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ABSTRACT

Epistemic possibilities are relative to bodies of information, or perspectives. To clam that
something is epistemically possible is typically to claim that it is possible relative one® own
current perspective. We generaly do this by using bare, unqualified epistemic possibility (EP)
sentences, ones that don® mention our perspective. The fact that epistemic possibilities are relative
to perspectives suggests that these bare EP sentences fall short of fully expressing propositions,
contrary to what both contextualists and relativists take for granted. Although they rightly reject
propositional invariantism, the implausible view that a bare EP sentence expresses the same
classical (absolutely true or absolutely false) proposition in any context, they maintain that a
change in perspective shifts either the sentence@® propositional content (to a proposition involving
a different perspective) or its truth-value (the same perspectivally neutral proposition now
evauated from a different perspective). | deny that the semantic contents of bare EP sentences
shift at al. But | also deny that these contents have truth-values. Rather, according to the radical
invariantism | defend, these contents are not full-fledged propositions but merely propositional
radicals. Only explicitly relativized EP sentences manage fully to express propositions, and these
perspective-involving propositions are the only EP propositions there are. Nevertheless, bare EP
sentences are perfectly capable of being used to assert EP propositions, because utterances of them
implicitly allude to the relevant perspective. Various problem cases challenge radical invariantism
to explain pragmatically which perspective is read into the utterance of a given bare EP sentence.
Unlike contextualism and relativism, it can do this without having to resort to any semantic bells
and whistles.
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There are many kindsof possibility: logical, metaphyscal, nomological, physical,
biological, technological, political Band epistemic. Thefocushere will be on epistemic
possibilities and mainly on howwe talk aboutthem.*

Epistemic possibilities typically arise whenever we ask a wh-question, such as
QVhereisit?0or OVhodunt?OThey arise, for example, when onesearches for misplaced
glasses or when a detective tries to solve amurder case. Idedlly, thedifferent answvers that
come to mind exhaud therelevant epistemic possibilities. They also arise when, in
contemplating a course of action, we consder therisksinvolved. Tha® why people carry
an umbrella, buy auto insurance, or get a colonogopy. Findly, they arise in connection
with knowledgeclaims. We think we know something (or are tempted to draw a certain
condusgon or to assert something), butthen a courterpossibility occurs to usand we
think agan. Or someoneel se claims to know something and we object by way of raising
acounerpossibility, something tha if it obtained would directly contradict theclamin
guestion or at least weigh agang it.

Epistemic possibilities are relative, not absolute. They are relative to bodies of
information, or perspectives. This perspective relativity gives rise to some interesting
puzzles, aboutthelanguaye of epistemic possibility as well as epistemic possibility
itself.2 Our main question will be howto handle this relativity, especially in connection
with sentences that do not make this relativity explicit. Compare these two sentences:

(1) Richard Branson mightgoto themoonby 2015.

(2) Asfar as Elton Johnknows, Richard Branson might go to themoonby 2015

! Note that this is not the sort of epistemic possibility that philosophers contrast with metaphysical
possibility when they discuss identity statements. In that special, technical sense, something is
epistemically possible, for example that Hesperus is distinct from Phosphorus, if its negation is not
knowable a priori.

2 perhaps not just epistemic possibility but other sorts of possibility are relative too. If so, then what
distinguishes the different sorts is what the possibility isrelative to. For example, whereas epistemic
possibilities are relative to bodies of information, nomological possibilities arerelative to sets of states of
affairs and scientific laws. Accordingly, it might be argued that modal terms are not systematically
ambiguous but semantically neutral as between different sorts of modality. What agiven useisrelativized
to would determine which sort of modality is involved.



Let@ call (1), which mentionsno perspective, abare EP sentence, in contrast to the
relativized (2), which containsthe phrase (o far as Elton Johnknows®’ There are various
other condructionsthat can beused to relativize an EP sentence, such as @iven what
Elton John knowsQ @el ative to the information available to Elton JohnQand simply Gor
Elton JohnOObvioudy, bare EP sentences lack something tha relativized ones have Ba
mention of a perspective. This suggests to me that because epistemic possibility is
perspective-relative, the semantic contents of bare EP sentences lack something as well.

Therecent debae onthar semantics has overlooked relativized EP sentences. Its
almog exclusve focuson bare EP sentences, hence failure to compare them to ther
relativized counerparts, has confined the debae to aforced choice between two
needlessly elaborate views, Contextualism and Relativism, which both impute dubious
semantic roles to context. Implicitly accepting the grammar-school dictumthat every
sentence expresses a complete thought proponents of both views take for granted that
bare EP sentences semantically express propostions? Rather than defend this
assumption, they rely onintuitionsabouttruth-values of utterances of such sentences.
And, because these truth-values seem to vary (even with al thefactsfixed) depending on
the context in which the utterance is made or condgdered, contextudists and relativists
both rgject Propostional Invariantism and maintain indead tha bare EP sentences are
context-sengtive. They disagree onjug how. contextudists think that ther semantic
contents shift, and relativists think that ther contents, thoughfixed, can still shift in truth-
vaue

| will propose asimple, alterndive view, onetha has been overlooked because it
abandonsthe assumption tha bare EP sentences express propostionsin thefirst place.
According to Radical Invariantism, as| call it, bare EP sentences are not context-
sengtivein either of the ways claimed by contextualists and relativists. Rather, these
sentences are propostionaly inconplete: thar invariant semantic contents are notfull-

fledged propostionsbut merely propostional radicals, which lack a condituent needed

3 " Interestingly, replacing this phrase with Gor al Elton John knowsOmakes GnightCredundant. Even with
@villOin place of GnightQ the sentence GFor al Elton John knows, Richard Branson will go to the moon by
201503xpr es epistemic possi b|||ty

* From now on, | will usually use 'express' rather than Gemantically expressOwhen talking about sentences
(as opposed to speakers). | think Gemantically expressOis redundant in that case, but | will occasionally use
it anyway, just for emphasis. | call what a sentence expresses its semantic content, but note that sentences
containing indexicals can have different semantic contents (express different things) in different contexts.



for bengtrueor false. By distinguishing propostiond incompleteness from context
sengtivity, Radical Invariantism does nothave to resort to semantic bdls and whistles, as
both Contextudism and Relativism do. It does not need to lavish special powerson
context or introduc propostionswith special semantic propaties.

Radical Invariantism agrees with Contextudism that there are only classical EP
propostions onesthat are absolutely true or absolutely false, butit deniestha bare EP
sentences manageto express them, even in context. And it agrees with Relativism tha
bare EP sentences do not express different EP propostionsin different contexts, butonly
because it denies tha they express propostionsat al. Wha relativists think of asrelative
propostionsare really, depending on whether we are conddering objects of thoughtor
semantic contents of bare EP sentences, either underspecified classical propostionsor
propostiond radicals. Radical Invariantism saysthat bare EP sentences leave a certain
semantic dack.

It is aseparate question how speakers who use and encounter these sentences manage
to pick upthedack. AlthoughContextudism and Relativism both offer indghts aboutthe
statements we make in usng thelanguaye of epistemic possibility, accouningfor the
contents of such statements and our evaluaionsof them astrueor falseisajob tha goes
well beyondaccouning for the semantics of the sentences themselves.” Theintuitions
abouttruth-values on which contextudists and relativists base thar semantics of bare EP
sentences are responsve not to the semantic contents of these sentences butto the
propostionswe have in mind or those tha come to mind when we use or hear these
sentences. Epistemic possibilities are perspective-relative, but bare EP sentences do not
mention or otherwise advert to perspectives, noteven implicitly. So, | claim, these
sentences lack truth-values, even relative to contexts. Even so, what a spesker means
when usng a bare EP sentence can and generally does involve a paspective, onetha he
could have mentionead explicitly if hehad needed to, by usng arelativized rather than a
bare EP sentence. This suggests tha there is nothing specia aboutthe semantic contents

of bare EP sentences but something lacking in them.

® Putting an excessive burden on the semantics leads inevitably to great complications, asillustrated by the
ingenious and highly sophisticated theories recently developed by Tamina Stephenson (2007) and by Seth
Yalcin (2007).



In thefirst three sections | will distinguish propostionsaboutepistemic possibilities
from epistemic possibilities themselves, contrast different conceptionsof therelativity of
epistemic possibility, and make some obervationsaboutthelanguage of epistemic
possibility. In the next three sections | clarify thedifferences between thethree
approaches to bediscussed, illudrate the basic kinds of problem cases tha have
motivated Contextudism and Relativism, and then present some less familiar problem
cases. | will explain how, and how well, each approach handles each case. In the next two
sections! will identify some general difficultiesfirst for Relativism and then for
Contextudism, ones tha go beyondthar trouble handling specific cases. Findly, | will
identify and respondto the best objectionsto Radical Invariantism tha | can think of.

1. Epistemic Possibilities and EP Propostions
Jug as achar cannotbe comfortable withoutbeng comfortable for someone so a state
of affairs cannotbe epistemically possible withoutbeng epistemically possible for
someone® Being epistemically possible is arelation, and being epistemically possible for
someoneis arelationd propaty of astate of affairs, jug as beng comfortable to someone
isarelationd propeaty of apiece of furniture or an article of clothing. We might say that
adtate of affairsis epistemicaly possible for someoneat atimeif it isnotruled out by
theinformation available to that person at tha time.” A person® current body of
information, or perspective, determines which states of affairs are epistemically possible
for him at thetime. So we can think of a state of affairs as possible either relativeto a
person at atime or relative to a perspective. In some cases therelevant perspectiveis not
apaticular person@but tha of agroup

Importantly, something can be epistemically possible for someoneat atime even if
thepasondoesnotbdieve tha it is (you can mistakenly bdieve tha yourknowledge
rules out something that it does not). And a peson can bdieve tha somethingis
epistemically possible for them even if it is not (you can overlook arelevant pat of wha
you know)). Being epistemically possible for someoneis distinct from seeming

epistemically possible to someone

® As| am using Gtate of affairs® some states of affairs obtain, and some do not.
" There are different ways of construing this, as we will see in section 2.



An epistemic possibility is onething; an epistemic possibility propostionis another.
Epistemic possibilities are states of affairs, not propostions States of affairs either obtain
or do notobtain, and some states of affairs, whethe or notthey do obtain, are
epistemically possible Brelative to a perspective. Different propostionscan ascribe
possibility to the same state of affairs, butrelative to different perspectives. A state of
affairs can be possible relative to onepeaspective while notbeing possible relative to
another. So, for example, if you don®know that my cat is gray, tha my cat is black
would be possible for you butnotfor me. Andif you saw my cat, tha my cat is black
would go from bang possible to notbeing possible for you.

This case suggests tha when onegoes from accepting to rejecting an epistemic
possibility, typically onedoes so relative to a different perspective. When Hillary Clinton
nolonge deemed it possible tha there were WMDs in Irag in 2003 she judgel this
relative to theinformation she had later, notrelative to the more limited information she
had earlier. Indeed, she could still bdieve tha thiswas possible relative to the
information shehad earlier. In geneaal, however, asinformation accumulatesit is of little
interest to uswha was formerly possible, tha is, possible relative to theinformation we
formerly had. Normally wha mattersis what is possible relative to theinformationwe
have now, which tendsto be greater than wha we had before. When focusngonwhat is
possible relative to our current information, we generally do not make thisrelativity
explicit, notjud in talking aboutthe possibility buteven in thinking aboutit.

Thislast obervation points to oneobviousdifference between usng a bare EP
sentence such as (1) rather than arelativized onelike (2):

(1) Richard Branson mightgoto themoonby 2015.

