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ABSTRACT

THE THEORY OF MEANING AS INTENTION

By

Peter Arthur Facione

This theory of meaning was originated by H. Paul
Grice and Henry S. Leonard simultaneously and independently.
These philosophers propose to analyze meaning in terms of
the intentions or purposes of speakers. There are two
major issues that such a theory of meaning must resolve.
First, it must analyze a person's meaning something, what I

call "meaningl} in terms of the intentions or purposes of

that person. Second, it must reduce or relate utterance or

inscription meaning, which I call "meaningz,"

to meaningl.
Several distinctions are presented in the first
chapter which aid in determining exactly what the problems
are that this theory must resolve, and exactly what the
objections are that other philosophers have raised against
this theory. Besides the meaningl/meaning2 distinction,
there is a survey of several of the well known senses of
'mean'. There is a discussion of the illocutionary/perlo-
cutionary distinction so as to distinguish intentions,

forces, results and responses of these two kinds. Both

Grice's and Leonard's programs are outlined and some
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attention is given to how each man would account for the

conventional meaning2 of utterance-types in terms of

meaningl. Several prima facie objections to this theory
are discussed, but these turn out to be without merit given
the distinctions made earlier.

The main attention of this work is on the first
issue, and especially Grice's attempts to provide an
adequate analysis of meaningl. In Chapter II Grice's 1957
article "Meaning" is outlined and the debate it engendered
is discussed. This chapter aims at recording the various
objections to this theory, and especially this analysis.
The objections are summarized and evaluated in this chapter.

Grice's reply to his critics is recorded and dis-
cussed in Chapter III. His analysis is traced through its
encounter with several counter-examples, including some new
ones. The analysis is found to be both too weak and too
strong. But this matter is overshadowed by arguments that
Grice's analysis is irreparably incomplete and misguided.
It is not possible to account for a speaker's illocutionary
acts, those with which we should wish to associate meaningl,
or his illocutionary intentions given an analysis like
Grice's. Such an analysis seeks to explicate meaningl in
terms of the speaker's perlocutionary intentions. Further,
a theory of meaningl that restricts itself to listing only
intentions in its analysans must fail. Such a theory

neglects the fact that intentions alone do not always
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suffice for the performance of an illocutionary act, whether
in this act communication is to take place or not.
Chapter III culminates in an analysis of meaningl

for those cases when communication is involved:

U utters x at time t meaning to * A ...

if and only if there is some f, ¢, and t' (later
or the same as t) such that:

U utters x at time t

(1) believing that A would think, at t', that
X has f which ¢ correlates to *-ing ...

(2) intending to * A ... in uttering x

(3) intending that A think, at t', by virtue of
believing that x has f which ¢ correlates to
*-ing ..., that U intended to * A ... in
uttering x at t

Explanation of notation:

'U'--variable for speakers

'x'--variable for utterance-tokens

't'--variable for moments of time (as is 't'"')

'*'—-variable for illocutionary forces

'f'--variable for features of utterance-tokens

'c'--variable for modes of correlating the values
of '"f' with the values of '*'

'A'--schematic letter (not a variable) to be
replaced by a specification of U's conception
of the audience he intends to communicate with

'...'--schematic device to be replaced by a specifi-
cation of the propositional content of x where
appropriate

Chapter III also provides an analysis of the notion of a
person meaningl what he says.

The appendix to this work provides biographical
and bibliographical data on the two philosophers, Henry

Leonard and Herbert Grice.
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Of the many other consequences of the view . . . I
will say nothing. I will only beg the reader not to make
up his mind against the view--as he might be tempted to do,
on account of its apparently excessive complication--until
he has attempted to construct a theory of his own on the
subject. . . . This attempt, I believe, will convince him
that, whatever the true theory may be, it cannot have such
a simplicity as one might have expected beforehand.

Lord Russell
--On Denoting--
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CHAPTER I

TWO SENSES OF MEANING

Introduction

A survey of the philosophical terrain reveals a
significant concern in recent times with the philosophy of
language and theories of meaning. Philosophers have found
such theories interesting both in their own right and also
as clues to the resolution of problems in other aspects of
philosophy.l In recent years several theories of meaning
have been presented, elaborated, examined, criticized,
rethought, recriticized, and laid to rest. The theory of
meaning as intention or purpose has not undergone so com-
plete an examination as yet. Generally anthologies and
studies in the philosophy of language merely mention this
theory, often classifying it in misleading ways. William
P. Alston calls the theory of meaning as intention a modern
refinement of the "ideational" theory.2 G. H. R. Parkinson
calls it a "causal" theory.3 Thomas Olshewsky, however,

devotes a section of his anthology, Problems in the Philos-

ophy of Language to this theory and to the relationship

between meaning and the intentions or purposes of speakers.4
I shall examine that theory of meaning that proposes

to explicate a speaker's meaning something by listing only



intentions or purposes of the speaker. The intentions in
such a list would be jointly sufficient and individually
necessary for meaningful speaking.

Given an adequate explication of what might be
called "speaker's meaning" this theory would proceed to
explicate other aspects of "standard meaning" or meaning as
applied to elements of a language. I shall concentrate my
attention on the issue of the definition or explication of
meaning in terms of intentions. My primary aim is to show
that such a definition encounters insurmountable problems
and is, thus, a misadventure. My secondary aim is to offer
an adequate explication of "speaker's meaning." In this
chapter I shall offer preliminary distinctions and assump-
tions as well as brief sketches of two versions of this
theory. In the next chapter I shall provide a commentary
on the history of H. P. Grice's first definition of
"speaker's meaning." In the final chapter the adequacy of
this theory will be challenged and an analysis of "speaker's
meaning" suggested. The analysis will be in the spirit of
the many explications discussed in this work, but it is not
bound by the requirement to list only intentions of the
speaker in its analysans.

