takze temat zapozyczen leksykal-
nych, dokonuja klasyfikacji zapo-
zyczen oraz w zwigzly sposob
przedstawiaja, jakie obce stowa
wchodzily do jegzyka polskiego
od poczatkow panstwa polskiego
poprzez poszczegélne stulecia az
do wspolczesnej polszczyzny. W os-
tatniej czeSci rozdzialu poruszaja
zagadnienie europejskiej ligii jgzy-
kowej i podaja charakterystyczne
cechy, ktore tacza stownictwo jg-
zykow wspottworzacych ligg.

Aby moc przedstawi¢ w miarg
pelny obraz jezyka, nalezy wkracza¢
z opisami jezykowymi na grunt
ré6znych dziedzin wiedzy. Dlatego
w ostatnim rozdziale pt. Pograni-
cza jezykoznawstwa autorzy w ob-
szerny sposob przedstawiajg cztery
wybrane dyscypliny naukowe, kté-
re pozwalaja poglgbia¢ wiedza
0 jezyku:

1. Socjolingwistyke, ktora ujmuje
jezyk jako zjawisko spoleczne.

2. Pragmatyke jezykowa, ktora zaj-
muje si¢ opisem jezyka na tle
dziatalnosci cztowieka w ogole.

3. Psycholingwistyke, ktora opi-
suje funkcjonowanie moézgu
w czasie tworzenia i odbioru
mowy oraz porusza zagadnie-
nia zwiazane z filogeneza i on-
togeneza mowy.

4. Etnolingwistyke, badajaca zwia-
zki miedzy jezykiem a kultura.
Warto podkresli¢, ze autorzy
w tym kontek$cie przytaczaja
hipotezg Sapira-Whorfa o roz-
nicach migdzy systemami jgzy-
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kowymi zdeterminowanymi
odmienng interpretacjq rzeczy-
wisto$ci pozajgzykowe;.
Problematyka pracy jest cieka-
wa i moze by¢ przydatna zarowno
dla nauczycieli akademickich,
ktorzy moga wykorzysta¢ zawarty
w niej material na zajgciach ze
wstepu do jezykoznawstwa na kie-
runkach filologicznych i neofilolo-
gicznych, jak rowniez dla studentow
zainteresowanych problematyka
jezykoznawcza i statym podnosze-
niem efektywnosci swojego kszta-
Icenia jgzykowego.
Izabela Bawej

Jonas Pfister, The Metaphysics
and the Epistemology of Meaning,
Frankfurt 2007, ss. 148

In 2007 a German publishing
house known for publications in
philosophy — ontos — released
a book which is akin both to phi-
losophy as well as, surprisingly, to
linguistics. Within the domain of
philosophy, the book is tangential
to metaphysics and epistemology,
more specifically however it is on
the philosophy of language, where-
as the linguistic part of the work
rests on claims stemming from
pragmatics, wherein J. Pfister drops
the extant Grice’s ideas on implica-
ture and draws on more recent
developments in the field.

The structure of the book is
very clear. The first part touches



upon the problem of, as the author
calls it, the metaphysics of mean-
ing and it centres on important pre-
liminary questions such as ‘what is
meant?’, ‘what is said?’, and ‘what
is implicated?’ by immersing these
questions in several theories: the
classical Gricean theory of impli-
catures and some theories which
thrive on it, known as post-Gricean
developments, in particular those
expounded by scholars with a
philosophical bias, such as R.
Carston, K. Bach, F. Recanati, as
well as S. Levinson, who is more
linguistics-oriented. The ‘meta-
physical’ part studies the problem
of communication from the point
of view of the sender who codes
their intentions by means of words
and transmits thus packaged infor-
mation to the hearer. How the
recipient interprets this informa-
tion, i.e. how we recover what is
meant, is appropriated to episte-
mology of meaning, which is
expounded in part two.