(2) Asfar as Elton Johnknows, Richard Branson might go to themoonby 2015
Common to both sentences is wha we might call the core propostion, here the
propostiontha Richard Branson will goto themoon by 2015 It represents the state of
affairs of Branson going to themoonby 2015 whose possibility both (1) and (2) can be
used to assert. But whereas (2) can be used only to assert this possibility relative to Elton
John@perspective, (1) can beusad to assert it relative to anyond3 perspective. Normally,
butas we will see notaways, thisis (or indudes) the speaker@ perspective. Tha and



related facts aboutsentences like (1) has led some to suggest tha context somehow
QieterminesOor orovidesOthe relevant rel ativization.

This suggestion is suppoted by thethoughttha a sentence like (1), or an utterance of
it, can betruerelative to onepespective and fa se relative to another. For example, so
thisthoughtgoes, (1) could betruerelative to wha Johnknows now and false relative to
what heknows in 2014when, let@ suppo®, Branson announes that he has abandonel
hisluna ambitions It could even befalse right now, relative to Branson® perspective,
say if hehaslongsince given up onever goingto the moon. Does this mean that (1)
semantically expresses different propostions(in these different contexts), each trueor
false abolutely, or jug asingle propostion, but one can betrueor false from different
perspectives? Or does it fall short of expressing any propostion at all?

Whaever theanswer to tha, different speakers can use (1) to expressther bdief tha
Richard Branson might goto themoonby 2015.This does not settle the question
whether, even if they differ in perspective, they count as expressing bdief in the same EP
propostion. So let usdistinguish bdieving an epistemic possibility propostion from
accepting an epistemic possibility. We can say tha oneaccepts a certain epistemic
possibility if, relative to oned perspective at thetime, onebdieves tha the state of affairs
in questionis epistemically possible. This allows that onecan go from accepting to
rejecting a certain epistemic possibility withoutgaing from bdieving to disbdieving
some one epistemic possibility propostion. By the same token, it allows tha two people
can in some sense disagree abouta certain epistemic possibility even if thereisno

paticular epistemic possibility propostiontha one bdieves and the other disbdieves.

2. The Per spective Relativity of Epistemic Possibilities

In everyday convasation we raise, examine, dispute, and ultimately accept or reject
epistemic possibilities. The same thing hgopensin more formal situaions such as
investigaions trials, and debates. Some possibilities are left open Dthey®e QiveO
possibilities Dand some are eliminated or closed. Some are summarily dismissed, some
are jug overlooked, and some are looked into. Epistemic possibilities come in degrees b
we describethem varioudly aslikely, strong good significant, realistic, reasonable,
modeate, dight, inggnificant, remote, idle, and far-fetched. It is not obviousthat these

reduce to degrees of probability, subjective or othewise.



These simple observationsraise many interesting epistemological questions both
descriptive and nomative, but | will notbe addressing such questions Tryingto pin
down what epistemic possibilities areis hard enough.l have loosely described an
epistemic possibility as a state of affairs tha is compatible with available information, but
wha counts asinformation, to whommug it beavailable, wha counts as beng available,
and wha counts as being compaible with theinformation?A little reflection suggests
tha these questionsdo not have clear, determinae answers.

Firgt of al, wha counts asinformation?Mug beit knowedge or can it be something
weaker, such as evidence or even jud a set of (firm) bdiefs? We do not have to answer.
Ingead, we can digtinguish evidential and doxastic possibility from strictly epistemic
possibility.? When people use terms like Gnaybe® night®) erhapsd) and PossiblyQ they
probably do nothave any such distinctionin mind® Even so, for the sake of discussion
let@ assume that therelevant kind of body of information is a body of knowedgeand
pretend tha when people use such terms wha they have in mind literaly is epistemic
possibility. Althoughl will nottry to judify this, much (butnat all) of what @ say about
how we talk aboutepistemic possibility will apply jug aswell to evidential and to
doxastic possibility, insofar as we ordinarily distinguish these.*

Assuming therelevant sort of informationis knowledge we can say tha to be
(epistemically) possible a state of affairs must be compatible with a certain body of
knowledge But whose body of knowedge? One@ own, someoneelse®, agroup® a
discipline@, all of humanity®? It seems to metha these are al perfectly goodanswers.
Epistemic possibility isrelative. We can pick any body of knowledgebindividud,
collective, past, present, or future, or even hypotdical, and say tha a given state of
affairsis compaible with it, hence epistemically possible relative to it. In particular, a

8 The distinction between evidential and epistemic possi bility obviously presupposes that evidence is not
limited to knowledge. This conflicts with Tim Willliamson@ well known but controversial CE = KO
doctrme (2000: ch. 9).

® | suspect that this may explain, in least in part, the variability and shiftiness of people® intuitions about
the truth-values of statements made using bare EP sentences.

1% One point made earlier applies to all three: something can be possible (ep|stem|cally e\/|dent|ally or
doxastically, as the case may be) for you even if you do not believe that it is (with doxastic possibility this
istrue only up to a point, for if aperson believes that something is not doxastically possible for him, then it
isnot Dby virtue of that very belief). Y ou could be mistaken about what your knowledge (evidence, belief
set) is or about what it rules out. Similarly, something could fail to be epistemically (evidentialy,
doxastically) possible for you even if you think it is. What you know (what evidence you have, what you
believe) might exclude more than you think it does. So something can be impossible for you even if it
seems possible to you, and vice versa.



given state of affairs can be possible relative to (that is, compaible with) wha | know but
notrelative to wha you know. Somethingthat is possible relative to what | knowtoday
might notbepossible relative to wha | know tomorrow. Something could be possible
relative to wha you and | know but notrelative to what an expert knows. For an
omniscient being nothing is merely epistemically possible: the only epistemic
possibilitiesthere are thoe that actudly obtain. Since we are far from omniscient, there is
much that is epistemically possible for each of ustha does notin fact obtain. However, if
we congdder collective bodies of knowledge information consdered pooled even if not
actudly shared (available to everyonein agroupeven if it isnotfully possessed by
anyong@, there will bethingstha are epistemically possible for usindividudly tha are
not epistemically possible for uscollectively.

Then there isthe question of wha counts as having information and wha counts as
itsbeng available. Mug it be accessible to memory? Isit enough even if we do not
posessit, that theinformation at least bereadily available, say after alittle googing?
Does it even have to bereadily available?! As| seeit, there is no determinae answer to
these questions and there doesn®need to be: Since epistemic possibility is perspective-
relative, tha is, relative to abodyof information, thereal questionin any given caseis
which body of information is therelevant one(relevance isitself arelative matter).

Findly, what count as beng compatible with abody of knowedge? Being logically
consgstent with what is known? That seems much too weak, since it would lead to an odd
kind of skepticism, according to which, even thoudh we know alot, our knowedgerules
out far fewer possibilities than we think. Less demanding conaeptionsof ruling outdo not
require logical incompatibility Bruling out (clogng off, eliminaing) a possibility can be
condrued in variousways, andin variousdegrees. Oneinteresting question, which | will
nottake up, is whether, in the case of two people with the same relevant knowedge
something can be epistemically possible for onebut notfor the other (because of different
inferential powers or propengties?).

There are many interesting epistemological issues lurking behind the questionsjust

raised, and | am notgoing address them here, much less try to settle them. | will jugt

™ Questions of these sorts are discussed in Hacking 1967, Teller 1972, DeRose 1991, and Egan,
Hawthorne, and Weatherson 2005.



continueto say that epistemic possibilities, whaever they are exactly and whatever thar
relationdhip isto wha is known, are relative to perspectives or, equivaently, to persons
or groupswith paticular perspectives. A state of affairsis epistemically possible fora
person (or agroup)if it is compaible with ther perspective, with theinformation
available to them. Something can be epistemically possible relative to oneperspective
and not to another, and nothing is epistemically possible except relative to a perspective.
In this respect, beng epistemically possible is like being obvious being surprising, and

being puzling: nothing can be obvious surprising, or puzzling simpliciter.

3. Perspectives and Bare Epistemic Possibility Sentences
Variousexpressionscan be used to express epistemic possibility, such asthe modds
@night®) @ould® and GnayGand the adverbs rossibly®) Gerhgpsdand Gnaybed? We can
aso use loautionslike G is possible tha® Gor al | know®)and Ghere@ a chance tha
Mogt of our examples will use @nightO Even thouch epistemic possibilities are relative to
perspectives, in asserting a possibility we generally do not need to make the perspective
explicit, usudly because it is our own. Generally we can (and do) use bare, unquadified
EP sentences ingead. But sometimes we have to make explicit wha therelevant
perspective is and use a sentence like oneof these:

(3) Asfar asJack knows, Jill might still beonthenhill.

(4) Accordingto Jill@& preliminary diagnoss, Jack might have a conaussion.

(5) Given theinformation currently available to thelocal authorities, thefire might

have been caused by lightning.

Making the perspective explicit is necessary whenever it would not otherwise be evident
to our audience wha peaspective istherelevant one. In assertively uttering sentences like
(3) - (5) we do notcommit ourselves oneway or the other abouttherelevant possibility,

tha is, fromour own perspective. We are asserting the possibility relative to another

12 GrerhapsOand GnaybeQere special cases (for this reason | will not discuss them in this paper). For one
thing, not only can they be used to express epistemic possibility they can also be used to indicate that oneis
suggesting the core proposition Bor just guessing. They are then being used as utterance modifiers, to
comment on the act the utterance rather than to modify its content. For adiscussion of utterance modifiers
and a taxonomy of them, see Bach 1999: 356-60.

13 This use of (rhere( a chance that®does not imply that epistemic possibility is reducible to probability.
This idiomatic use does not mean 1 chancein 10, 1 in 1000, 1 in 1,000,000, or anything of the sort. And
surely being epistemically possible is not just having a (subjective) probability greater than zero.



perspective. For example, an arsonist might utter (5) knowing full well that the core
propostionisfalse.

When we do not make the perspective explicit, typicaly our own perspective isthe
relevant one asin alikely utterance of (6).

(6) Thefront doormightbeunlocked.

However, our own perspective can and often doesincorporate our audience@, insofar as
we take for granted that ther knowledgedoes notrule out the possibility in question.
Sometimes therelevant perspective is tha of auniqudy salient group of which wearea
member or to which we déefer, but some stage setting may be necessary for thisto be
undestood, as in thefollowing examples.

(7) Thefire mightbetheresult of arson.

(8) Stringtheory mightnever beverified.

Suppo® tha the chief of thelocal fire department utters (7). He would intend, and could
reasonably expect, to betaken as speaking from the department( perspective. Andif |,
having no expertise on string theory, were the speaker of (8), | could well be deferring to
the paspective of the physgcs profession. At any rate, typical uses of bare EP sentences
are, we might say, egocentric or at least ego-inclusve, depending on whether therelevant
perspective is strictly one@ own or incorporates alarger perspective to which oneasit
were subgribes. This could be a perspective oneis presumed to share with onel3
audience or it could bethe perspective of auniqudy salient larger groupto whose
authority onthe matter onedders.

In specia circumstances bare EP sentences can be used to assert tha somethingis
epistemically possible from a perspective digoint from one@ own. Thisis clearest when
they are embeddel in attitudeattributionsor are used to explain actions

(9) Annethinkstha Andy mightbein Anchorage

(10) Ben called Betty because she might have Bertha® phonenunber.

In (9) therelevant perspective is Anne3, notthespesker@®, since it is her attitudethat is
being reported. In (10) therelevant perspective is Ben®, because it is his actiontha is
being explained. But when there is no such indication, as with (6) above speakers are
likely to betaking thar own perspectives. The situation with @nightOis roughly

10



andogousto that with such terms as MearbyGand @unOlf | uttered (11) or (12), for
example, nomally | would be speaking from my own point of view.

(11) Thereisagym nearby.

(12) Workingoutonan dliptical trainer will befun.
In some situations however, someoneelse@@ perspective would be undestood. If the
person were speaking to sister onthe phone hewould betelling her tha agymis near
her, nothim. Andif hehaed exercise, presumably hewould be suggesting that working

outonan eliptical trainer will befunfor her, nothim.