The earliest published versions of the theory of
meaning as intention or purpose, discounting mimeographed
texts and book reviews, were available in 1957. Thus this

theory competed with the work of Wittgenstein and Austin for



the attention of philosophers. These two luminaries were
not to be overshadowed by the respected but not widely
published H. P. Grice, nor by the lesser known H. S.
Leonard. Though this theory received little attention at
first, it has engendered an interesting debate that ranges
through a number of years and journals. In the last few
years several philosophers have discussed this theory.
Alston tried to indicate some problems with it; P. F.
Strawson tried to reviseérit. Paul Ziff and N. L. Wilson
tried to destroy it; T. E. Patton and D. W. Stampe tried to

defend it.5

Max Black, regarding Grice's and Leonard's
views as highly important, is preparing a criticism of

their position.6 John Searle, in his recent Speech Acts:

An Essay in the Philosophy of Language, directs his atten-

tion to this theory trying to both criticize it and borrow
its insights.7 D. S. Clarke also borrows from the work of
Grice.8
Many of these philosophers have failed to notice a
great part of the original primary source literature pub-
lished by the two authors of this theory. Apparently
everyone except Clarke and Wilson based their criticism on

the single, rather incomplete, article "Meaning" that Grice

published in Philosophical Review in 1957. They all

neglected to examine Leonard's version of the theory which

was presented in Principles of Right Reason in 1957, as

well as in two articles, published in 1959 issues of



Philosophy of Science, "Interrogatives, Imperatives, Truth,

Falsity, and Lies," and "Authorship and Purpose." Grice's
earlier article, the center of over a decade of contro-
versy, has been supplanted by two more recent articles,
"Utterer's Meaning and Intention" which Grice published in

Foundations of Language in 1968, and "Utterer's Meaning,

Sentence-Meaning, and Word-Meaning," published in Philo-

sophical Review in 1969. Leonard also published one final

article on his version of the theory, "Authorship of Signs";

this appeared in the 1960 issue of the Papers of the

Michigan Academy of Science, Arts and Letters. Biographies

of Leonard and Grice, as well as lists of their publica-
tions, are in the appendix.

Assumptions, distinctions, and working definitions
are presented below. A section offering a rough outline of
this theory of meaning and the issues involved in its
presentation is followed by sections outlining Grice's and
Leonard's versions of the theory. The final section

examines some prima facie difficulties with the theory.

Distinctions

On February 20, 1971 teletype machines throughout
the nation printed out the message that the United States
was in immediate danger of nuclear attack. The message
originated from the Oklahoma offices of the emergency
defense warning system. Upon receiving this message, which

did contain the authenticating codeword "hatefulness," radio



stations were to follow a predetermined civil defense plan.
Most did not. Although the broadcasters knew what the
message meant, they did not believe that its authors in
Oklahoma intended to deliver that particular message to
them. They inferred that the message was a mistake, that
its authors did not mean it. Other avenues of information
did not corroborate the warning. The station operators
noticed that the message was received at a particular time
on a Saturday morning, a day and time normally used for

test messages. These operators made, in practice, the
distinction between "speaker's meaning" and "inscription
meaning." Let 'meaningl' designate the former and 'meaningz'
the latter. Meaning1 seems to be related in some indefinite
way with the intentions of speakers or authors. Meaning2
seems to be associated with the standard (conventional,
literal) meaning of the particular inscription, gesture, or
signal the author uses.

I shall assume that the meaningl/meaning2 distinction
reveals a genuine ambiguity. Thus, 'mean' in these respects
is not to be thought of as a generic term subsuming meaningl
and meaningz. If it were, the distinction between what a
person means, and what an utterance-type, X, or utterance-
token, Xx, means, would become simply the difference between
speakers and utterances.lo How do these two senses relate

to the many other senses of 'mean'?



'Mean' has several senses, some of which are
clearly not under consideration. According to the Oxford

English Dictionary the adjective 'mean' means "common or

inferior." The noun has two meanings, "that which is in
the middle” and "a lament." But it is the verb which is
our main concern.

The verb 'mean' has four general senses. It means

(i) "to mediate or moderate"; (ii) "to lament, pity, or
complain of"; (iii) "to occupy the middle"; and (iv) "to
intend," "to signify." There are seven senses of this

fourth general sense of 'mean' listed in the Oxford English

Dictionary. Some of these seven have still more minute

distinctions made. The first three of the seven concern us.
As a transitive verb 'mean' means, (a) "to have in

mind as a purpose or intention; to propose, design."ll

Also as a transitive verb it can mean, (b.l) "to intend to

indicate (a certain object), or to convey (a certain sense)

when using some word, sentence, significant action, etc."ll
Sense (b.l) is exemplified in:

(1) What did John mean when he said "Sleep is fun"?

(2) The document does not mean literally what it says.11

There is another, slightly different, b-sense of 'mean'.
Sense (b.2) is revealed in a "question of the form what does
(a person) mean (by certain conduct)?"ll The response to
this question is, normally, a revelation of the person's

"motive or justification." The third of the seven specific



senses of 'mean', (c), is "of things, words, statements; to

have a certain signification; to signify, or import, or

portend."ll Such a sense is found in
(3) But saXi what mean those coloured streakes in
Heavn.

Clearly, Grice and Leonard are justified in thinking that a
theory of meaning should take into account the intentions
or purposes of speakers.

One might think of meaningl as sense (a). Likewise
it is possible to regard sense (c) as the sense of meaningz.
However, as the examples indicate, both meaningl and
meaning2 can be discerned in sense (b.l). The reference to
the speaker's intention in the definiens suits meaningl
well. But note that the speaker intending to convey a
certain sense must use a "significant" action. This suggests
that the intention alone is not sufficient for successfully
meaningl something. By the end of Chapter III it will be
evident that this suggestion is true. Note also, that
example (2) does not fit the definition, since documents
cannot intend. This example, which is the dictionary's,
employs 'mean' in the sense of meaningz. Perhaps an example
that reveals both of the senses of 'mean' discernible in

(b.1l) is needed.

(4) The authors of the document did not meanl what the
document literally means, .



Other ambiguities offer slight difficulties. The
process-product ambiguity of 'utterance' should be little
trouble to the careful. The term 'say' is ambiguous in a
slightly different way. We can, for the sake of clarity
distinguish three senses of 'say'. One sense of 'say' is
roughly synonymous with assert. This is, perhaps, the
normal use of the word. To "say" something, in this sense
of the word, is to perform some illocutionary act. Thus,
we can, where necessary, denote this sense of 'say' by
using 'sayi'. A necessary condition for sayingi something
seems to be that the speaker utter something which he

believes to be a sign. The speaker must, that is, "say"

something or perform a locutionary act. Where necessary we
shall use 'sayl' to denote this sense of 'say'. Notice
that a person might say, something but not say, it; as, for
example, a technician might do in testing a sound system.
Thus, although the speaker believes that what he saidl is a
sign, he may not be using it as a sign.

In Austin's How to Do Things with Words we find that

"to perform a locutionary act is in general, we may say,
also and eo ipso to perform an illocutionary act."t? 1
believe that my technician example is a genuine exception to
Austin's general but not universal rule. However, the
exception may turn on my characterization of the illocu-

tionary/locutionary distinction, which is slightly different

than Austin's.



