concept. (Peter of Mantua 1983: p. 1 §3)

Then if A creates a concept in thought (as Bradwardine puts it) that A is false, and

the thought that A is true is contained in that thought (since it follows from it

together with other things that A signifies and so adds to the primary thought), then

A creates the thought that A is true and so signifies it. More generally, if a

proposition creates concepts in thought, and what follows from that conception is

analytically contained in it, then it must create those consequences in thought, and

so signifies them. Signification is closed under analytic containment, that is, under

formal consequence in matter.

3 Natural and conventional signification

Bradwardine is very brief in his discussion of signification, and gives no explicit

argument for his second postulate, nor did his successors who took up the idea of

pluralist signification invoke his closure postulate or try to defend it. But if we step

back from the particular discussion of semantic paradoxes and think generally about

the basis of the concept of signification, we can perhaps understand how this

postulate can be further justified.

Central to medieval discussions of signification is the distinction between natural

and conventional signification.10 This classic distinction also occurs at the very

8 The Latin terms are ex impossibili quodlibet and necessarium ad quodlibet, respectively.
9 The Latin terms are consequentia formalis de forma (formal consequence in form) and consequentia
formalis de materia (formal consequence in matter).
10 The Latin terms contrast signifying naturaliter (naturally) as against ad placitum or voluntarie
(conventionally).
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opening of Paul Grice’s famous paper on ‘Meaning’ (Grice 1957) from 1957.

‘Those spots mean measles’ is an example of natural meaning, or a natural sign, he

says; ‘Those three rings on the bell mean the bus is full’ is, on the other hand, a case

of non-natural or conventional meaning—the three rings are a conventional sign that

the bus is full.11 The mark of natural meaning, Grice says, is that it is factive: the

spots don’t mean measles unless the subject does have measles. In contrast,

conventional or non-natural meaning is non-factive: the conductor may have rung

the bell in error, the bus not actually being full.12

William of Ockham’s examples (contemporary with Bradwardine) of natural

meaning are the famous adage ‘Smoke means fire’, where the effect is a natural sign

of the cause, and the circulus vini, the barrel-hoop outside the tavern which signifies

there is wine within.13 The essential idea of signification for medieval authors was

that a sign represents something to the intellect. Adams (1987: ch. 4) claims that

what articulates natural signification for Ockham is likeness, the natural similarity

between sign and signified. However, as Boler points out, this does not readily fit all

the examples; in particular, smoke is not like fire. Rather, he claims, ‘‘the concept

[fire] arises automatically, as it were, in our experience.’’ (Boler 2005: p. 71)

For the medievals, it was enough that natural and conventional signs were

representations. But Grice presses the question: is there not some ‘‘single

overarching idea’’ (Grice 1989: p. 349) connecting the two—something more than

just that they represent, that is, are signs? This would accord with his ‘‘Modified

Occam’s Razor’’: ‘‘Senses are not to be multiplied beyond necessity.’’ (Grice 1989:

p. 47) His account is that ‘‘if x means y, then this is equivalent to, or at least contains

as a part of what it means, the claim that y is a consequence of x.’’ (Grice 1989:

p. 292) In natural meaning, consequences are states of affairs; in conventional

meaning, they are ‘‘conceptions.’’ (Grice 1989: p. 350)

This rather vague characterisation of the role of consequences is elaborated only

very little by Grice. Moreover, he seems to equivocate over the direction of

application. For example, discussing natural meaning, he writes: ‘‘some creature X
non-voluntarily produces a certain piece of behaviour a, the production of which

means, or has the consequence, or evidences, that X is in pain.’’ (Grice 1989: p. 292)

But if a evidences pain, a is a consequence of the pain, e.g., a scream or groan; if

X’s being in pain is a consequence of a, then a causes the pain rather than vice versa,

e.g., a lesion or blow. Whether Grice intended both kinds of case, or did not think it

through carefully, is unclear.

Grice’s great project was to explain linguistic meaning, the timeless meaning of

words and sentences, in terms of speaker’s meaning, the actual communicative

interaction of speakers and hearers. The latter, speaker’s meaning, was to be

explained in terms of an intention to produce a response: in the case of declarative

utterances, the intention to produce a belief in the audience. The subtle twist of this

otherwise causal account was that the role of non-natural meaning was that the

11 Grice (1989): pp. 214–215.
12 Grice (1989): p. 349; cf. p. 291.
13 Ockham (William of Ockham 1974) I 1 p. 8: ‘‘And in this way a sound signifies naturally, just as any

effect signifies at least its cause, and also just as the barrel-hoop signifies wine in the tavern.’’
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response should be elicited by virtue of the audience’s recognition of the intention

to provoke that response. Here we move from non-voluntary behaviour to voluntary

behaviour. At its heart seems to lie deception. Now the creature voluntarily

simulates pain-behaviour, for example, when there is not necessarily any pain

present. However, by making clear that the belief should be produced by recognition

of the deception—of the intention to simulate pain-behaviour—the speaker is able

to replace the natural expression of pain by a conventional expression, a non-natural

sign.