4. Contextualism, Relativism, or What?
Therelativity of epistemic possibility has led to the widespread impression that there
mug be something context-sengtive aboutbare EP sentences, presumably having to do
with perspective. Thedebae has concerned jug wha shifts with context. Contextudists
hold that a bare EP sentence, thoughnot mentioning any perspective, semantically
expresses a perspective-involving propostion and, indeed, that it can express different
perspective-involving EP propostionsin different contexts of use.'* Relativists deny this
and see a different sort of context sengtivity. They claim tha abare EP sentence
expresses the same propostion (modulo any irrelevant indexicality) regardless of context.
However, thisisnotaclassical propostion, onethat istrueor false absolutely,
independently of context. It is notthe sort of propasition tha istrueor false degpending
simply onwhethe or nottheworld is asit says. Rather, thetruth-valueof this one
propostion can shift with the context. This non-classical propostion does not contain a
perspective Dit is perspectivally neutral Bbutistrueor falserelativeto a perspective.15
Contextudists and relativists both reject Propostiond Invariantism, theview tha a
bare EP sentence expresses a classical propostion independently of context. It does not
deny that epistemic possibility isrelative, butit does deny that thisrelativity is variable.

On its mog naural congrud, Propostiond Invaiantism saystha a state of affairsis

11 am using (erspective-involving®on the model of @bject-involving®as commonly used in discussions
of singular thought. On my preferred, Russellian conception of propositions as structured (with objects,
properties, and relations as constituents), perspectives are constituents of perspective-involving EP
E)ropostlons

® There is afurther question, on which Relativists disagree, as to whether this evaluation is tied to the
context of use or, more liberaly, to a context of assessment, which may be remote from the context of use.
John MacFarlane (this volume) takes this liberal view, for which he reserves the term (RelativismOHe calls
the more restrictive view @lon-indexical ContextualismO

11



epistemically possible jug in case its obtaining is not ruled out by any body of
knowledge®® Theobvioustrouble with this view istha it rende's false any bare EP
sentence whose core state of affairsis known by anyonenotto obtain. Suppo<, for
example, tha thewhereabouts of Freddie the Fugitive is known only to Freddie. Then,
according to Propostiond Invariantism, the propasition that Freddie the Fugitive might
bein Philly is absolutely false if Freddie is somewhere else. A detective hoton histrail
who assertively utters, GFreddie the Fugitive might bein Philly,Ospesks falsely, no
matter how stronghis evidence. This does not seem plausgble.

Recognizing this fatal problem with Propostiond Invariantism, contextudists and
relativists agree tha there mug be something context-sengtive aboutbare EP sentences.
Althoughthey disagree onwha varies with context, they both take for granted tha bare
EP sentences do express propostions | have never seen any defense this assumption!” In
fact, | think there is goodreason to reject this assumption. Compare (1) and (2) again.

(1) Richard Branson might goto themoonby 2015.

(2) Asfar as Elton Johnknows, Richard Branson might go to themoonby 2015
(2) mentionsa perspective; (1) does not (2) istruejug in case the state of affairsin
guestion, tha Richard Branson goes to themoonby 2015,is possible so far as Elton John
knows now. But epistemic possibilities are relative to perspectives. That is, a state of
affairs can be epistemically possible relative to oneperspective not epistemically possible
relative to another. This suggeststha (1), by failing to mention a perspective, fals short
of expressing apropostion. It is nottha abare EP sentence is context-sengtive, either as
to which propostionit expresses (Contextudism) or asto thetruth-value of the one

propostionit does express (Relativism). Rather, it has a context-independent non

18 This version of Propositional Invariantism, which Egan, Hawthorne, and Weatherson call QuniversalismO
(2005: 144), is not the only possible one. On the opposite extreme is the version, which says that a state of
affairsis epistemi cally possible just in case there is some body of knowledge that does not rule it out. This
version implausibly makes any state of affairs epistemically possible. Intermediate versions of

Proposhonal Invariantism are possible too, but any choice among them seems arbitrary.

7 Contextualism was motivated by the obvious inadequacy of (Propositional) Invariantism and Relativism,
more recently, by Contextualism(@ inability to handle certain cases. For example Egan, Hawthorne, and
Weatherson (2005), although they forthrightly acknowledge that Relativism is not without problems of its
own, proceed by arguing against Onvariantist solutions,Owhich they assume without argument to be
propositional, and Gontextualist solutions.O(L asersohn (2005), in his defense of akind of relativism about
unrelativized sentences containing predicates of personal taste, proceedsin part by arguing against
propositional invariantist and contextualist views.) MacFarlane( case for Relativism also depends on this
line of argument. He does consider hon-truth-conditional approaches,Obut only those that treat epistemic
modals as Gorce modifiersO(this volume, section 4).

12



propostiond content. Its content does notadd upto a propostion, andis nather true nor
false. On thisview, radical rather than propostional invariantism, bare EP sentences are
propostionaly inconplete: ther invariant semantic contents are not propostionsbut
merely propostional radicals. These notionsare straightforward if you think in terms of
(structured) propostionsrather than truth conditions Since structured propostionsare
made up of building blocks assembled in a particular way, it makes sense to suppo® tha
with some (in fact many) sentences this assemblage, puttogeher compostiondly from
the sentence@ condituents according to its syntactic structure, mightfail to comprise a
propostion (numerousexamples are presented in Bach 1994) Even thoughit comprises
the entire semantic content of the sentence, this propostiond radical lacks at least one
condituent needed to betrueor false and to be the content of athoughtor a statement.

Althoughbare EP sentences semantically do not express full-fledged propostions
hence are not capable of being true or false, they are pefectly capable of beng used to
assert propostionsand of being taken as so used. In tha case, the speaker implicitly
adverts to the perspective with respect to which the relevant possibility isto be
congdered. But bare EP sentences, unlike relativized ones, do notthemselves express
propostions Fromtheradical invariantist standpont, both contextudists and relativists
commit the Propostion Fallacy: they assume tha if a sentence, with al of its
condituents being used literally, can beused to convey a propostion, the sentence itself
mug express one Contextudists also commit the Context Sengtivity Fallacy: they
conflate propostiond incompleteness with context sensitivity.*® They implicitly assume
tha if, while ugngall of the condituents of a given sentence literally, speakersin uttering
tha sentence can mean different thingsin different contexts, there mugt be something
context-sengtive aboutthe sentence.

Radical Invariantism has somethingin common with Contextudism and something

else in common with Relativism. It agrees with Contextudism on wha epistemic

18 This fallacy underlies not just contextualism about bare EP sentences but other sorts of contextualism as
well, including the extreme view that virtually all sentences are context-sensitive. Such views require
assigning an unduly extensive role to context. Cappelen and Lepore (2005) and | (Bach 2005) have both
argued that its semantic role should be limited to determining semantic values of clearly indexical
expressions. Cappelen and Lepore, however, fail to distinguish between context sensitivity and
propositional incompleteness (Bach 2006). In assuming that sentences must semantically express
propositions, they escape the Context Sensitivity Fallacy, but till get trapped by the Proposition Fallacy.
The alternative to their Propositional Minimalism iswhat | call Radical Minimalism, which allows for
sentences with invariant but propositionally incomplete semantic contents.
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possibility propostionsthere are, and it agrees with Relativism that the semantic contents
of bare EP sentences are not context-sendtive. It shares the contextudist view that the
only EP propostionsthere are involve perspectives, the ones tha can be expressed
independently of context by relativized EP sentences, butit regjects the contextudist claim
tha these propostionsare expressed, relative to context, by bare EP sentences. For it
denies tha bare EP sentences express propostionsat all. Radical Invariantism agrees
with Relativism tha bare EP sentences do not express perspective-involving EP
propostionsand that thar semantic contents are invariant, butit rejects the Relativist
assumption tha these contents mug be propostiors.

Radical Invariantism aimsto capture these elements of truth in Contextudism and
Relativism. Otherwise, it treats the so-called context-sengtivity of bare EP sentences as a
pragmeatic phenomenon, nat a semantic one From a pragmatic point of view, thequestion
is not how context fixes semantic content or its evauaion for truth or falsity but, rather,
how contextud information can enable speakers to use bare EP sentences to convey
propostionstha these sentences do not fully express. Thisis notawaysfeasible,
however, and sometimes speakers, anticipaing incomprehenson or misundestanding,
use relativized EP sentences.

It will immediately beobjected tha theradical invariantist claim aboutbare EP
sentencesis obviousbutirrelevant: of course bare EP sentences do not express
propostionsbutterances of them dobandthe puzle is aboututterances, notthe
sentences themselves. Moreover, so the objection goes, not sentences but utterances are
theprimary linguistic items tha have propostiond or truth-conditiond contents, andit is
thebusness of semantics to give a systematic accountof thetruth-conditionsof wha
utterances express. Thisideais reflected in commonly used phrases like Ghe propostion
expressed by an utteranceQ Ghe truth-conditiond content of an utteranceQ and thesimple
Qrtterance truth®

In my view, these phrases are highly mideading, and the project of utterance
semanticsis misguided. For reasonsthat | can only hint at here, linguistic semantics
conaerns sentences, not utterances.™® Yes, if some sentences do not have truth-conditiond

contents, even relative to contexts of use, then it cannotbethejob of semanticsto

19 The following reservations about utterance semantics are spelled out more fully in Bach 2005: 22-25.
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accountfor thar truth-conditions®® However, it is amistake to infer from this that
semantics mug therefore be concerned with the nearest thingstha do have truth-
conditions namely utterances. Conddered as distinct from sentences utterances do not
express anything D speskers do. If by QitteranceOwe mean an act of uttering a sentence
rather than the uttered sentence, there is nothing for the content of an utterance to congst
in other than wha the speaker means It isan illusonto suppo® that utterances, beng
gpeech ads, are linguistic entities over and abovesentences. Thar contents are what
speakers mean in performing them. Moreover, there is nothing in between sentences and
intentions(in uttering sentences) that are also capable of having contents.?! So, |
condude to be semantic theses Contextudism and Relativism mug be condrued as
concerning the semantic contents of bare EP sentences.

Onepreiminay point in favor of Radical Invariantism istha athoughtermslike
nightCand PossibleCapply not just to epistemic possibility butalso and to other kinds
such aslogical, metaphyscal, nonmological, physcal, biological, technological, and legd
possibility, this does not make these terms semantically ambiguous Tha is, thefact that
there are varioussorts of possibility does not show that ossibilityGbor GnightQor
(ossibleObhas variousmeanings This fact strondy suggests that perspective relativity
is not built into the semantics of these terms. Sentences containing such terms can jud as
well berelativized to, for example, physcal laws or legd codes.??

Whether or notthis point counts for much, themore pressing question is how well the
different views BContextudism, Relativism, and Radical Invariantism Bhandle awide
rangeof cases. | will compare them onthis score in the next two sections where we will

first take up some basic examples and then some trickier cases.

5. Shifting Per spectives. Basc Examples

Contextudism and Relativism are each motivated by intuitionsaboutthetruth-values of
ogengbly conflicting possibility claims made or consdered in varioussituaions Three
basic types of case have been discussed in theliterature. In thefirst case, oneperson

asserts a certain possibility andis overheard by someonee se who knows tha this

% The qualification Gelative to contexts of useQallows for the case of sentences containing indexicals to
have truth-conditional but context-relative semantic contents.

21t won® help to invoke sentence tokens, as if these have autonomous semantic properties. In my view,
token semantics is, well, token semantics.

22 The adverbs GnaybeGand (rerhapsCare exceptions, being used only for epistemic possibility.
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possibility doesn®obtain. The secondis a case of direct disagreement between two
people abouta certain possibility. In thethird case, a person accepts a certain possibility
and then changes his mind aboutit. In each case there is atendency to think tha there are
two conflicting claims and yet tha they are both correct. The puzzleisto explain how
thiscan bebor to explain it away. In this section | will present illudrationsof each case,
sketch contextudidt, relativist, and radical invariantist accounts of the variable role of
perspective in each case, and identify certain difficulties and complicationsfor each 2 |
won®hidemy preference for Radical Invariantism.