I am not sure whether Austin would be sympathetic
to the technician example as an exception. In one place he
counts pronouncing a sentence as an example of an illocu-
tionary act.12 However, in view of his later characteriza-
tion of illocutions I believe pronouncing a sentence to be
an unfortunate and unharmonious example. In another place
Austin says "every genuine speech act is both illocutionary

and locutionary."13

This passage is a puzzle, for how are
we to determine what Austin wished to exclude by using
'genuine'?

It seems, however, that we can employ as a defini-
tion of "saying1 something"” the notion of uttering something
which one believes to be a sign. The act of making this
utterance is what I shall be referring to when speaking of
a locutionary act. This notion is slightly different than
Austin's concept of a locutionary act. He characterized a
locutionary act as the act of uttering something that in
fact has a certain meaning, that is, for him, sense and

14 . . .
reference. Austin had some reservations about his

15 L. Jonathan Cohen

illocutionary/locutionary distinction.
has argued in "Do Illocutionary Forces Exist" that indeed
one cannot distinguish between the two. He argues, roughly,
that a specification of the "meaning" of the utterance
involved in the locutionary act is the same as the specifi-

cation of the force (illocutionary) of making the utter-

ance.16 However, it does not seem that Cohen is consistent
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in his use of 'meaning', nor that his use of the word is
the same as Austin's. In spite of Austin's reservations
and Cohen's views, it seems that one can maintain some
useful distinction between illocutions and locutions.

There is a difference between sayingl something and sayingi
something. As we shall see in the final chapter, the
former involves certain beliefs on the speaker's part con-
cerning the features of his utterance. The latter involves
not only sayingl something, but also certain intentions on
the speaker's part concerning what he wishes to do in
sayingl something. These intentions indicate his motivation

for sayingl what he said, rather than something else.

1
There is still another sense of 'say' to be noticed.

I might accidentally "say" something. For example, if I

mispronounce 'shut the door' someone who hears might think

that I had saidi "je t'adore." I would have accidentally

or inadvertently uttered something that happened to be a

sign. Let us use 'saya' to denote this accidental sense of
'say' when necessary.

We will also rely on the illocutionary/perlocutionary
distinction. 1In saying1 something a person might do any of
the following: report, announce, predict, admit, ask,
reprimand, pledge, request, order, propose, name, congratu-
late, promise, thank, or exhort. These are examples of
illocutionary acts. On the other hand, by sayingl something

a person might persuade, deceive, encourage, irritate,
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amuse, frighten, get one to believe that such-and-such,
bore, inspire, impress, distract, get one to intend to do
such-and-such, or embarrass. These are exémples of perlo-
cutionary acts.

To perform an illocutionary act is to say, something
with a certain force in accord with convention.18 In one
place Austin says that to perform an illocutionary act is

necessarily to perform a locutionary act.19

(Perhaps Austin
has a very broad conception of locution or utterance.) But
in other places in latter lectures he says that what is
essential is that the illocution be done in accord with or
on the basis of conventions. Generally these conventions
are the conventions of a language, thus the connection to
locutions. But it is possible to perform an illocutionary

act non-verbally.20

Actually, both perlocutions and illo-
cutions can be brought off non-verbally. But one can
distinguish between the two in that conventions are essential
to illocutions; whereas one can bring off a perlocution by
non-conventional means.
Strictly speaking, there cannot be an illocutionary act
unless the means employed are conventional, and so the
means for achieving its ends non-verbally must be con-
ventional. But_ it is difficult to say when conventions
begin and end.?21
Austin's last remark about conventions will be born out when,
in later discussions, we will debate the extent of conven-

tions, those curious unagreed-upon-agreements, that make

communication possible.
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The illocutionary force of an utterance is the
function that that utferance has by virtue of the conven-
tions of the language in which it is cast and the uses to
which it is generally put by people speaking in accord with
the conventions of that language. What illocutionary act
is being performed, that is, the illocutionary force of
one's utterance, is determined by the way in which people
generally use the utterance. That is, what people who
speak the language generally do, by virtue of the conven-
tions of that language, in issuing that utterance.22 In
one place Austin says that we find out the force of an utter-
ance not by looking to the speaker's intentions, or to the
circumstances of the utterance, but to those conventions
which constitute the act.?3 To say X is to do y. To deter-
mine what illocutionary act y is one should not look so much
to the speaker's intentions, that is to what act he intended
to perform, but to linguistic conventions. That is, to what
we do in saying x. The speaker's illocutionary intention
may or may not be in accord with these conventions, never-
theless, what he has done is determined by the conventions.

In the above paragraph I have extended the illocu-
tionary/perlocutionary distinction to intentions as well as
acts. It will become very useful to speak of the speaker's
illocutionary or perlocutionary intentions. These intentions
are, simply, what he intended to do in or by saying some-

thing.
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Perlocutionary acts are acts done in order to
achieve certain effects or induce certain responses.18
Such acts are often done by means of language. At times an
illocutionary act can be a means to a perlocutionary act.
For example, I can warn you in order to frighten you.24 We
can distinguish acts from their consequences. We can, thus,
distinguish an illocutionary act from its intended or unin-
tended consequences. In the case of illocutions no conse-
quences need be intended. But, in the case of perlocutions
we have acts done in order to achieve certain consequences.
One may not intend every consequence of one's perlocutionary
acts, but in performing a perlocutionary act one does

intend some consequence.25 We can characterize the perlo-
cutionary effect of what we are saying as the result we
intend to bring about by what we say.l4 Austin calls this
intended effect or consequence the perlocutionary object of

the act.26

When unintended the effect is called a perlocu-
tionary sequel. It seems that one cannot be said to have
performed a perlocutionary act unless one has achieved the
perlocutionary object. I have not amused you unless you
respond appropriately. But, I can warn you no matter how
you respond.

One's perlocutionary intentions must include the
intention to achieve some effect or produce some response in

one's hearer. One must be careful, however, for there is

also an "effect" or result intended in the case of all
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illocutionary acts as well. This intended result is common
to all illocutions, although the speaker's intended perlo-
cutionary effects can differ from act to act. This result
or response is that the audience understand what the
speaker is doing. That is, that he understand the illocu-
tionary force of the speaker's utterance. Austin says,
. . . unless a certain effect is achieved, the illocu-
tionary act will not have been happily, successfully
performed. This is to be distinguished from saying
that the illocutionary act is the achieving of a
certain effect.
One's illocutionary intentions would include the intention
to "secure uptake." The audience is intended to understand
both the "propositional content" of the utterance and its
intended force.27 But no further "effect" need be
intended.