Gricean theory of implicatures,
of what is said, as well as semantic
underspecification receive due
attention in part one. The book
starts with some speculations on
the apparently simple question of
what is said, which is believed to
render, however, at least three dif-
ferent readings: (1) somebody said
something and he meant that p.; (2)
somebody said something and it
means p.; (3) somebody said some-
thing and he asserted that p. The

first meaning focuses on the speak-
er’s intentions, the second case cor-
responds to the meaning of the
utterance, and the third meaning
encompasses the previous two.
What is said can be juxtaposed
with what is conventionally impli-
cated. In the utterance He is an En-
glishman; he is, therefore, brave,
one assumes that being brave is
a consequence of being an En-
glishman or the other way round, it
occurs, however, only when one
designates an entity which satisfies
both conditions, as the implication
is not overtly expressed by this
utterance. Pfister expresses his
doubt as to the usefulness of con-
ventional implicature (claiming
that conventional implicature is
a myth), which is intuitively
believed to have no affect on an
utterance, arguing against it on the
basis of expressions like ‘on the
other hand’, ‘but’, or ‘therefore’ on
the grounds that, adhering to
Frege’s theory of language:

“What is said in a sentence is what is
objective (...). The contrast expressed
by “but” is subjective. Therefore that
contrast does not belong to what is
said. (...). Ideas in the speaker’s mind
should not affect the truth of an utter-
ance” (Pfister 2007: 27).

Freed from Grice’s notion of
conventional implicature, Pfister
next disagrees with Bach (1999))
as: (1) the fact that “locutions do
not encode a single meaning and so
they do not provide a uniform con-
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tribution to truth-conditional con-
tent” does not guarantee that “’but’
generates a conventional implica-
ture”; (2) “what locutions like
“but” often convey is not part of
what the speaker is asserting but
rather part of the common ground”
yet “common ground is not what is
conventionally implicated”.

Arguably, sentences which
express our mental states (e.g. I feel
angry) constitute a different case,
for they speak about the state of the
speaker’s mind. They are true then
iff the speaker feels angry, and thus
they belong to what is said, as in
“She was poor but she was honest”
the contrast introduced by ‘but’ is —
as claimed by Pfister — what is said.
The utterance becomes false, as
Pfister maintains, if the contrast is
not true. In other words, it is con-
trast, i.e. expressing some attitude,
which is at issue here:

“She was poor but she was honest does
not perform a second-order speech act
of expressing a contrast between his
saying that she was poor and his say-
ing that she was honest. Rather, he is
expressing a contrast between the fact
that she was honest.* (Pfister 2007: 29).

Another pocket of criticism
against Grice concerns his defini-
tion of locution. Pfister supplants
Grice’s thesis by his own notion of
locution which he takes further and
divides it into two types: one which
encodes attitude about the world
(and this one is dubbed ‘what is
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primarily said”) and one which per-
forms second-order speech acts.
Having briefly analysed locutions
with ‘but’ he comes to the conclu-
sion that, as mentioned above, in
the sentence She was poor but she
was honest the speaker contrasts
the fact that she was poor and that
she was honest, rather than the say-
ing that she was poor and that she
was honest, and therefore sentence
modifiers such as ‘but’ cannot but
ascribe to second-order speech acts
wherein what is said equals what is
meant. Interestingly, Pfister signals
the possibility of a speaker being
engaged in performing speech acts
at two levels simultaneously, which
are different yet related, and these
are the ground-floor statements,
i.e. locutions (lower-order speech
acts) and higher-order speech acts
(commenting on lower-order speech
acts).

Dissatisfied with the theories
available, i.e. with Grice and some
post-Gricean developments, the
author proposes his own solution
by extending the notion of what is
said to engulf (1) what is meant,
and (2) what is determined by con-
ventional meaning (occurrence of
utterance-type sentence) alike, and
in addition to that (i.e. to what
Grice states) Pfister also introduces
the requirement that the speaker
should believe (2). The extended
doxastic version of what is said,
however, makes it hard to distin-
guish, as Pfister (p. 91) admits fol-



lowing Levinson (2000), between
what is said and what is implicated.

In the introduction to his book
Pfister asks himself an anchoring
question: “Is what is said semantic
or pragmatic?”. This question seems
to reverberate in contemporary lin-
guistics with increasing loudness.
The semantic/pragmatic interface
has been the goal of discussion in
dynamic approaches to meaning,
and it is discernable in the propos-
als of at least several scholars, for
example in Wierzbicka (two prag-
matics), Lewandowska-Tomasz-
czyk (dynamic semantics), and Ja-
szczolt (default semantics). It seems,
thus, that Pfister has joined this
debate by expressing his argumen-
tation in his original book.