Thefirst two examplesinvolve two people who, with different bodies of knowedge
take different perspectives on the same possibility. This situaion raises the question of
wha is going onwhen onebdieves tha something is possible and the other believes that
itisnot Do they realy disagree? Or, since they are consdering it from different
perspectives, are they notreally consdering the same propostion?Keep in mind tha
althoughtwo clearly distindt perspectives figure in these examples, there are also
common cases in which thetwo perspectives are relevantly similar (or in effect merged),
in which case the disagreement clearly is genuine Thisisthesituaionwhen, for
example, two people engaged in an inqury share dl relevant information (or treat it is
shared). Intha case, clearly they can genuindy disagree on whether thisinformation
leaves open or excludes a given possibility. For ingance, two radiologists with the same
knowledgeand expertise can disagree on whether a certain shadow they both see onan
X-ray mightbetheimage of atumor.?* However, in the next two cases there is a definite
difference in perspective, and this difference contributes to the Qlisagreement.Ol use
scare quoies because part of what is at issue here is whether the disagreement is genuine,

tha is, whethe there is some onepropostiontha thetwo parties are disagreeing about

23 Some of the problems | mention with contextualist treatments of particular examples are similar to those
pointed out by Egan, Hawthorne, and Weatherson (2005: 135-44) and by MacFarlane (this volume,
sections 2 and 3). And some of the problems | mention with relativist treatments of particular examples are
similar to those pointed out by Wright (2007) or by von Fintel and Gillies (2008). So many of the following
observations are not origina with me. Space does not permit pinpointing the similarities and differences.
Several of the examples in the next section are new, so far as| know.

24| suppose it could be argued that in a case like this the two people perspectives cannot be relevantly
similar, much lessidentical in al relevant respects. The idea here would be that if there is adifferencein
attitude about the possibility in question, there must be arelevant difference in perspective, even if the
parties haven® pinned down what it is. But it could be that one of them is just wrong about what their
shared information rules out.
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CDisagreementOl: Eavesdropping

| am looking for my keys and, after nat finding them in theusud places, and wonde if,
when letting myself in while hdding severa large packages, | dropped them outsidethe
frontdoa onthesidewalk. So | mutter somethinglike this:

(13) Thekeys mightbeoutonthesidewalk.

My wife, who has jug come home and entered thehou very quietly, overhears me. Still
holding my keys, after removing them fromthe front doorand usng themto let herself
in, shethinksto herself tha what | said was wrongbmy keys are in her hand and they
were in thefrontdoor, notonthesidewalk. She has notyet said anything, much less
shown me thekeys.

Thereisabit of apuzle here. | was right to think my keys might be out onthe
sdewalk, and my wife wasrightto think that they couldn®be. But how can we both have
been right? One answer istha we bdieved two different thingsand tha each of uswas
rightin wha we respectively bdieved. What | bdieved was a propostion that involved
my perspective, and what shedisbdieved was a propostion tha involved hes. Thisview
of thesituaion, which Contextudism and Radical Invariantism share, seemsto imply tha
there was no genuine disagreement, since there was no propostion tha we disagreed
about Even thoughl made no reference to my perspective when | muttered (13), the
propostion | had in mind was tha, asfar as| knew (or relative to my pespective), my
keys mightbe outonthesidewalk. But thisis not the propostion tha my wife regjected
when sheoverheard me. When she heard me mutter (13), shewas in a different context,
and grasped a different propasition, tha relative to her perspective my keys might be out
onthesidewak. This propostionwasfalse, sinceit conflicted with her knowedgethat
shewas holding my keys.

Therelativist would rgject this take on thesituaion, for it implausbly implies tha my
wife misundestoodwha | said. For if shedid understand it, and it was a propostion tha
involved a perspective (ming), shewould have agreed tha from my perspective my keys
might beoutonthesidewalk. But tha is nothow shetook my utterance. When she heard
it, sheconsdered this possibility relative to her perspective, not mine Even so, the
relativist would ingst tha my wife and | were consdering the same propostion, asfully

expressed by (13). Thisisthe propostiontha my keys might be outon thesidewalk,
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period. Since | bdieved it and shedisbdieved it, we disagreed. However, we were both
right, since we consdered it from different perspectives. It was truerelative to (or from)
my perspective and false relative to hers. So thisisa case of wha relativists, following
Max K3lbd (2003) call Gaultless disagreement.OBut, as many have wondeed, how
could this be a case of genuine disagreement, eveniif it is aboutthe same propostion?

Radical Invariantism denies (13) expresses any propostion. Like Relativism, it holds
tha (13) expresses the same thing independently of whois condderingit or fromwhat
perspective, butit denies that this semantic content amounts to a propostion of any kind.
On the other hand, Radical Invariantism agrees with Contextudism that perspectives
enter into the propostionsspeakers have in mind when usng or hearing sentences like
(13). Radical Invariantism isthusforced to concede tha the propostion tha my wife
entertained uponhearing me mutter (13) is nottheonetha | had in mind when | muttered
it. So sheand | do nat disagree. Rather, we are taking opposte stances toward different
propostions jug asthe Contextudist says.

Isthisafatal objectionto Radical Invariantism (and to Contextudism)? Not quite.
Both views can at least pay lip service to Relativism in thefollowing way. Even though
my wife and | did notdisagree aboutany (relevant) propostion, we do QlisagreeOabout
therelevant possibility. | accept it and shergectsit, relative to our respective
perspectives. | thoughttha the state of affairs of my keys beng outonthesidewalk was
possible (relative to my perspective), while shethoughttha it was not possible (relative
to hers). This QlisagreementOis not genuine it is not aboutany onepropostion Bbut it
can seem genuine because no pespective is mentional. Tha makes it seem as thoughmy
wife and | disagree aboutsome onething. It explainswhy | would look for them outon
thesidewalk and shewould nat.

CDisagreementOl|: Disputing

In the previouscase there was no communication between the two parties. But wha
happensif they docommunicate and, indeed, get into a dispute aboutthe possibility in
guestion?Agan | have misplaced my keys, and | have started looking for them. Aware of
my predicament, my wife joinsthe search. Getting frusrated | say, Orhe keys mightbe
outonthesidewalkO(13). My wife disputes what | say, remarking tha shedistinctly

remembers me coming in and dropping them on the kitchen table. | dor®remember that
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andtell her 1Gn going outsideto look for them. Eventudly they turn up in abag of
groceries onthefloor near the kitchen table.

It seemstha relativeto what | knew but notrelative to wha my wife knew, my keys
might have been outonthesidewalk. So, were we both right? If so, were we rightabout
the same thing, aperspectivally neutral propostiontha was truerelative to my
perspective but false relative to hers, or aboutdifferent things two distinct perspective-
involving propostions? Contextudism and Radical Invariantism say thelatter, butthey
disagree on whether those perspective-involving propostionsare semantically expressed
by (13). Contextudism saysthey are, onerelative to my context and onerelative to my
wife@. Radical Invariantism deniestha they are semantically expressed at all. As before,
it agrees with Relativism tha (13) expresses the same thing independently of whois
congdering it or fromwha peaspective, butagan, since no perspective is mentioned, it
denies tha thisthingis apropostion.

Onedifficulty with theabovecontextudist treatment of this exampleistha thereis
only onecontext. In the Eavesdropping case it is plaugble to suppog tha the context in
which my wife heard me utter (13) was different from the context in which | uttered it,
althoughhow plaugble this suggestion is obvioudy dependson how the opeative notion
of context isfleshed out. Here, clearly, the context in which my wife hears my utterance
isthe same as the context in which | make it B presumably, according to Contextudism,
therelevant sort of context is the context of utterance Bbut our perspectives differ.”

Thisis onecondderation tha motivates therelativist view tha in Disputing my wife
and | are entertaining the very same propostion, albat a perspectivally neutral
propostion. Relative to our respective perspectives, fromwhich | correctly bdieveit and
shecorrectly disbdievesit, it istruefor me andfalse for her. JohnMacFarlane (this
volume) characterizes such a propostion as true or false relative to a Gontext of

assessment,Obut it isimportant to note tha wha mattersis not the assessing butthe

% However, thereis an alternative version of Contextualism, due to Brian Weatherson (forthcoming),
accordmg to which he calls the Gzontext of evaluationOcan fix semantic content. AIthough he cals this
view Ondexical RelativismO(he applies it to the case of open indicative conditionals), it is clearly not
Relativism of the sort we have been discussing. Applying such aview to bare EP sentences would make for
adifference between my wife@@ context and mine and for a corresponding difference between the
perspective-involving propositions we believe. But then, on this view, we would not be disagreeing.
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perspective, therelevant body of knowledge® But then, as we saw with Eavesdropping,
it@ not clear that my wife and | genuindy disagree.

Can Radical Invariantism avoid the problems of these other views? It agrees with
Relativism tha a bare EP sentence like (13) has a fixed semantic content butit denies that
this propostion addsup to a propostion. It agrees with Contextudism that theonly
epistemic possibility propostionsto be had are perspective involving and, althoughit
denies tha (13) semantically expresses any such propostion, it agreestha what | bdieve
and wha my wife rejects are parspective-involving propostions butnotthe same ones.
Even thoughthere is no onepropostiontha sheand | disagree about we QlisagreeO(in
theway explained earlier) aboutthe possibility tha my keys are out onthe sidewalk.

Asbéore, it seemsthat thefact tha the perspectives are not made explicit creates the
illusontha my wife and| are disagreeing aboutthe same propostion. For consde wha
happensif we make the perspectives explicit (for precision thetimes could be made
explicit too):

(14) Reativeto KBG pearspective, the keys might be out on thesidewalk.

(15) Relative to CB@ perspective, thekeys mightbeout onthesidewalk.

Clearly (14) can betruewhile (15)isfalse. Of coursg, if | knew wha my wife knows,
tha | droppeal thekeys on thekitchen table, then | would deny that my keys mightbe out
onthesidewalk, butin that case my perspective would have changed. | would notonly
reject (15) but also an updaed version of (14).

An dternative explanation of what is going onin this exampleistha initially my
wife and | were genuindy disagreeing abouta singe perspective-involving propostion,
tha relative to KB and CB@ joint perspective, thekeys might be outon thesidewalk. Of
course sheand | were nat explicitly thinking aboutthis propostionin these terms.
Noneghdess, as Radical Invariantism has it, tha was the propostion we were both
congdering. It isonly after we recognized that our perspectives diverged and | retreated
into mineand she maintained hers that we came to entertain different perspective-
involving propostions But at least, even after thisrealization, we were at |east

QiisagreeingCGaboutthe same possibility.

% Aspointed out earlier, judging that a state of affairs is epistemically possible is neither necessary nor
sufficient for its being epistemically possible.
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Changing Your Mind

We often go from accepting to rejecting a possibility Bwe condder it, accept it, butthen
lookinto it further and eliminate it. For example, early in amurder investigation a
detective is dispoged to utter (16) but later, after confirming the butler@ alibi, he® ready
to take it back and to gowith its negaion (17) instead.?’

(16) Thebuter could have doneit.

(17) Thebuter couldn®have doneit.

He might even say, O was wrongBthebutler couldn®have doneit.OOn the other hand,
even thoughthe detective has changed his mind about whether the butler could have done
it, it seemstha hewasrightto think what hedid origindly, and notmerely in the sense
tha hisearlier bdief was judified Bhis earlier bdief was true But wha he came to
bdieve later, after hechanged his mind, seems to be truetoo. This raises the question of
what he bdieved before and wha hebdieved later.