As we shall see, Grice's and Leonard's theory of
meaning focuses on perlocutionary acts, or better, perlo-
cutionary intentions. Both philosophers note that sayingl
something may produce certain consequential effects on one's
audience. The speaker may intend to achieve these effects.
The act done by sayingl something with the intention to
achieve some effect is characterized by Austin as perlocu-
tionary.28 Leonard and Grice will suggest that in such
cases it is appropriate to say that the speaker meant some-

thing. It seems, however, that it is better to say that

the speaker intended to do or achieve something by sayingl

whatever he saidl. It seems that we might not wish to claim
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that he meantl what he said1 in such a case; we may not
even wish to say that he meant1 anything at all in such a
case, unless an illocutionary act were the means employed
to achieve the perlocutionary effect.

It seems that the intention to perform an illocu-
tionary act is not the same as the intention to perform a
perlocutionary act, just as the two kinds of acts are not
the same. Moreover it seems that meaningl something is
better associated with illocutionary acts or illocutionary
intentions rather than with perlocutionary acts or inten-
tions. However, it is not obvious that the two classes of
intentions cannot be reduced to some common class of inten-
tions, or that illocutionary intentions cannot be reduced
to some, perhaps very complex, perlocutionary intentions.
Indeed, at least one passage in Austin suggests that there
is a great deal of similarity involved here. Austin, for
example, speaks of possible perlocutionary objects and
sequels of illocutionary acts.26

Summarizing, we have illocutionary acts and perlo-
cutionary acts. We have a person's illocutionary intentions
and perlocutionary intentions. We can speak of the perlo-
cutionary effect of a speaker's utterance and ask whether it
was intended or not. We can also speak of the illocutionary
force of an utterance (which it generally has by virtue of
the conventions of some language). And we can speak of

response intended in the case of all illocutionary acts,






16

that of securing uptake. In all this let us assume that
the slippery distinctions can be maintained in some non-
pernicious way.

Some theories of meaning seek to analyze meaning in
terms of propositions, some in terms of sense and reference,
and some in terms of causes and effects. The theory of
meaning as intention is unlike these since it takes serious
note not of what is saidl but of the speaker's intentions
in sayingl it. It is not the sense, reference, proposi-
tional content, or effect of the utterance-type or token
that is of primary interest. Thus, this theory of meaning,
like those that attend to the "use" of an utterance, or its

part in a "language game," must be distinguished from
theories that remove the consideration of speakers from the
study of meaning.

Both of these approaches to meaning deserve philo-
sophical scrutiny. For the one is suited to meaning2 and
the other to meaningl. As reference and predication cannot
be ignored by an adequate theory of meaningz; one cannot
ignore the role of speakers in an analysis of meaningl.
Perhaps also, a complete approach to meaning would combine
the two. For how can speakers hope to be successful unless
there is some fixed sense to what they say, and meanl?
Likewise, how shall we account for the origins of the

references and predications we examine if we exclude all

consideration of the speakers of a language? Moreover,
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both aspects to the problem of meaning are interesting in
their own rights.

Having made the preliminary distinctions and noted
the place of this kind of theory of meaning relative to
other kinds, let us examine the rough outlines of the theory

of meaning as intention or purpose.

The Theory

This theory of meaning seeks an explication of

saying1 something and meaning1 something by it. Since a
persbn may not mean, what his utterance means,, the analysis
of meaningl is thought to be independent of the meaning2 of
what is saidl. Moreover, the speaker need not have uttered
something he believes to be a sign, but only deliberately
produced something as a sign. Strictly speaking, what this
theory seeks to explicate is a person's meaningl something

by that which he uttered as a sign. It is not necessary

that what is signified be itself a purpose, although the
speaker or author must intend or purport to signify some-
thing. The utterance itself is generally thought to "mean"
what the author intended to signify by it. Clearly, it may
not mean, this at all. However, one can shift attention
from the intentions of particular speakers on particular
occasions. Advocates of this theory can hold the weaker
view that the meaning2 of an utterance-type is in some way

dependent upon the sense that the speakers of the language

"generally" intend to convey when using one of its tokens.
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They need not maintain a direct reduction of the meaning2

of each token to what the speaker meant, by uttering it.

1
Two paramount issues emerge: I, to provide an adequate
analysis of meaningl in terms of the intentions or purposes
of speakers; and II, to provide an adequate analysis of
meaning2 and its relationship to meaningl.

Issue I calls for analysis of the notion of
intending to signify something. What have I done when I
have intended to signify something by something that I have
uttered? If I utter something and mean, something by it
have I said1 it with more sincerity, or with the intention
to evoke some response, or with the purpose of achieving
some perlocutionary effect, or with the purpose of delivering
evidence to my audience that I believe something or wish
something done? The guiding hypothesis of this theory is
that meaning1 can be analyzed in terms of some relevant kind
of intentions or purposes on the part of the speaker. This
hypothesis is suggested by the fact that 'mean' is, in some
contexts, synonymous with 'purpose' and 'intend' as senses
(a) and (b.l) indicate.

It appears that to mean, something is to do some-

1
thing mental, or to do something akin to intending or pur-
posing, whatever these may be. To say, something and mean,
it, or to utter something and mean, something by it, involves

a locutionary act. If idiomatic expressions lend any sup-

port to philosophical views, then there is some evidence
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that meaning1 something can be distinguished from

uttering something. Consider
(5) I said it, but I didn't mean it.

(5) also suggests that one might separate the intended per-
locutionary effect or illocutionary force of an utterance

from the meaning2 of the token employed. Other expressions
suggest that these effects and forces can be distinguished

from the hearer's understanding of the utterance.

(6) I meant it as a threat, not a promise.

In an appropriate context (5) is synonymous with

(7) I said it, but I didn't intend it literally.
And in an appropriate context one might replace (6) by

(8) It was not my purpose to promise but to threaten
when I said that.