As noticed by Jaszczolt (2002:
252), Bach and Levinson®, albeit
employing different principles,
“opt for the middle ground
between what is said and what is
implicated (...) whereas Carston,
Sperber and Wilson, and Recanati
subsume this middle level under
what is said”’. Jaszczolt’s Default
Semantics (2007), too, absorbs the
middle level into semantics and
thus what is at stake here is prag-
matic, context-dependent informa-
tion which, if not in some cases

¥ As noticed by Jaszczolt (2007) Levinson
defends this level of meaning as separate
from semantics and pragmatics, while
Bach postulates a syntactic approach to
the middle ground.

unnecessary in assuring meaning,
is treated on equal footing with
other vehicles of meaning, such
as sentence processing output or
default intentions which “secure
the salient reading” (ibid.). Prag-
matic meaning is thus meant to, as
Jaszczolt puts it (2002: 253), “con-
tribute to the semantic, truth-condi-
tional representation of the utter-
ance” (and not the other way
round). It seems, if I am not mis-
taken, that Pfister, just like
Jaszczolt, attributes the middle
ground consisting of default infer-
ences (which roughly corresponds
to what Levinson calls utterance
type and what Grice calls general-
ized conversational implicature) to
the logical form.

This problem aside, Pfister also
discards universal underdetermina-
tion on the grounds that, supposed-
ly, it may lead to absurd conse-
quences of inability to determine
(1) literal meaning; (2) the content
of our thoughts, and eventually
making communication impossi-
ble. Not gratuitously, Pfister thus
proposes his extended notion of
what is said, as described above.
However, what Pfister means here
is, it seems, not so much underde-
termination as underspecification,
the latter defined by Jaszczolt
(2007: 10) as applying to semantic
representation rather than to an
output of information processing at
sentence level, which is believed to
be underdetermination.
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The second part of the book —
the epistemology of meaning, i.e.
the process of understanding
a message in a pragmatic context —
gives a brief account of three theo-
ries: code theory, Gricean theory,
the relevance theory of Sperber and
Wilson, and the game-theoretic
theory. Code theory, developed by
Shannon and Weaver (1949) for
purposes related to engineering
has, according to Pfister, three
basic problems when it comes
to communication: (1) the hearer/
decoder cannot be absolutely sure
whether the message which is
decoded has an utterance-type
meaning (i.e. whether the utterance
is a token of the type at issue); (2)
the theory does not solve the prob-
lem of disambiguation; (3) the the-
ory does not take into considera-
tion the context of an utterance and
thus it is invalid for the explanation
of semantic underdetermination.
With hindsight, the Gricean theory,
too, encounters problems when it
comes to alternative interpretations
of what is said or of what is impli-
cated. The relevance theory in turn
is criticized for either facing simi-
lar problems as Grice’s theory or
even for having no power to
explain anything. The last option
strongly advocated by Pfister, the
game theory, brings into play
Lewis’s signalling game (1969)
which has been transplanted onto
the ground of pragmatics by Parikh
(2000) as the game of partial infor-
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mation (in pragmatics sensu largo
the game theory is also present in
Watzlawick et al. 1967). In line
with the game theory, the outcome
of a game is computable, and so are
the moves of the players, as things
are analysed mathematically in
terms of probability. Parikh claims
that both the speaker’s meaning as
well as the hearer’s interpretation
of this meaning is predictable.
Decisive role plays the game theo-
ry in the processes of communica-
tion, as “game theory helps to bet-
ter understand how what is meant
is understood” (Pfister 2007: 129).
Interestingly, the game theory does
not affect the metaphysics of
meaning but only its epistemology.
The process of communication
allows players to arrive at the same
meaning/interpretation (solution)
with the caveat that the speaker and
the hearer share knowledge of the
speaker’s intentions. All is well if
they do, but satisfying this condi-
tion is not possible in all pragmatic
contexts and thus, it seems, this
theory suffers from the unwelcome
consequence of being applicable to
a limited number of contexts.
Taken together, the original
concepts presented by Pfister re-
volve around two problems con-
nected with message meaning: one
seen from the perspective of the
speaker (the metaphysics of mean-
ing) and one seen from the per-
spective of the hearer (the episte-
mology of meaning). The focus of