Thecontextudist take onthisistha even thoughsentence (17) isthenegdive version
of (16), they do nat express contradictory propostions (16) and (17) are sengtive to ther
respective contexts of utterance, specifically to the contextudly relevant perspective of
the ddective. Relative to thos contexts, they express these propostions

(18) Relative to the detective® perspective at t;, the butler could have doneit.

(19) Relative to the detective® perspective at t,, thebutler couldn®have doneit.®
Obvioudy (19) does not contradict (18), even though there is asense in which the
detective has changead his mind aboutthe possibility tha the butler did it. First he
accepted this possibility, but later hergjected it. However, he has notgonefrom bdieving
apropostionto disbdievingit (or bdievingits negaion), for what helater disbdievesis
adifferent propostion. The same epistemic possibility isinvolved, but notthe same
epistemic possibility propostion. (Radical Invariantism agrees with Contextudism about
wha the detective bdieves, butit deniesthat (16) and (17) manageto express these

propostions even relative to therespective contexts in which thedetective utters them.)

%" In these examples | use @ould&rather than GnightCoecause negating Gnightrequires the cumbersome G
might not be the case that@ @night notGis obviously too weak. L
% To express these propositionsin afully explicit way (and exploiting the context sensitivity of Gow®the
detective could have used (i) at t; and (ii) at ty:

(i)  Relative to my perspective now [= t;], the butler could have doneit.

(i) Relativeto my perspective now [= t,], the butler couldn® have done it.
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Thecontextudist view explainstheintuitiontha the detective, thoughrightto change
his mind, was right before (and not merely jugified in wha hebdieved then). His earlier
bdief was true (tha, relative to wha heknew then, the butler could have doneit), and his
later bdief was truetoo (tha, relative to his more informed body of knowedge thebuter
could not have doneit). However, since the detective does not disbdieve the EP
propostion hebdieved earlier, he hasn®really changed his mind aboutthe origina
propostion. He still bdievesit, butit isnolonge the EP propostion of interest andis no
longe unde consderation.

Relativism takes (16) and (17) at face value and maintainstha each sentence fully
expresses wha the detective bdieves at thetime. So wha hebdieveslater is, jugd as
appearances suggest, thenegaion of wha hebdieved earlier, and in thisrespect heredly
has changed his mind. But this does not mean tha the detective was first mistaken and
later correct. Rather, these seemingly contradictory propostionsare both true, butonly
relative to therelevant perspectives, not abslutely. Thedetective@ bdief that the butler
could have doneit wastruerelative to his earlier perspective, and his later bdief, that the
butier could nothave doneit, was truetoo, relative to his later perspective.

Part of the puzzle abouta case like Changing Your Mindis tha when the detective
rules outthe butler it seemstha if hethought to himself, @ was wrongOwe would tend
to think hewas rightin so thinking. But this is notwha any of our three theories predicts,
at least not straightforwardly (only Propostiond Invariantism straightforwardly predicts
this, butthat view is highly implausible). So how should they characterize the detective@
situaion, even if notstraightforwardly?

Contextudism has to attribute a certain error to him. It says tha in now judging
himself previoudy mistaken, heis mistaken aboutwhat he previoudy bdieved. Heis
correct insofar as the propostion now expressed by the sentence he used previoudy is
false, buttha is notthe propostionit expressed on the previousoccasion. He mistakes
thepostive version of wha hebdieves now (tha, relative to his current paspective, the
butier could have doneit) for wha hebdieved before (tha, relative to his earlier
perspective, the butier could have doneit). Thefact tha the perspective is not made
explicit in howthe detective would put what he previoudy bdieved and now disbdieves

hdpsexplain theerror. Thisfact also explainsour error in thinking tha hechanged his
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mind (went from bdieving to disbdieving a certain propostion). It may seem

implaugble to suppo® tha the detective Bor we Dare mistaken aboutwha he previoudy
bdieved, butin defense of Contextudism it can at least be said tha heisright aboutthe
status of the relevant possibility (the buler@ having doneit), both earlier andlater.
Earlier he correctly bdieved tha such apossibility was compaible with histhen current
body of information, and later hecorrectly bdieved that it was incompatible with his now
current body of information. Moreover, whether he (or we) redlizeit or not, he still
beieves tha this possibility is compatible with his earlier body of information Bhe hasn®
changed his mind aboutthat. Heisjug longe concerned with tha propostion, with what
was possible for him when hewas less informed.

Relativism views the detective® situaion very differently. It claimsthat (16)
expresses the same (non-classical, perspectivally neutral) propostionlater asit did
earlier, and tha thisisthe propostion the detective first accepts and later rejects, from his
different pespectives. So heis nowrgjecting theright propostion, and heisrightto
rgiect it. And,in thinking hewas wrongearlier, heis right aboutwhich propostionheis
now rejecting. However, there is still a problem here for Relativism. In thinking hewas
wrongearlier, hedoes notbdieve tha hewas wrong earlier to bdieve tha propostion
from his perspective now, since hewasn®in that perspective then. On the other hand, if
hethoughthewas mistaken in bdieving tha propasition from his earlier perspective,
he@ bewrongaboutthat! After al, accordingto Relativism, at thelater time heis
condrained to evaluae tha propostion as false. Of course, hecan readily evaluae astrue
theclassical, perspective-involving propostionthat relative to his earlier perspective the
butler could have doneit. However, thisis notthe perspectivally neutral propostionthe
relativist needs So it seemstha Relativism is hard putto capture, in relativist terms,
wha it istha the deective rightly thinks he was wrong about

Relativism seem to rende the consderation of ardative propostion context-bound
In the case of the detective, it seemsto reckon him no longe able to occupy the cognitive
postion hewasin earlier. He can now think what he thoughtthen but only from his
current perspective. In general, it seemsimpossible to entertain arelative propostion
from a perspective other than the perspective oneoccupies. Relativism seemsto lead to a

certain perspectival solipssm: onecan consder EP propostionsonly from oned current
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perspective, not from one3 earlier parspectives, much less from anyoneelse@, past or
present. Thereis an obviousway out of this predicament, of course, butthat requires
consdering classical, perspective-involving EP propostions So it doesn®really dedl
with the problem of consdering relativist, perspectivally neutral propostionsfrom
perspectives other than the parspective oneisin. Not only tha, it raises the question of
whether there is any reason to suppo® tha what one bdieves from one3 current
perspective isn®a classical propostion after all, onethat involves that perspective.

Radical Invariantism relies onthedistinction between the propostiond radicals
expressed by bare EP sentences and the classical perspective-involving propostionsthey
are used to convey. However, invoking this distinction aloneis not enoughto address the
QO was wrongQroblem. Radical Invariantism agrees with Contextudism tha the
detective initially bdieves onesuch propostionand later disbdieves another. The
problem, as we saw with Contextudism, istha althoughin away heisrightto say tha
hewas wrong,in another way heis not Thesolutionisto say tha heisrightinsofar as he
could notuse (16) to assert wha he now bdieves buttha heiswrongif hethinksthat he
nolonge bdieves wha hebdieved before. In fact, hestill doesBhejud can nolonge
use (16) to assert it Band it isnolonge of interest anyway.

Isthis enoughto explain why heisrightto say hewas wrongbefore, or at least why
we feel someindinaionto think so? 1t seemstha we also need an explanaion of why he
is confused aboutwha hewas wrongabout Surely hewas not mistaken earlier because
he accepted a possibility tha would be excluded by hislater perspective. Y et tha seems
to bewhy henow thinkshewas wrongthen and why it is natural to describe him as
having changed hismind. It is notjug tha hewould no longe assertively utter a
sentence hewas prepared to use then.

What is going on here, | think, istha we are geneally notinterested in what is
possible relative to other perspectives so much asin what is possible relative to what we
know now. During the course of an inquiry abouta given matter, we updde, usudly
narrowing, therangeof open possibilities whenever some get eliminated.*® Moreover, our

real interest isin what isthecase, notwha mightbethe case. When we gofrom

9 This updating is not necessarily a monotonic process, since new evidence can re-open possibilities that
were previously ruled out.
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accepting to rgjecting a possibility and concedetha we were wrongbefore, our attention
is misdirected from the propostion we previoudy bdieved to theonetha we nowrgject,
a propostion tha we can now convey with the same sentence.

| concede, then, tha Radical Invariantism is committed to akind of error theory here,
Thedeective is confused aboutwha hewas wrong about, thoughright aboutwhich
sentence it istha hewould nolonge use. But heisright aboutmore than tha. Heisalso
right aboutthe epistemic possibility tha he previoudy accepted. Now tha hehasruled it
out, presumably correctly, it isnolonge the open possibility tha it was. But since earlier

it was open, in tha respect heiswrongto think now tha he was wrongthen.

New Evidence, Sane Possibility

Thecase of Changing Your Mind should not divert our attention from an even simpler
case, onetha tendsto beovelooked in theliterature on epistemic possibility. Thisisthe
case of not changing one® mind even as oned body of information expands Congder
wha goes on when a person who accepts a certain possibility at onestage of an inquiry
and who, after looking further into the matter, continues to accept tha possibility. The
matter mightbethe possibility itself, or it might be some other question, the answer to
which either confirms or rules out this possibility. Either way, the person goes from
accepting the possibility given hisinitial information to accepting the same possibility
after acquiring additiond information.

Suppo® the possibility isthat thebutier could have doneit, asin (16). And suppo®
that the detective thinksat onetime tha thebutler could have doneit and then, after
further investigation, continues to think that the butler could have doneit.* It should be
obviouswhat the different views say aboutthis case and wha the problem isfor each.
AlthoughContextudism and Radical Invariantism differ as to whether sentence (16), as
used on either occasion, manages to express a (perspective-involving) propostion, they
agree tha in usngit onthos two occasionsthe detective would be asserting two
different things each involving his perspective at thetime. After hegathers additiond

evidence, he bdieves something he didn®bdieve before. He may continueto bdieve

% Notice that | don@® say Grontinues to believe thatObecause | do not want to assume that he continues to
believe the same thing. In thisregard, | am not assuming that the GhatGclause of atrue belief attribution
must fully specify something that the subject believes. In my view, identical GhatGclauses of two different
true belief attributions can partialy specify two different beliefs. See Bach 1997.
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wha hebdieved before (tha, relativeto his earlier perspective, thebutier could have
doneit), butthisis notthe bdief he expresses in making the later assertion. According to
the Relativist, onthe other hand, the deective bdieves the same thing all along tha the
butier could have doneit, butthis non-classical propostionisfirst truerelative to his
earlier perspective and later truerelative to his later perspective.

Relativism captures the natural intuition tha the detective continues to bdieve the
same thing, butit ishard putto explain jus howthe detective can rightly say tha hewas
rightall along (jug asin Changing Your Mindit ishard putto explain howthe detective
can righty say tha hewaswrongearlier). To besure, he continues to bdieve the same
thing, buthe does so from a different perspective. Agan, Relativism isfaced with the
problem of perspectival solipssm Bit cannotreadily explain how onecan consder a
given perspectivally neutral EP propostion from different paspectives. Whenever
another perspective isinvolved, Relativism seems forced to changethe subject to
perspective-involving propostions And this raises the question whether perspectivally
neutral propostionsare needed after all.

Perhgpsthat is notas seriousa problem as tha facing Contextualism and Radical
Invariantism, which have the detective bdieving two different things onebefore and
another after gathering additiond evidence. Indeed, both these views seem to make it
difficult to verify an EP propostion. For as soonas onegahers additiond evidence for a
given epistemic possibility, oneendsup verifyinga new perspective-involving
propostion. Jug as Contextudism and Radical Invariantism seem to have troude
explaining howin Changing Your Mind the detective could have rightly thoughttha he
was wrongearlier, in this case they seem to have trouble explaining how he could rightly
think tha he has verified wha he previoudy thoudht.