Thus there is some evidence for the hypothesis that to mean,
is to intend or to purpose in a certain way (however these
may be thought of or classified). The evidence adduced here
can lend only some initial plausibility to the hypothesis.
This theory of meaning derives plausibility from
other sources as well. First there is a common association
of meaning with intention and purpose as is evidenced by
the dictionary definitions. (This might be a result of the
fact that speaking is deliberate purposive behavior.)
Second, the theory allows its authors to account for a wide

range of phenomena. Given the identification of meaning
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and purpose Leonard is able to incorporate his philosophy
of language with a theory of signs (natural and conven-
tional) and sign-events (natural and deliberate) as well as
with a theory of purposeful behavior. Leonard offers an
account of the general functions of language and is also
able to generate a theory that attributes truth-values to
interrogatives and imperatives as well as declarative
sentences. After accounting for the truth or falsity of
what is saidl Leonard discusses the concepts of honesty,
dishonesty, and candor in sayingi it. His theory also
includes a discussion of the nature of purposes and propo-
sitions, which is, in effect, a discussion of the nature of
meaningl. Grice offers a detailed analysis of meaning1 in
terms of intentions. He shows no lack of zeal in trying to
provide us with a list of intentions that constitute the
"Meaning-intention" (he sometimes refers to this as the
"M-intention" or the "Meaningnn—intention"). Grice also
offers a sketch of a theory of meaning2 for linguistic as
well as non-linguistic signs. Unlike Leonard, Grice devotes
most of his effort to the analysis of meaningl. This issue
is the central concern of the present work. Before con-
fronting the issue, let us examine in more detail the pro-

grams followed by Grice and Leonard.

Grice's Program

Grice's goal is the explication of his favored sense

of 'say' and the relation of this notion to meaningz.29 Let
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us use 'sayG' for Grice's sense. His sparse comments leave
us with no idea how to characterize sayingG something. He
tells us that we can distinguish sayingG something from what
has been "implicated" by what was saidi. According to
Grice, if I say; "p and g, therefore r" I would have saidg,

that p and that g and that r, but only implicated that r

0 There is no

follows from the conjunction of p and g13
evidence of how to make the distinction. If I said, "p even
though g" or "p because g" or "p yet g" I should not know
how to determine what has been saidG and what has been
implicated. Actually, if I saidi "p or g" I should be more
prepared to argue that I have asserted the disjunction
(said; "either p or g") rather than that I have said; that p
or saidi that g and only "implicated" that the truth lies,
after all, in their disjunction.

Not only is Grice's favored explicandum not cleared
up by this distinction, but matters are made more difficult.
The new, and equally bewildering notion of "implicature"
has been added. Grice will go on at times to speak of the
"conventional implicature" of a sentence.31 He does not
reveal if we are to regard this as the same as the meaning2
of the sentence or not. Unfortunately Grice's intolerably
bad start is an omen.

Presumably there is a definite relationship between
the "conventional implicature" of a sentence, or any such

complete utterance, and what the speaker meant, by uttering

1
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the sentence. The conventional implicature of the sentence
is, in normal cases, the speaker's means of revealing his
intentions ("his meaning") and the hearer's means of recog-
nizing what the speaker intends. Grice, in noting this
conventional mode of correlation between sentences and
speaker's intentions, thinks that he has discovered one of
possibly many modes of correlating sentences with "responses"
of the hearer. This unfounded jump from intentions of the
speaker to responses of the hearer is made because Grice
claims that part of meaningl something is to intend some
response in one's hearers. Grice's move from the speaker's
intention of producing some response in his hearer to that
response itself is clearly mistaken.

The program to explicate sayingG and its relation
to meaning2 is to have seven major stages. Grice in the
first stage distinguishes between several relevant senses
of meaning. Grice uses 'meaningn' to designate the natural
sense of 'meaning', and 'meaningnn' to designate its "non-

natural" sense.

(9) These marks mean that an animal was confined here.

(10) Those clouds mean rain.

Both (9) and (10) exemplify meaningn. (11) and (12)

exemplify meaningnn, which is the relevant sense of the word.

(11) When I say "stop" I mean stop.

(12) 'Stop' means desist.
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Grice does not, especially in his earlier work, take full

note of meaning1 and meaning2 which are both discernible

within his meaningnn.

In his later work Grice claims that there are four

senses of meaningnn. Two of these seem to be related to

meaningl and two to meaningz. I shall use superscripts to

mark off Grice's senses of meaningnn and drop the subscript

'nn' where the context makes it unnecessary.

Meaningl

Meaning2

Meaning4

Grice calls this the "timeless meaning of an
utterance-type." If the utterance-type were a
word one could give its meaningl by listing all of
its senses, as was partially done above in the
case of 'mean'. Similarly one can give the
meaningl of a gesture or a sentence by listing

everything it might mean,, .

Grice calls this the "applied timeless meaning" of
an utterance-type. If I said that the sense of
'meaning' in the previous sentence is meaningnn and
not meaningn or meaningl I would have given the
applied timeless meaning of the word 'meaning'.
That is, the meaning of the utterance-type here

used as it is derived from the meaningl of that

type.

What a speaker means, by uttering x at a particular

time is called the "utterer's occasion meaning."
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Meaning:3 We might think of the utterance-token as having
a meaning by virtue of what its producer meant4
by it. This meaning might not be a part of the
meaningl of the utterance-type X to which the
token x belongs. We would be claiming that the
token "means" whatever its author meant4 by it.
We might go on to attribute this "meaning"” to the
utterance-type X as well, since it is the "mean-
ing" of one of its tokens. We might thus have
created what Grice calls the "utterance-type

occasion meaning."

Surprisingly Grice predicates meaning3 of types, not
tokens. He would have us believe the odd-sounding view that
an utterance-type means (means3) that p if and only if some-
one meant (meant4) that p by uttering a token of it.32
Clearly this violates the meaningl/meaning2 distinction
unless we say that talk of "what an utterance-token meansl"
is only short for talk of "what the producer of the token
meantl by it."

Since Grice takes meaning4, utterer's occasion
meaningnn, to be more primitive than the other three senses
of meaningnn, the second stage of his program is the explica-
tion of meaning4 in terms of the intentions of the utterer.

In Chapter III I present in detail the execution of the

first two stages of Grice's program.
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Stage three elucidates meaningl; stage four,
meaningz, and stage five, meaning3. Stages three and four
are partially outlined below. Grice hopes to show that
given an adequate analysis of meaningl (strictly speaking,
meaning4), one can formulate an adequate analysis of con-
ventional meaning for both linguistic and non-linguistic
utterance-types. Moreover Grice seeks analyses for both
complete utterance-types, like sentences, and incomplete
utterance-types, like words or expressions. His analysis
of meaning2 often relies on such intuitive concepts as
"having it in one's repertoire" and "being a resultant
procedure." Often these are left woefully vague.