Much discussion has focused on the details of Grice’s analysis of speaker’s

meaning. But the important stage for us is the passage from speaker’s meaning to

sentence-meaning. One obvious objection to the whole project is that a speaker

cannot intend to produce a response unless there is some likelihood that it will be

effective. To take Quinton’s example (Quinton 1973: p. 344), I can’t intend to stop

the bus by tapping my kneecaps unless I believe that this action will somehow result

in the bus stopping, or is at least likely to do so. Translated to Grice’s project, it

means that sentence-meaning must be prior to speaker’s meaning, not vice versa.

There must already be some conventional meaning to the words I use which is likely

to be recognised by the hearer before I can use those words to induce a belief.

The answer is twofold: first, the priority of sentence- and word-meaning to

speaker’s meaning is epistemic, whereas the Gricean project aims to reduce

sentence-meaning to speaker’s meaning conceptually. Secondly, Grice’s story about

deception and the replacement of natural signs by conventional signs is not meant as

natural history, but as an explanatory myth, rather like social contract theory. (Grice

1989: p. 297) What Grice describes is a kind of boot-strapping, whereby tentative

attempts at speaker’s meaning become embedded in a practice which evolves into a

communicative scheme. Occasion-meaning (the intended response to a particular

utterance) develops into the occasion-meaning of an utterance-type, which then

becomes the timeless meaning of that type both in application and subsequently

divorced from particular occasions. Standard considerations of compositionality of

meanings then relate timeless sentence-meanings to word-meanings and vice versa.

Speaker’s meaning and sentence-meaning are bound together in that the speaker

relies on the hearer’s knowledge of the timeless conventions in order to recognise

the speaker’s intention; while the conventions of sentence- and word-meaning only

exist because of speakers’ invocation of them.

Grice’s theory is not a straightforwardly causal theory. Such a theory was put

forward by Stevenson (1944), and criticized by Grice in his original paper (Grice

1989: pp. 215 ff.). Nonetheless, Grice’s theory is causal in its inspiration (in

Stevenson) and at its heart: it grounds meaning in an intention to produce an effect.

Searle (1969: pp. 43–44) objects that the effect must be illocutionary, not

perlocutionary. The distinction is Austin’s, though he mainly applied it to acts, not

effects. (Austin 1962: pp. 100–101) An illocutionary act (what one does ‘‘in’’ saying

something) describes what type of speech act was performed: a statement, an order,

a suggestion, a bet, a promise, an argument and so on. (Austin 1962: p. 133) The

perlocutionary act (what one does ‘‘by’’ saying something) describes the speech act

by reference to effects which are not essential to acts of that type: was the audience

alarmed, annoyed, startled, persuaded and so on. (Austin 1962: pp. 101–102)
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Searle’s revision of Grice’s analysis (Searle 1969: p. 49) claims to do two things: to

replace the intention to produce a perlocutionary effect with an illocutionary one;

and to require that the recognition of intention be achieved by the audience’s

knowledge of the rules governing the words used. We’ve seen that the latter was

already part of Grice’s wider project in connecting speaker’s meaning to timeless

meaning. But the former point about the nature of the effect is Searle’s invention.

The effects or responses Grice refers to are characteristically related to the

utterance-type and so are used to distinguish one type of speech act from another.

Searle is right to describe them as illocutionary; but nothing Grice said explicitly

contradicted this.

Recently, Cappelen and Lepore (2005) have defended a view they call ‘‘speech

act pluralism’’. Their view has two essential components: first, semantic minimal-

ism, namely, that the semantic proposition expressed by an utterance is common to

all utterances of the same linguistic type; secondly, pluralism, that what is ‘‘said by’’

an utterance differs from the minimal proposition expressed, that it is different for

different utterances of the same linguistic type, and finally that it includes a whole

raft of consequences of what was said. Consider A and B above, uttered by Socrates

and Bradwardine respectively. On Cappelen and Lepore’s view, there is a minimal

proposition expressed by both A and B, that Socrates uttered a falsehood. But in

addition, what was said by Socrates and Bradwardine differs. Both also said that A
was false, since that was Socrates’ only utterance; and Socrates also said that A was

true, since that follows from what Socrates said, by Bradwardine’s argument.