Thesolution, as before, isto distinguish accepting or rejecting an epistemic
possibility from bdieving or disbdieving an epistemic possibility propostion. When the
detective verifies the possibility that thebutier didit, heis gahering additiond evidence
tha suppots the propostion tha this state of affairs obtains A new EP propostionis
verified, butit isthe same possibility tha remainsopen, now relative to his updded
knowledgebase. As before, wha isimportant is not what is possible relative to wha

perspective butwhat is possible relative to what one knows now.
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6. Further, Trickier Examples
So far we have consdered uses of bare EP sentences where the speaker® perspective
figuresin. Aswe will now seg, there are othe casesin which it does not Andin some of

those cases not even the perspective of the person consdering the utterance figuresin >

Suggseting a Possibility

Sometimes onementionsa possibility notbecause it is open relative to one3 own
information but because it is open relative to the audience@®, as when aparent or ateacher
suggests a possibility to a child or astudent. In such casesit is the audience® perspective,
notone&d own, that comesinto play. For example, suppo® you have hidden abdl from
your child. Your child has looked in variousplaces, but has not thoughtto lookin certain
other places. So you mention a possibility:

(20) Thebdl might beunde a cushion onthe sofa
Youknowtha it is actudly in theempty vase on the coffee table. But in uttering (20)
you don®mean that as far as you knowthe bal might be unde a cushion. Even so, what
you mean istrue For wha you mean istha asfar as the child knows thebdl mightbe
unde acushion. Or, astherdativist hasit, wha you mean is tha thebdl mightbeunde
acushion, arelative propostion which, thoughnottruerelative to your pespective, is
truerelative to the child@.

Something similar hgppensin when ateacher asks a student a question aboutan
ovelooked possibility. Suppo® you are teaching chess and your student is trying to find
thebest movein acertain postion. The student proposs wha isin fact thebest move
and gives some andysisto back it up, buthe has overlooked a plausble butunsound
sacrificial reply. So you say OVha abouttheknight sac on e6?0or, less colloquidly,

(21) Sacrificingtheknight one6 mightbe goodfor White.

Since you see therefutation of that move, you don® mean tha as far as you know the
knight sac might begood.Rather, you mean tha asfar as the ssudent knows the knight
sac mightbe good.Here therdativist would say that wha you suggested is tha the
knight sac might be good,which thoughnot truerdative to your perspective, istrue
relative to the student@.

31| am using Gigure inGin a neutral way, to finesse the difference between being a constituent of a
perspective-involving proposition and being the perspective relative to which or from which a
perspectivally neutral proposition is evaluated.
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In these two examples, it seems tha wha the speaker meansistrue, even thoughthe
mentioned states of affairs are notpossible relative to his perspective. So therelevant
perspective cannotbethe speaker@®. If it were, then, given the speaker® evident authority
on the subject matter, the hearer could infer that the core propostionsaretrue (that the
bdl isunde acushion or tha theknight sac is goad), which obvioudy is notintended. In
these cases, clearly the hearer® perspective is therelevant one

These cases pos a problem for bath Contextudism and Relativism. Whether wha
the speaker meansis a propostion invaving the hearer@ perspective, as Contextudism
hasit, orisapespectivally neutral propostion, as on Relativism, these views need to
explain how, as amatter of semantic fact, it is specifically the hearer@ perspective tha
figuresin andwhy it is neither the speaker@ nor an arbitrary eavesdroppe@. For there is
nothing specia aboutthe sentences: (20) and (21) could both beused, in adifferent
situation, to make statements in which the speaker@ perspective figures in. The spesker
could betheonelooking for thebdl or wondeingif theknight sac isgood.The
difference in situaion affects wha the speaker could reasonably intend and plausbly be
taken to mean, not the semantic content of the uttered sentence. Thisfactor favors

Radical Invariantism.

Asking abouta Possibility
This case of poss alittle puzzle. Often when we are curiousor concerned about
something, we naurally ask someonewho is moreinformed aboutit than we are. Even if
they are notin a postionto resolve theissue we can ill ask them aboutthe possibilities.
For example, a boutof chronic coughing might lead you to conault a pulmonay
specialist. At some point in the course of the examination, unneved by thedodor®
silence you come out and ask,

(22) Isit posibletha | have lungcancer?
Here@ thelittle puzzle. If you asking aboutthis possibility, presumably it is notruled out
by theinformation you already have. So it is possible for you tha you have lungcancer.
But, then, why are you asking thequestion?It seems tha you are asking a question to
which you already knowthe answer! Thisis notlike the case of theteacher askinga
question to mention a possibility to a student, where the teacher@ own information

already rules outtha possibility. Y ou ask the dodor not because youwant to see if she
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knows the answer but because you yourself want to know it. But it seems tha you
already do. So why ask?

There mug bea simple solutionto thislittle puzzle, having something to dowith the
fact tha you do notknow theanswer relative to the supeaior information available to the
person you are asking. Obvioudy, thepulmonay speciaist, with her expertise and the
information she gainsby examining you, isin amuch better epistemic postion than you
to assess your medical condition. Althoughyou know tha further tests would be needed
to deermineif you actudly do have lung cancer, you are confident tha theexaminaion
is providing her with information that could definitively rule outtha possibility.

Radical Invariantism, when augmented with simple pragmeatic consderations seems
best able to give a straightforward accountof wha is going onin this case. The paientis
asking thedodor whether it is possible, relative to the dodor@ body of information, that
the paient has lung cancer. Contextudism and Relativism might try to explain the
irrelevance of the spesker@ perspective on the groundsthat the speaker knows less than
the hearer.>* However, thisis notanecessary condition for asking a question abouta
possibility. Here is a case in which the speaker knows more. A lawyer chdlenges a
witness@ testimony by asking, Qsn®it possible that you saw the defendant@ twin
brother, not the defendant himself20Even thoughthe questiona” knows more (the lawyer
knows perfectly well tha her client, nat histwin brother, was at the scene of thecrime),

the perspective tha figures in hereis tha of the person being asked, notthe questione@.

AttitudeReports
When we ascribe bdiefs or othe attitudes aboutpossibilities to other people and use bare
EP sentences in the @hatGclause of the ascription, nomally therelevant perspective is
tha of the person wele talking about asin (23).

(23) Ed thinkstha Earl mighthave a chansaw.
Theascribee@® perspective figuresin here, nottheascriber@ or the audience@®. Indeed, it
seems tha thisistheonly paspective tha figuresin, even if thefocusof the conversation

is on someoneelse@ perspective. So, for example, suppo® tha we are discussing why

% Another suggestion isthat it is the interrogative form of a sentence used to ask a question that explains
why the hearer@ perspective figures in. However, this explanation can@beright, sinceonecanask a _
guestion with declarative sentences, of forms like @ wonder who EO or @ would like to know what EO.
But if the explanation is based not on the form of the sentence but on the speech act being performed in
uttering it, then clearly it is a pragmatic explanation.
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Ed stoppel his violent son Ted from going to his reclusve neéghborEarl@ hous. We
couldn®use (23) to indicate that Ed, who knows tha Earl doesn®have a chainsaw,
thinkstha as far as Ted knows, Earl mighthave achansaw.

There seemsto benoroomfor shifting perspectivesin this case. Contextudism says
tha it isthe context of utterance that determines which perspective getsinduded in the
propostion expressed by (23). However, the perspective can only be Ed@ Bwhoit is
can®vary with the context. | suppo® a contextudist could reply tha when thebare EP
sentence is embeddad in the @hatGclause of an attitudeascription, therelevant fact about
the context istha theattitudeis being ascribed to a certain person, so that it is this
person@ perspective that figuresin. But this linguistic fact is relevant only because of its
pragmeatic relevance. It is something that a speaker can reasonably expect areasonable
hearer to regard as therelevant perspective. Radical Invariantism can exploit thisfact,
because it does not require the semantics of bare EP sentences to accountfor therelevant
perspective. Rather, as a matter of pragmatic fact, the conveasationdly relevant
perspective is the uniqudy salient one in this case the ascribee@. It is made sdient by the
fact tha theincompletely specified attitudecontent is the ascribee®. So it isthe onethat
a speaker can reasonably expect areasonable hearer to regard astherelevant one This
suggests tha if some other perspective were therelevant ong it would haveto be
mentionad, asin therelativized (24):.

(24) Edthinkstha asfar as Ted knows Earl might have a chansaw.

Here the content of the ascribed bdief is explicitly a perspective-involving propasition.

Therelativist will ingst tha both Contextudism and Radical Invariantism
mischaracterize the content of the bdief ascribed by a speaker of (23). Because (23)
mentionsno peaspective, no perspective isinduded in its content. Tha is, the speaker is
reporting tha wha Ed thinksis merely thebare EP propostiontha Earl mighthave a
chainsaw. But this poses a problem for Relativism. Condder tha for Ed@ bdlief to be
true, the propostiontha Earl might have achainsaw musg betruerelative to Ed@
perspective. However, Relativism does not discriminae among perspectives. Oneway
for tha propostionto betrueisfor it to betruerelative to Fred® perspective, which it
could beeven if it is nottruerelative to Ed®. So suppo® Ed saysto Fred, CEarl might

have a chansaw,Oand then it davnson Ed tha Earl does not own any largetools and that
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it@ his brother Burl who does. Ed knew this all along, despite his momentary memory
lapse. So Ed was mistaken in thinking tha Earl might have achansaw, as he
immediately realized. Y et wha if Fred bdievesthat Earl ownsmany largetools? From
Fred® perspective it istruethat Earl might have achansaw. So from Fred® perspective
Ed correctly said tha. But wha Ed said was false, as Ed isthefirst to admit. Relativism

seems unable to limit therelevant evaluaion of what Ed said to Ed® perspective.

Factive Attitude Reports
When theattitudeverb isfactive, it is even more difficult for Relativism to accountfor
why only the ascribee® perspective is relevant. Condder this example.

(25) Ed redizestha Earl might own achansaw.
Thereporter@ use of afactive verb (@ealizes) indcates his agreement with the ascribee
aboutthe epistemic possibility propostionin question and his endorsement of the
ascribee@ bdief. But changethe case slightly and thingsare different. Put it in the past
tense and suppo® that the reporter knows full well that the core propostionisfase. Let@
say tha Fred istalking aboutwhy antisoda Ed called on hisneghboslast year. He
knows that Earl has never owned achansaw, butremembers tha Ed was looking to
borrow variousthingsfrom variouspeople. Ed® limited information aboutwho owned
wha enabled him to narrow down the possibilities somewha. Knowing tha a chansaw
was oneof thethingsEd wanted to borrow, Fred utters (26), in order to explain why Ed
went to Earl® hous.

(26) Ed redized tha Earl mighthave owned achansaw.
Fred seems to be speaking truly here. But suppo Fred knows that Ed doesn®own a
chainsaw. Then Fred doesn®bdieve (relative to his own perspective) tha Earl might
have owned a chansaw. In asserting that Ed realizes tha Earl might have owned ong he
endorses the propostion tha Earl might have owned a chansaw, but relative to Ed@
perspective, not his own. The problem for Relativism isto accountfor theirrelevance of
Fred® perspective, from which what Ed realizesisfalse. After al, Fred issincerely and
truly asserting tha Ed realizes tha Earl might have owned a chansaw (a perspectivally
neutral propostion, according to Relativism), even thoughFred himself disbdievesit.
Therelativist needsaway for thereporter@ perspective to stay out of the picture so tha
thereporter can endorse this perspectivally neutral propostion from the agent@
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perspective (as oppogd to endorsing the perspective-involving propostiontha hasthe

agent® perspective as a condituent).

Action Explanation
Even withoutbeng embeddeal, a bare EP sentence can be used to explain an action. For
example, avisitor asks my wife why | briefly went outside, and shereplies with (27),

(27) He mighthave left thekeysinthefrontdoor.