Stage six is the specification of the conditions
under which the meaning3 of the speaker's utterance is what
he saidG. The final stage is a supplementation of this with
an account of the elements that make up the conventional
meaning of an utterance but are not elements of what the
speaker saidG. Grice outlines his program in "Utterer's

n29 He has

Meaning, Sentence-Meaning, and Word-Meaning.
published the details of the first two stages of his pro-
gram, but offers only a few pages of notes about the next
three stages and a brief sketch of how one might treat of
the final two stages.

Let us assume that Grice has an adequate analysis of

meaning4 in terms of the intentions of the speaker, U. When

U utters a token x of type X he has meant4 something by
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uttering x if and only if he has a certain set of intentions;
call this set the "M-intention." At least one of the inten-
tions in this set is to achieve some perlocutionary result.
Grice seems to believe that these results are variations of
the following: U may intend to have his audience, A, come
to realize U's attitude toward proposition p. Or, U may
intend that A come to have the same attitude (or some atti-
tude) toward p by virtue of realizing what U's attitude
toward p is. If U M-intends one of these kinds of results,
as opposed to simply intending it, then U is trying to
achieve the result as the perlocutionary effect of uttering
something. Although one ordinarily would make reference to
the intended results in a specification of the intentions in
the M-intention, we can, following the above, speak of "M-
intending the result." Let us confine our attention to
assertions offered by U to bring about beliefs in A. We can
characterize meaning4 by the following rough definition,
leaving the exact content of the M-intention for Chapter III.
Notice that, following Grice, U always intends something like
clause (1) and may intend (2) as well. (Notice, also, how

oddly restricted is the avenue of A's coming to believe that
p.)

(Def. 1) By uttering x U meant that p if and only if for
some A U uttered x M-intending that A should:
(1) think that U believes that p, and in some
cases also: (2) come to believe that p himself
by virtue of thinking that A believes that p.33
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Although issue II is not the main concern of the
present work, it would be instructive to follow Grice's
path to see how difficult and complex a matter it is to
provide an analysis of meaning2 and its relationship to
meaningl. This complexity is evident even apart from the
idiosyncrasies that distract us in Grice's own approach.
Grice's analysis of meaning2 is intended to account for
both non-structured utterances, like gestures, and the syn-
tactically structured utterances of a language. Let us
begin with a non-structured utterance. Suppose that a
particular U uses gesture g to let A know that p. Thus, for

U, or in U's idiolect, g means, that p. This might be

2
defined by saying that it is U's policy to utter g if, for

4 .
If on an occasion when

some A, U wants A to think that 2.3
U does utter g he has what Grice refers to as "the simple
intention" just mentioned, then according to Grice, we can
infer that U M-intended to affect A in the specified way.
That is, by uttering g U meant4 something.

However, it is possible that g has still another
sense in its meaningl within U's idiolect. Grice offers the
concept of "having a certain procedure in one's repertoire"
to provide for this. For example, B may have it in his
repertoire that he lights a cigarette when he is nervous, but
he may, at times, play with a paper clip instead, and he may

light a cigarette when he is not nervous. Relying on this

notion Grice suggests a definition like the following:
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(Def. 2) For U utterance-type X means (has as one of its
meanings) "p" 1f and only if U has in his reper-
toire the procedure to utter a token of X if he
intends some A to believe that p.3

Grice generalizes from meaning™ within an individ-

ual's idiolect to the meaningl of X for a group, G.

(Def. 3) For group G, utterance-type X means "p" if and
only if at least some (? many) members of group
G have in their repertoires the procedure of
uttering a token of X if, for some A, they want
A to believe that p.35 -

According to Grice a member of the group retains this pro-
cedure in his repertoire because he believes that some other
members of G have, or have had, this procedure in their own
repertoires. The members of group G "conform" to the prac-
tice or habit of, in general, using such-and-such a device
to accomplish such-and-such an end. Where there is conform-
ity there is more than a "usual" or "unusual" use, there is
a "correct" and an "incorrect" use. However, Grice may be
requiring too much here. It would be sufficient if the
members of G merely knew of the procedure. They need not
actually be willing or able to do it themselves--have it in
their own personal repertoire of actions.

Anticipating this objection Grice alters the original
understanding of having a procedure in one's repertoire. It
is sufficient not only that B have the readiness to employ
procedure J, but also that B "is equipped to use" J even if
he would never intend to use it. Grice soon abandons

attempts to clarify these concepts.36
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In spite of the problem of providing clearer under-
standings for these essential concepts, Grice's position
does have virtue. One can now speak of what U should mean,
when he utters x. If U performs K before a member of his
own group, and if the group recognizes K-ing as a sufficient
condition for J-ing, by virtue of the conventions of their
community, they can rebuke U for K-ing without the proper
intentions. That is, for not realizing that or what he had
signaled. U should have meant what K means® for them. Thus
one can make an individual's meaningl dependent upon the
meaning2 of a particular action for a particular group.
Officially, however, the dependency is to run the other
way. The ultimate source of meaning, in this kind of a
theory, is to be meaningl not meaningz. Grice's views pre-
serve this dependency, for the necessity mentioned above is
a practical or moral necessity, not a logical necessity. I
shall have more to say about this matter later.

Grice turns to the definition of applied timeless

meaning for unstructured utterance-types, meaningz.

(Def. 4) When U uttered token x of type X, X meant "p"
if and only 1f, for some A, U intended that A
recognize (and perhaps to recognize that U
intended A to recognize) what U meant4 by
uttering x, on_the basis of A's belief that,
for U, X meansl "p."3

To know what U means4 one must know how U acts. One must,

as Grice's definition represents, know what is in U's reper-

toire. On this basis one can reasonably infer what U meant?
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knowing what X meansl. But X may be ambiguous, thus U's

intentions as indicated in (Def. 4) may be frustrated. A's
success in coming to know what U meant4 depends on selecting
the appropriate member of X's possibly many-faceted mean-
ingl. The "appropriate" selection is known as the applied
timeless meaning, the meaningz, of X. To learn what U
meant4 A must know what X meantz. To know this A must know
what U meant4 by x on this occasion, assuming that U is
relying on the meaningl of X in selecting X as his utter-
ance. Unless A can learn how U acts, what he says when and
why, he cannot break the circle. This circle is a more
narrow, thus more vicious, version of a generally not too
troublesome circle involving a particular language and those
who share it. Unless one knows the language it is difficult
to find out what its speakers mean, and what its utterance-

types mean The difference is only in that one cracks the

2°
first circle on the side of the speaker, but the broader
circle is often entered on the side of the language.