Of course, Cappelen and Lepore’s view is not Bradwardine’s, nor is it Grice’s.

Cappelen and Lepore spend considerable efforts explaining how their view differs

from Grice’s. What is relevant here, however, is their argument that, properly to

explain linguistic phenomena and the role of context, we need to recognise that

utterances say many things, and that among what utterances say are the

consequences of what is said. For example, if Cappelen and Lepore both think

one of their colleagues, X, is a moronic clown, and Cappelen tells Lepore, ‘X just

wrote a book’, then Cappelen ‘‘said that the moronic clown just wrote a book’’

(Cappelen and Lepore 2005: p. 196). But the speaker may not even know exactly

what he said: ‘‘speakers don’t have privileged access to the content of their speech

acts’’ (p. 202): when Jack utters the sentence, ‘Justine bought the picture’, he may

have ‘‘said that a French woman bought the picture, even though Jack doesn’t know

that Justine is French’’. (loc.cit.) Similarly, Socrates may not realise that he said that

what he said was true. Indeed, he may even disbelieve it. Jack may believe Justine is

Belgian, or English, and not French. But if she is French, he said that the French

woman bought the picture. Similarly, Epimenides said that what he said was true, as

well as false, when he said that all Cretans are liars—but he may well not have

realised what an extraordinary thing he had said.

If Grice is right, signification conventionalizes a relation between sign and

what is signified which is based on consequence: ‘‘if x means y then y...is a

consequence of x.’’ (Grice 1989: pp. 292, 350) But consequence is transitive. If y
is a consequence of x, then the consequences of y are also consequences of x.

Any notion of signification which is based on consequence in this way, whether

that notion of consequence is natural or conventional, will be closed under
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consequence. Grice’s account of linguistic meaning thus serves to underpin and

explain Bradwardine’s second postulate. The way sentence-meaning derives from

speaker’s meaning, and the affinity between non-natural and natural meaning,

both lead to the expectation that signification will extend to the consequences of

what is signified. Bradwardine’s central idea in solving the logical paradoxes is

vindicated.

4 Conclusion

Bradwardine’s solution to the paradoxes depends on a pluralist conception of

signification, whereby what is uttered signifies not only what its terms explicitly say,

but also all the consequences of what is signified. Though neither Bradwardine nor

his successors attempted to explain or justify this pluralist conception, it can be seen

to be grounded both in the medieval conception of consequence articulated in

fourteenth-century English logic, requiring (the implicational paradoxes aside) the

conclusion to be conceptually contained in the premises; and in contemporary

theory of meaning, spelled out in Grice’s programme deriving sentence-meaning

from speaker’s meaning. For Grice sees conventional timeless meaning as sharing

with natural meaning the eliciting of a response. The effect naturally reminds one of

its cause; a conventional sign provokes a response because of the learned

association of utterance and illocutionary, non-natural, effect. Given the transitivity

of the consequence relation, Grice’s causal-intentional theory of meaning underpins

and gives further reason to endorse Bradwardine’s closure postulate. Cappelen and

Lepore’s speech act pluralism is also based on the closure of what is said under

consequence. In this way, signification is indeed closed under consequence, as

Bradwardine proposed.

The pluralist conception of signification as closed under consequence is now seen

to have a surprising consequence, namely, that it promises to solve the semantic

paradoxes (or as the medievals called them, the ‘‘insolubles’’). If a proposition can

signify more than one thing, then to show it is true, we must clearly establish that

everything it signifies obtains. The usual derivation of contradiction in the case of

the paradoxes depends crucially on a misapplication of what is sometimes known as

T-in, or Upwards T-Inference, that if what a proposition signifies obtains, then it is

true. Put in the form, ‘if p then ppq is true’, it suggests that all that ppq signifies, and

all that is needed for the truth of ppq, is that p. Socrates’ utterance, and the

insolubles generally, are a counterexample to this loose statement of T-in. Suppose

that Socrates utters ‘Socrates utters a falsehood’, and nothing else. Then it is not the

case that if what Socrates utters is false then what Socrates utters is true. For his

utterance to be true more is needed than that Socrates utter a falsehood, for it

signifies more than that, and everything it signifies must obtain for it to be true. For

‘Socrates utters a falsehood’ to be true it is required not only that Socrates utter a

falsehood but also that Socrates utter a truth. Since, by hypothesis, he uttered only

one proposition, he cannot have uttered both a falsehood and a truth, and so what he

uttered, namely, ‘Socrates utters a falsehood’, is false and not true.
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