attention in Pfister’s analysis is on
the speaker’s intention, and it is
intention which is identified with
meaning. In this respect, Pfister
conforms to ideas advocated by,
e.g. default semantics. In the meta-
physics of meaning, utterance-type
meaning is relegated to formal
proposition which is in line with
some of the neo-Gricean approach-
es mentioned above. In the episte-
mology of meaning the point of
gravity is placed on the players of
the ‘game’ (interaction) and their
shared knowledge which allows
them to calculate probability of
moves of players in the game and
thus to interpret the speaker’s
intentions. Although the game the-
ory employed in the study of utter-
ances unfolded by Pfister may
seem controversial, and, as any
new approach, should not be
assumed on trust, it is amenable to
speculations. Pfister’s ideas on the
metaphysics of meaning, on the
other hand, seem to be convergent
with some neo-Gricean develop-
ments advocated by a number of
scholars who can be set within the
semantics/pragmatics paradigm.
Since intention plays such a crucial
role in meaning identification, it is
tractable, albeit indirectly, not only
to philosophy of language (in par-
ticular phenomenology, cf. e.g.
Jaszczolt 2007) but also to psy-
cholinguistic research on language
processing (in particular language
comprehension). It seems that this

fact makes Pfister’s book an inter-
esting contribution to the discus-
sion on a cognitive orientation of
pragmatics, which understands
pragmatics as “a capacity of the
mind, a kind of information-pro-
cessing system, a system for inter-
preting a particular phenomenon in
the world, namely human ostensive
communicative behaviour” (Car-
ston 2002: 6).

Anna Bqczkowska
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Stanistaw Puppel (red.), Spofeczern-
stwo — kultura — jezyk: w strong in-
terakcyjnej architektury komuni-
kacji, UAM, Poznan 2007, ss. 162

W roku 2007 Katedra Ekokomu-
nikacji, dziatajaca na Uniwersyte-
cie im. Adama Mickiewicza, z oka-
zji pigciolecia swojego istnienia
wydala wolumin poswigcony za-
gadnieniom szeroko pojgtej komu-
nikacji. Tom ten, ktory zainicjowal
nowa seri¢ pt. Prace Naukowe
Katedry Ekokomunikacji UAM,
wydawana w ramach Scripta de
Communicatione Posnaniensi, jest
wycinkiem kilkuletnich badan nad
réznymi aspektami komunikacji
prowadzonych przez pracownikow
Katedry. Przedstawione artykuly sa
zatem przede wszystkim wynikiem
badan wiasnych, ktérych asump-
tem staly si¢ zagadnienia osadzone
w interdyscyplinarnosci i translin-
gwizmie, i ktére, cho¢ rozmaite
w swoim zakresie, obejmuja kwestie
tak roznorodne, jak ‘jezyk i Srodo-
wisko’, ‘jezyk 1 kultura’, ‘jezyk
i media’ czy ‘komunikacja specja-
listyczna’, tworzac wspolng ptasz-
czyzne rozwazan nad komunikacyj-
nym ekosystemem cztowieka.

Tom otwiera bardzo interesu-
jacy artykul poswigcony kulturo-
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wym i komunikacyjnym aspektom
humoru. Autorka — Marta Grzes-
kowiak — podkresla we wstgpne;j
czgéci artykulu, Ze istotng cecha
zartow jest ich funkcja spajajaca
cztonkéw wspolnoty, a tym samym
budujaca zbiorowa tozsamos$¢
i tworzaca poczucie solidarnosci
jej cztonkéw (w sensie makro, np.
spoleczenstwo, jak i w sensie
mikro, np. grupy zawodowe). Inna
funkcja jest nadawanie plynnosci
i harmonii interakcji migdzy kon-
kretnymi interlokutorami.

W czesci empirycznej Autorka
upatruje zrodet réznic w humorze
polskim i angielskim w kontekscie
spoteczno-kulturowym 1 odmien-
nosci historycznej (np. w trady-
cjach, zwyczajach), ale rowniez —
co ciekawe — w konteksScie geogra-
ficznym. Konkretne réznice istnie-
jace migdzy humorem polskim
1 brytyjskim, zaprezentowane w ar-
tykule, wyr6zniono w oparciu 0 wy-
niki badan wilasnych, w ktorych
wzigly udzial dwie grupy respon-
dentéw — Polacy (studenci), znajacy
jezyk angielski, oraz rodzimi uzyt-
kownicy jezyka angielskiego, mie-
szkajacy od co najmniej kilku lat
w Polsce. Wyniki badan wskazuja,
ze pomimo podobienstw istnie-
jacych migdzy badanymi grupami
(np. bardzo dobra znajomos¢ jgzy-
ka angielskiego i kultury anglosa-
skiej przez polskich respondentow
oraz znajomos$¢ kultury polskiej
przez respondentéw-obcokrajow-
cO6w) mozna zaobserwowa¢ zasad-