Grice turns next to syntactically structured
utterance-types, intending to provide definitions for both
the meaningl and meaning2 of complete utterance-types,
sentences, and incomplete utterance-types, words, and expres-
sions. The standard meaning2 of a sentence or phrase is
consequential or resultant upon the meanings2 of the words
38

or elements that enter into its construction, says Grice.

Surely Grice should include word order, punctuation or
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inflection, and perhaps context as well, since these also
play a role in determining the meaning2 of a sentence or
phrase. But perhaps this widely accepted claim is still

not perfectly accurate. The meanings2 of the words in

(13) He's a son of a stickleback fish

2lS

of its words and its

are known. But, most likely, what the sentence means
not a function of solely the rneanings2
grammatical structure.

Within the broad notion of standard—meaning2 one
finds buried both literal—meaning2 and idiomatic—meaningz.
The former is a function of the common, or standard meaning2
of words and grammatical structure. The idiomatic—meaning2
of an expression is a meaning2 associated with it that may
be the same as its literal—meaning2 but need not be. No
doubt anyone who has attempted intralinguistic translation
has encountered the problem of providing an idiomatic trans-
lation given a dictionary recording only literal meaningsz.
In Polish, for example, a double negative may be used for
emphasis. It is idiomatically correct to render "Nic nie
mamy" as "We have none!" rather than as the literal "We do
not have nothing." Idiomatic—meaning2 is a standard-
meaning2 that applies to an entire expression and which may
be independent of the literal—-meaning2 of the expression.

A complete analysis of meaning2 would provide for both of

these kinds of standard-meaningz.
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The above distinctions give pause to the ready
acceptance of Grice's view that the meaning2 of a sentence
depends in a completely straightforward way upon the mean-
ings2 of its component words. A further difficulty for this
principle is multivocality. The word 'love' has, for
example, a literal—meaning2 that is, within vague limits,
rather constant throughout nearly all of the uses of the
word. However, in scoring a tennis match the word takes on
a different meaningz. Perhaps then, the literal-meaning2
of a particular word-token depends upon the context of the
utterance of the sentence-token. One must know first what
the sentence means, before one can know what a particular

word in the sentence means or at least so it seems. Even

27
if we restrict Grice's claim to the literal aspect of
standard-meaningz, the selection of the "appropriate"
meaning2 for a particular word or expression is not an
entirely straightforward matter.

Grice introduces a concept which is designed to
capture those essentially recursive elements of linguistic
communication which Paul Ziff accuses him of overlooking in

39 It is the concept of a

his first analysis of meaningl.
resultant procedure. Roughly, a resultant procedure is some
procedure for producing an utterance which is itself deter-
mined by still more primitive procedures.38 Grice says no

more, but offers us an example. (As has happened before,

Grice's method of explanation-by-single-example fails us
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when we seek more than an intuitive notion.) Suppose that
U has the procedure, Pl, in his repertoire of asserting p
when he wants some A to think that he believes that p.
(According to Grice Pl identifies the indicative mood with
the grammatical structure for assertions, and it correlates
this mood with the propositional attitude, believing. Grice
here assumes that p is an indicative expression. The mis-
taken suggestion that certain moods are used for specific
purposes and correlated with specific propositional atti-
tudes is not essential to Grice's position, although he
frequently repeats it.)

By an "R-correlation" Grice understands a refer-
ential correlation which associates a particular object with
a nominal word or phrase, a. A "D-correlation" is a denota-
tional correlation which associates a class with an adjec-
tival word or phrase, b. For the moment let us follow Grice
in this implausible extensionalist direction by letting an
"M-correlation" be a mood correlation which associates a
particular grammatical structure with a particular proposi-
tional attitude. For example, the indicative mood is M-
correlated with believing by Pl.

Grice continues his example. Suppose that U also
has procedure P2 in his repertoire. He utters an M-correlate
predication of b on a when he wants some A to have a partic-
ular attitude toward the proposition that the R-correlate of

a is a member of the D-correlate of b. Given that U has Pl
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and P2 we might assume that he has the resultant procedure
RP1. He utters an indicative predication of b on a if he
intends that some A think that he believes that the object
R-correlated with a is a member of the D-correlate of b.
We can expand the example by assuming that U believes that
Jones' dog is an R-correlate of 'Fido' and that the set of
hairy-coated things is the D-correlate of 'shaggy'. Thus,
if U utters "Fido is shaggy" and if he has RP1 then,
assumes Grice, U is acting on the basis of another resultant
procedure, RP2: U utters "Fido is shaggy" if he wants some
A to think that he believes that Jones' dog is hairy-
coated.40
Here again Grice has moved beyond the bounds of
logic. We can, at best, infer that A, unless he is Jones,
will come to think that something or other, not necessarily
Jones' dog, is the R-correlate of 'Fido', and that whatever
this something is, U believes that it is shaggy. The refer-
ential opacity of the context 'U believes that a is shaggy'
prevents one from inferring that A knows what the R-correlate
of a is. If the English language were a purely extensional
language, if it had no referentially opaque contexts, if it
were used solely for the purpose of displaying sentences
which could be used only to make assertions and commands and
the like without the use of metaphor and irony; then, per-
haps, the program of producing X-correlates would provide an
adequate basis for deriving the "resultant procedures" of

English-speaking people.
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We have followed Grice long enough in his pursuit
of an analysis of meaningz. This record has provided a
launching point for several more general comments on some
of the issues involved in the analysis of meaningz. Two
things are evident from the discussions: issue II is not
lacking in complexity, and Grice's approach contains
serious, although perhaps not insurmountable, flaws.
Besides his mistakes in logic, his notions like that of a
resultant procedure are problematic and jeopardize later

developments in his program.

Leonard's Program

Leonard's philosophy of language coherently accounts
for a wide range of phenomena given the assumption that
meaning is purpose. I say "assumption" because Leonard does
not present a complete theory of meaningl although he does
discuss meaningl in several places. Let us look at some of
his most original claims. In "Interrogatives, Imperatives,
Truth, Falsity and Lies" he comments in passing on the
"nature and grounds" of sentence meaning, urging that what
he has to say does not apply to "all kinds of meaning nor
all kinds of signs."41

Since "only concrete particulars have meaning"
meaning attaches to sentence-tokens, not sentence-types.
Notice Leonard's apparent confusion of the meaningl/

meanin92 distinction in:
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The meaning attaches to the utterance or token despite
the fact that the identity of the meaning which attaches
to the utterance or token is generally to be discovered
by referring to the form or forms which the utterance
exhibits or illustrates.42

We shall see that the "meaning" that attaches to the token
is not meaning2 but something like Grice's meaning3, which

is derived from what the producer of the token meant, by it.