Wha matters here is my perspective, nothers. Having jus come in throughthe front
door, shemight know full well tha the keys can®bethere. So her perspective doesn®
matter. Indeed, she could have gonefurther and replied with thefactive (28),

(28) Herealized tha hemight have left thekeysin thefrontdoor.

Aswe jug saw, this doesn®commit her to beieving tha from her perspective | might
have left thekeysin thefrontdoor.

It might be objected regarding (27), where the bare EP sentence is not embedded, tha
there is no commitment to the relevant perspective-involving propostion; my wifeis
committed only to thefact that | though tha | might have left thekeysin thefrontdoar.
However, this objection, if valid, would show too much. We frequently explain people®
actionsin terms of facts they are aware of. For example, my wife could explain why |
shut off the stove by saying, Orhe water was boiling.OShe does not have to hedgeher
explanaion by saying, He though the water was boiling. OOf course, if thewhistling |
heard were nottha of the teakettle, then this explanaion would beincorrect. But it
doesn®follow that it is actudly incorrect. Wha@ more, to shift to theattitudeattributing
form isto shift from areasonsexplanation to a causal explandion. My reason for turning

off thestovewas that thewater was boiling, notthat | though it was boiling.

Temporal Modification
It seems tha temporal modifiers tha occur in bare EP sentences with nightQand
(osibleCyeneraly take narrow scopeeven when they occur outside the EP term.
Congder (29), for example:

(29) Yesterday Barry might have been in New Y ork.
An utterance of (29) would seem to concern where Barry might have been the previous

day, notwhether ontha day it was possible that hewas there. It is more plausbly read as
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saying tha Barry might have been in New Y ork yesterday. However, thesituaionis less
clear with (30), which containstwo tense markers.

(30) Yedsterday it was possible that Barry wasin New Y ork.
Thepreferred reading of (30) seems to betha it was possible yesterday (even if not
today) that Barry wasin New Y ork (presumably yesterday but perhgpsat some earlier
time). Indeed, it does not seem tha (30) has areading according to which it is now
possible tha Barry wasin New Y ork yesterday. For that we need (31), which has @sQOin
place of thefirst QvasGin (30):

(31) Itispossibletha Barry wasin New York yesterday.
Even so, | am not suggesting tha the preferred reading of (30) isal tha good.Tha is
because (30) does notindicate therelevant perspective. Therdativized (32) does:

(32) Yesterday, given wha we knew then, it was possible that Barry was in
New York.

This pointisclearer in cases where the state of affairsin questionis atempora, as hee:

(33) Twenty years ago it was possible that Fermat® Last Theorem was false.

In this case, thetemporal modfication cannotplausibly betaken to bear onthetime at
which Fermat® L ast Theorem was false. Indeed, even someonewho thinkstha a
mathematical claim can changetruth-value over time would need to use (34), not(33), to
mean tha Fermat@ Last Theorem mighthave been false twenty years earlier.

(34) Itisposibletha Fermat( Last Theorem was false twenty years ago.

So it seems that with their two tense markers temporally modified Gt was possible®
sentences, such as (30) and (33), concern thetime of the perspective, notthetime of the
state of affairs, whereas temporally modified single clause GnightOsentences, such as
(30), concern thetime of the state of affairs.

These brief observationsare provisona. The subject of temporally modified bare EP
sentences is much too complicated to discuss here in detail. Unfortunaely, thein-depth
investigations! am familiar with, natably Condomvdi 2002and Von Fintel and latridou
2003,do not specificaly discuss the place of perspective or address the contrast between
bare and relativized EP sentences. For now| can only speculate tha wherever theeisa
puzzle involving tense or temporal modficationin bare EP sentences, the puzle
probably arises because despite there beng an indication of thetime of therelevant

perspective there is no indication of whos perspectiveit is. Thisjugd goesto showtha if
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you wish to assert tha something was possible relative to a certain perspective at a

certain time, you need to indicate, asin (32), the perspective as well asthetime.

7. General Problemsfor Relativism

Contextudism and Relativism are subject to problems tha go beyondtheir difficulties at
handling particular cases. These concern their underlying assumptionsand the
philosophical motivationsbehind them. | will discuss problems with Relativism firgt,
because of its appeal to nondassical perspectivally neutral propostions Inthe next
section | will turn to some basic problems for Contextudism.

Relativists rarely mention, much less discuss, relativized EP sentences and ther
semantic contents. Even o, | think it is safe to assume tha relativists do not deny tha
these sentences semantically express perspective-involving EP propostions classical
propostionstrue or false indgpendently of the context in which they are conveyed or
congdered. What relativists claim istha there are perspectivally neutral EP propostions
aswell, tha these are nondassical, relative propostions and tha bare EP sentences
express them. Thisview givesrise to several problems. One concernstherelativist
conaeption of propostionsin general, and several are specific to therelativist account of
bare EP sentences. | will touch only briefly onthegeneral worry abou therelativist@
propostions sinceit is nat specific to the semantics of bare EP sentences. A question
gpecific to them iswhether, in order to make sense of our uses of bare EP sentences and
of the semantic contents of the sentences themselves, there is any need to invoke
perspectivally neutral propostionsin thefirst place.

Therelativist@ nonclassical propostionsare suppo®d to betrueor false relative to
or from a pespective, so tha such apropostion could betruefrom oneperspective and
false from another. Thefollowing example suggests a problem with tha.** Suppo® that
the (putative) propostionin questionistha Centra Park might belarger than Golden
Gate Park. Suppo® Rudy figuresthat since New York is so much bigge than San

# Thereisalso at least aterminological problem with the reI ativist notion of assessment sensitivity.
MacFarlane describes epistemic modal terms (and expressions of certain other types, such as predicates of
personal taste) as CGassessment-sensitive,Obut this is misleadi ng. For it is not the assessment but the context
of assessment to which the truth of arelative EP proposition is supposed to be relative. What mattersis not
whether the agent assesses this proposition as true or false but that the agent possesses a certain body of
knowledge (information, evidence) relative to which this proposition is true or false. MacFarlane seems to
use @rue at a context of assessmentQinterchangeably with Grue as assessed from a context of assessmentO
(thisvolume: n23), but, so far as| can tell, the assessing itself plays no rolein his account.
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Frandsco, its mog famouspark could well be bigger too. Meanwhile, | know for afact
tha Golden Gate Park is more than 20% large in areathan Central Park. Now the
relativist view isthat there is onepropostion, tha Central Park might belarger than
Golden Gate Park, which is truerelative to Rudy® perspective and false relative to mine
But what is such a propostion?Offhand it would seem tha a propostion correspondsto
apossible or conceivable way theworld is. Tha is, the propostionistruejug in case the
world is as the propostion saysit is. Thisview of propostionsis not preserved onthe
relativist conaeption. If it were, theworld could be oneway from Rudy® perspective and
another way relative to mine® Of course theworld could seem different fromour
respective perspectives, but obvioudy that is nat the relativist@ point. Nor isit that being
possible from Rudy® perspective is compaible with not being possible from mine. These
are two different relationd propeties tha a state of affairs (such as Central Park being
larger than Golden Gate Park) could have, as ascribed by different perspective-involving
EP propostions Therdativist claim istha oneand the same propostion (tha Central
Park mightbelarger than Golden Gate Park) could betruerelative to Rudy® perspective
and false relative to mine®

Fromthestandpont of Radical Invariantism, the propostionsposted by Relativism
amountto no more than propostiond radicals, if congdered as the semantic contents of
bare EP sentences, or partially specified classical propostions if consdered as contents
of thoughs aboutepistemic possibilities. | think itisfair to regard this as the default
hypotesis aboutthem. To show tha this hypohesisisinadequae, therelativist needsto
show tha perspectivally neutral EP propostionsplay an indispensable role in our talk
aboutepistemic possibility. For example, he needsto arguetha people can disagree and
changethar mindsaboutepistemic possibilitiesin away that attributing classical
propostiond contents to our attitudes cannotmake sense of. Because they have restricted

thear attention to bare EP sentences, it has not occurred to relativists to do this.

3 Worth noting here is what Michael Glanzberg (forthcoming) calls Ghe easy road to relativism,Othe
argument that since truth isrelative to aworld anyway, there is no principled roadblock to extending its
relativization to other parameters, such as perspectives. Glanzberg argues that, contrary to popular opinion,
relativization of truth to worlds plays no essential role in semantic theory and plays merely aheuristic role
in meta-theory.

% This and related problems are brought out more fully by Crispin Wright (forthcoming). Wright and also
Paul Boghossian (2006), in the course of discussing various sorts of relativism, register their doubts asto
whether truth relativism in agiven area can amount to anything more than property relativism in that area.
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Theburden ontherelativist isto show tha wha he regards as thetruth of a
perspectivaly neutral EP propostionrelative to agiven perspective amounts to
something other than thetruth of a classical EP propostion tha involves tha perspective.
To showthisit is notenoughto point outthat two people who both think tha possibly p,
thar different perspectives notwithganding, mug have somethingin common. For that
does not show tha they bdieve the same thing. It shows only tha they bdieve something
of the same sort and to that extent have a belief property in common. Surely it does not
follow from thefact tha two people lovethar mother tha they love the same person.
Even so, they share the propaty of lovingther (respective) mothers. Similarly, the mere
fact tha two people could use the same bare EP sentence to convey ther respective
bdiefs does not show, even if the sentence has invariant semantic content, tha they
bdieve the same thing. Even if they share the property of accepting the same epistemic
possibility, it does notfollow tha they bdieve the same EP propostion.

Anothe chdlengefor Relativism is show tha its accountof bare EP sentences
coheres with the semantics of relativized EP sentences, which express perspective-
involving EP propostions Such apropostion says tha a certain state of affairsis
possible relative to a certain perspective. So if abare EP sentence expresses all buta
perspective, thesimple (perhgosnasve) condusonto draw isthat it falls short of
expressing a full-fledged EP propostion Dit seems to lack an essential ingredient. To
rebut this smple condusontherdativist needsto explain how and why the semantic
content of abare EP sentence amounts to anything more than an undespecified content
of any corresponding relativized EP sentence. And it mug explain thisin such away that
expressionslike @nightGand @ossibleChave the same meaningsregardless of which sort
of sentence they occur in.

Findly, thereisourearlier worry tha Relativism seemsto lead to acertain
perspectival solipsism: onecan consder a perspectivally neutral EP propostion only
from one@ current perspective, notfroman earlier perspective, much less from anyone
else@, past or present. To condder an EP propostion relative to an earlier or another@
perspective isjud to condder arelativized EP propostion involving tha perspective b
onecan®consder a pespectivally neutral EP propostion (if thereis such athing) from

any but one3 current perspective. All this makes onewonde whether what onebdieves
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from one@ current perspective isn®ajus classical EP propostioninvolving tha

perspective.

8. General Problemsfor Contextualism

Contextudism and Radical Invariantism agree that all EP propostionsinvolve
perspectives, propostionsthat are absolutely trueor false and are expressed (invariantly)
by relativized EP sentences (given that any and all indexical, indudingtime, references
are fixed). But Contextudism maintainsthat they can also be expressed by bare EP
sentences, thoughwhich such propostion a given bare EP sentence expresses dependson
the context in which it is used. The semantic content of a given bare EP sentence as used
in a given context involves a perspective, which is somehow provided or otherwise
determined by tha context. The questionis whether there is any goodreason to suppo®
this.

Fromthestandpont of Radical Invariantism, it is gratuitousto attribute complete
propostiond contents, however variable, to bare EP sentences jus on the basis of
intuitionsof truth or falsity. Tha jud takes for granted tha these intuitionspertain to the
sentences themselves.*® Themere fact tha we can convey propostionswhen we use
them and grasp propostionswhen we hear them does not show tha they semantically
express those propostions The semantically more modest postion, tha of Radical
Invariantism, isthat there is nothing variable or shifty in the semantic content of abare
EP sentence. What is variable is how the sentence can be used or how an utterance of it
can betaken, with its semantically invariant but propostiondly incomplete content
completed by the addition of a perspective, thereby turning a propostiond radical into a
propostion. Rather than appeal to suppogdly semantic intuitions proponents of
Contextudism need to provide some linguistic basis for claiming that bare EP sentences
contain variables tha get assignad values by certain features of the context of utterance
(or else are quantified over by bengin the scopeof some suitable quantifier phrase).
Lacking evidence for this suppostion, we should adoptthe default hypothesistha there

are no such variables.