1
Yet the identity of this token's meaning3 is learned "by
referring to the form." This is, it seems, only a disguise

for claiming that we look to the meaning2 of the sentence-

type to help in determining what the author meantl (i.e.,
what the token "means"). But, then types have meaning!

Leonard's way out might be to claim that it is a "different
kind" of meaning; not the kind referred to in the claim
"only concrete particulars have meaning."

Leonard distinguishes between natural and conven-
tional signs, and between natural and deliberate sign-
events. A sign-event is the deliberate production or the
interpretive reading of a sign. Since spokenl utterances
are deliberately produced signs we can ask what they sig-
nify. An utterance-token can mean certain things by virtue
of being a natural sign of them. The token might be read
as a sign that its producer is English-speaking, or that he
is insecure, or that he is highly educated.42 But "to ask
what an utterance means as a deliberate sign is to ask what
its speaker was intending to accomplish by making that

wd3

utterance. Or again: the meanings of deliberately
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produced conventional signs are "whatever was the purpose

n43 A discussion of

of their author when he produced them.
the nature of the kind of meaning Leonard is trying to
isolate here would involve a discussion of the nature of
purposes. A discussion of its grounds would be a discussion
of authorship. Let us turn to authorship first.

Authorship is the bringing about of a candid pro-
ductive sign-event; this is, in turn, a kind of deliberate
sign-event. Not every deliberate act issues in the delib-
erate production of a sign. The agent must not only act
deliberately, but also intend that the state of affairs he
brings about should function as a sign. Each "deliberate
sign is dictated by at least two purposes. The one of these
is the purpose of signifying. The other is the purpose

ndd This latter purpose is the "deliberate

signified.
meaning" of the deliberate sign, provided that the two
purposes relate as follows: Purpose P is the deliberately
signified purpose of sign S if and only if the speaker U
deliberately produced S believing that some audience H
would read S as a sign of P and believing that thereby P
would be achieved.?® Notice how crucial are U's beliefs
concerning the actual results of his use of S. In Chapter
III I argue that U's beliefs concerning the token employed
play a crucial role in meaningl. If this is so, then a
theory of meaningl that lists only U's intentions or pur-

poses must be inadequate.
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A deliberate sign signifies "every one of its pur-
poses" and many other things as well by virtue of being a
natural sign. The deliberately signified purpose (the
deliberate meaning of a deliberate sign is that purpose
as an instrument for the accomplishment of which the sign
was selected, provided that this selection was dictated
by the conviction or hope that the purpose will be served
because the sign will be taken to be a sign of that
purpose.44 If the agent engaged in a deliberate sign-event
intends that his act of bringing about a certain state of
affairs, rather than simply the state of affairs itself,
function as the sign of his purpose, he is engaged in a
productive sign-event. Leonard uses 'sign,' to refer to

ke
the sign that U relies on in a productive sign-event. In

"Authorship and Purpose" this is defined roughly as follows:

(Def. 5) A person, U, produces X as a sign, to another
erson, H, that p if and only if ﬁ brings x
about in order that H read U's bringing it about
that x as a sign that 2.46 "

(Notice that here Leonard is using the propositional
variable 'p' whereas from what has been said above we might
expect that he would use 'P', to range over U's purposes.)

Signs, need not be either truthful nor honest. If

1
p is false they are not truthful; if U believes that p is

false, they are not honest. Moreover, a signl may not be

candid. If U produces a sign, to some H but intends that H

alt
not realize that U is deliberately producing the signl then
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U is not being candid. When U is not being candid he is
hoping that (or perhaps, intending that) his hearer be

ignorant of the fact that U's bringing it about that x was

47

a deliberate (as opposed to natural) sign-event. Leonard

defines authorship, the production of a candid siqnl,

roughly as follows:

(Def. 6) An author, A, produces x as a candid sign, to H
that p if and only if A brings x about in order
that H will read A's bringing X “about as a sign 48
that A is producing x to be a 51gn1 to H that p.

In this A intends a double reading. First H is intended to
read A's bringing x about as a productive sign-event. Then
H must read A's bringing x about as a sign (natural or con-
ventional) that p. Leonard is trying to capture the fact
that the audience cannot tell what the author intends him
to understand by the deliberate sign unless he first recog-
nizes the author's behavior as a sign addressed to him.

On the basis of this we might conjecture how Leonard
would define meaningl. The following definition is designed
to resemble the Gricean definitions that follow in later
chapters. Notice that in Leonard's case it is clear that
U's bringing it about that x is to function as the sign;
Grice will obscure matters later by employing the ambiguous

'utterance' in his formulations.

(Def. 7) By uttering x U meant1 that P if and only if

For some H, U brought about x intending that:

(1) his bringing about X can “be read by H as a
sign (either natural or conventional) of U's
purpose P;
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(2) H think, by virtue of U's bringing x about,
that U intends (1).

(Def. 7) tortures Leonard's concepts somewhat, but it does,
when compared to Grice's work, reveal some of the similarity
of their two approaches to meaningl. Note that I have sup-
plied the definition with the purpose variable 'P'. Leonard
claims that when the sign-making is candid the signification
of the sign produced is always a feigned or actual purpose
of the author.49 Because it may be feigned, it is not
necessary to require that U purpose P in the definition.

Although the defects and virtues of (Def. 7) should
be discussed, they will not be. Why? First, because I can
only conjecture that Leonard might have accepted something
like (Def. 7); second, because I believe that whatever
virtues it possesses are captured in my analysis of meaningl
in the final chapter; and finally because I hope that its
defects are there avoided. Some of these defects and vir-
tues will become more obvious as the argument of the present
work proceeds.

There is a crucial transition in Leonard's theory of
meaning from the grounds of meaning to the nature of meaning.
Does it follow that if to mean, something is to act purpose-
fully, the signification of the utterance employed must be
a purpose? The answer is "No." (Thus, one defect in
[Def. 7] is the use of 'P' for 'p'.) But it is unclear how
Leonard stands with regard to this. At one point he claims

a theory of sign-reading and a theory of purposeful behavior
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can be "appealed to in order to show that when the sign-

making is candid . . . the deliberate meaning or delib-
erate signification of the sign employed . . . must be a
feigned or actual purpose of the author."49 But when we

get into the actual demonstration we find some weaker claims
being made. There Leonard maintains that "when the sign-
event is candid the auth<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>