% discuss the error of putting too much credence in seemingly semantic intuitions, e.g. by mistaking
pragmatic regularities for matters of semantic fact, in Bach 2002 and 2005: 29-33.
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Contextudism mug aso confrontwhat |@ call the uniqueness problem. Tha is, it
needsto be formulated in away tha works for thevariety of waysin which bare EP
sentences can beused, asillugrated in sections5 and 6. Therelevant perspective
generally indudes the speaker@, butin many cases it extendsbeyondtha, beyondeven
thejoint perspective of the speaker and hearer. In order to come up with aunitary
account, the contextudist can try to extend thereach of therelevant groupbut, as John
MacFarlane points out, Qhereis no way to keep the groupfrom expanding inddinitelyQ
(this volume: 30ms).*” Besides, as some of our examplesillusrated, the perspective tha
figuresinto the propostion allegedly expressed by the bare EP sentence sometimes does
notindudethe spesker@. Therelevant onemight bethe hearer@ perspective, agroup
perspective tha indudes the hearer@ but not the speaker@, or some third party® or
separate group®@perspective. And it won®do for the contextudist to offer an ad hoc
story aboutwhich perspective counts as therelevant onein a given case. Nor can the
contextudist jus summarily claim tha in each case the context somehow QieterminesO
which perspective is therelevant one Which oneit is mug be adeerminae fundion of
some specified contextud parameter. Andit would befacile to try to solve the
uniqueness problem by claiming that the opeative parameter is appropriateness, salience,
or thelike. Tha would be aflimsy attempt to sweep a semantic problem unde the
pragmeatic rug.

Invoking the speaker( intention does not help here.® Tha would effectively concede
tha context plays merely a pragmatic role, not a semantic one For once we invokethe

spesker@ intention, we can nolonge claim tha context itself determines which

37 As MacFarlane explains, Orhe problem is that once we let data about third-party assessments and
retraction motivate an expansion of the contextually relevant group to include more than just the speaker,
there is no way to stop this machine. The same kind of arguments that motivate expanding the rel evant
group of knowersto include [the eavesdropper] would motivate expanding the relevant group of knowers to
include anybody who will ever consider the claimO(this volume: 12ms). O here [does not] seem to be any
stable position that balances these two competing desiderata. If we focus on uptake (third-party
assessments, retractions, and disagreement), we are led to expand the relevant body of knowledge,
seemingly without end. But if we focuson production, we are led to contract it (on pain of making
ordinary, apparently reasonable assertions unwarranted). We are led to akind of paradox: although the truth
of a claim made using epistemic modals must depend somehow on what is known Bthat is what makes it
(epistemicODit does not seem to depend on any particular body of knowledgeO(19-20ms).

% The points in this paragraph about speakersOintentions and context are defended more fully in Bach
2005: 36-39.
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perspective is therelevant one® For context here plays only an evidentia role. It
comprises the mutudly salient contextud information that theaudience isto use to
ascertain the spesker@ communicative intention, partly onthebasis that they are so
intended. Context in this sense does not determine, in the (metaphyscal) sense of
condituting, what the speaker means. An unreasonable speaker could mean something
tha hisaudience is unable to identify, and nathing in the context (or in the meaning of
the bare EP sentence he uses) prevents him from meaning that. When communication
succeeds, the spesker mug utter a sentence whose utterance makes evident wha he
means In tha case, context combines with wha he says andthefac thathe saysit (this
iswha makesitsrole pragmatic) to providethe audience with the basis for deermining,
in the (epistemological) sense of ascertaining, notcondituting, what the speaker means
Whereas context bears on wha the speaker can reasonably mean (this comes to the same
thing as what his audience can plausbly take him to mean), the spesker@ communicative
intention determines what hedoes mean.

So any version of Contextudism worthy of the nane mug explain how context
literally determines therelevant perspective involved in the propostion allegedly
expressed by abare EP sentence in a given context. From the standpont of Radical
Invariantism, this problem arises only because of the Context Sengtivity andthe
Propostion Fallacies, which combineto lead contextudists to think that if a sentence
doesn®semantically express a propostion independently of context, it must doso in a
way tha dependson context. Fortunaely, you dor® have to be a contextudist to accept
theview tha al EP propostionsinvdve perspectives and are true or false abolutely. To
accept this you do not have to suppo® that bare EP sentences manage (in some context-

sendtive way) to semantically express such propostions

9. Radical Invariantism: Objections and Replies

Asnoted earlier, Contextudism was motivated by the obviousinadequacy of
Propostiond Invariantism and Relativism in turn by the shortcomingsof Contextudism.
Radical Invariantism is partly motivated by the shortcomingsof bath, butalso by ther
ingghts. It agrees with Contextudism aboutwha EP propostionsthere are and it agrees

¥t isimportant to note that the speaker@ communicative intention is not itself part of the context. For if
context is to play the explanatory role claimed of it, it must be something that is the same for the speaker as
it isfor his audience, and obviously the role of the speaker@ intention is not the same for both.
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with Relativism tha the semantic contents of bare EP sentences do notvary. | take
Radical Invariantism to bethe default postion onthe semantics of bare EP sentences, but
that doesn®mean it isn® subject to objections | will take upthe best ones | can think of.
Thefirgt charges tha Radical Invaiantism is nothing more than a version of
Contextudism, and the others allege tha Radical Invariantism implies something false

aboutthe claims we make and thoughs we express when we use bare EP sentences.

i. Radical Invariantismisjug a version of Contextualism.

People often complain to metha Radical Invariantism isjud aversion of Contextudism
(and fraughtwith the same problems). After all, it agrees tha EP propostionsinvolve
perspectives, tha the meaning of a bare EP sentence underdeermines which such
propostion a speaker meansin usngthe sentence literally, and tha in some sense
context fillsin thegap. But, | say, there theresemblance ends For onething, thesensein
which context fillsin thegap isradically different. Radical Invariantism regjects the
contextudist claim tha context literally determines which perspective figuresinto the
relevant EP propostion. Wha propostion thisis can vary from context to context, but
this doesn®@mean tha the context determines which one And, as explained in the
previoussection, invoking either salience or the speaker@ intention is tantamountto
conceding tha context plays nota semantic but merely an evidential, pragmatic role. It
provides the hearer with evidence regarding wha EP propostion the speaker means but
it does notfix the EP propostionthat is suppo®d to be expressed semantically.

Anothe source for this objectionis theides, discussed at the end of section 4, tha
what at issueis the semantic content of utteranaes of bare EP sentences, nottha of the
sentences themselves. To that | can only repeat what | said then. Theterm itteranceGcan
refer either to a sentence tha is uttered or to an act of uttering a sentence. Obvioudy it
can®apply to sentences. But if it applies to acts of uttering sentences, it is ineffective.

Utterances are speech acts, the subject matter of pragmatics, not semantics.

ii. Radical Invariantism gets the phenonenologywrong.

It might be objected on phenomenological groundstha, despite arguments to the contrary
butin accordance with appearances, bare EP sentences really do express propostions
This objection is based onthe observation tha when we entertain, accept, or regject a

possibility, we do nat seemto do so relative to a perspective. The paspective does not
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strike us as getting into the content of the attitudewe have toward the possibility.
Accordingly, when as speakers we utter a bare EP sentence, we straightforwardly say
wha we mean, and wha we mean is a perspectivally neutral propostion. We do nothave
the sense tha we are speaking elliptically, omitting reference to our perspective, in the
way we would if we uttered Q haven®have lunchGand meant that we haven®yet had
lunch that day. In thelatter case, we would immediately acknowledge if asked, tha this
iswha we meant. This difference leaves open thequestion of what itisfor a
perspectivaly neutral propostionto betrue butthat iswhere Relativism comesin
(assuming Propostiond Invaiantism is anongarter). Relativism is an answer to tha
guestion, but the objection itself does not assume Relativism.

Theshort answer to this objectionis tha appearances can be deceiving, in particular
aboutthe structure of propostionsaboutepistemic possibilities. Condder other cases,
involving predicates like @ffengveQ GearyQ and @bviousD People can use them in
simple sentences to say thingsand express attitudes tha they take to be absolute, not
relationd. However, it does notfollow tha therelevant facts are abslute rather than
relationd. If they arerelationd, as presumably they are, then it is plaugble tha these
facts are captured only by perspective-involving propostions(in a broad sense of
(erspectived.

| suppo® tha onecould concedethis reply, so far asit goes, butarguetha even
thoughthere are no bare epistemic possibility facts (because of the perspective relativity
of epistemic possibility), people can still have bdiefs and make claims aboutepistemic
possibilities tha are notrelativized. This would beandogousto the suggestion tha
people bdieve thingsand make claims aboutmotion or weight withoutrealizing tha
motion and weightare relative (to frame of reference and gravitationd field,
respectively). However, implementing this suggestion would require adoping a strong
error theory aboutpeople@® ordinary epistemic possibility bdiefs and claims. Such a
theory seems relatively plaugble regarding bdiefs and claims aboutmotion and weight,
butit ismuch less plausgble regarding bdiefs and claims about offensveness, scariness,

or obviousess Dor epistemic possibility, whos relativity seems, well, obvious®

“0 Boghossian (2006) and Wright (forthcoming) insightfully examine this and related issues that arise from
different versions of theses that certain ostensibly monadic properties are actually relational.
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iii. Radical Invariantism mischaracterizes the mental representation of EP propostions
This objection is similar to the previousone butit concernsthe representation of EP
propostions notthe phenomenology of bdieving or asserting them. The objection, quite
simply, istha when we assertively utter bare EP sentences or have bdiefs tha dispos us
to utter them, we do not mentally represent perspectives. Not only does thebare EP
sentence tha a speaker utters notrepresent a perspective, nather does the speaker or his
mental state.

This contention provides the basis for an indirect argument agang Radical
Invariantism. Assume that when a speaker assertively utters a sentence, what heassertsis
apropostion and, since assertion is the expression of bdief, the content of the bdief he
expressesis tha propostion. But Radical Invariantism denies tha bare EP sentences
express propostions So it impliesthat the bdief aspeaker expresses when usng abare
EP sentence has a content that indudes more than the semantic content of the sentence,
namely a perspective, typically the spesker@ (could this objection plaugbly apply to any
other case?). But there isno mental representation of a perspective in this case. So the
propostiontha a speaker asserts and presumably bdieves when uttering a bare EP
sentence does notindudea perspective.

| grant that this would be acompdling argument agang Radical Invariantism if
indeed speakers who use bare EP sentences do not represent perspectives. But | do not
concedetha. A perspective can berepresented withoutbeng explicitly represented. Here
isan andogy. Conddering a possibility relative to one® current bodyof informationis
like seeing an object as being at a certain distance and direction. Jug as you do nothave
to represent your location and orientation to see (or judge an object as being roughly
twenty feet away and off to yourright, so you do not have to represent your current body
of informationin order to judgetha some possibility is compatible with it. Aswith polar
coordinates, the center is built into the system of representation and does not itself have
to berepresented. Whether you deem a possibility as live or far-fetched, you do so from

your current perspective, that is, relative to your current view of things To represent
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something as from your point of view does not require representing your point of view. It
just requires occupying tha point of view.**

In this connectionit is plaudble to suppo tha by default we represent epistemic
possibilities from our own current cognitive perspective. Epistemic possibilities are, we
might say, default-egocentric. Tha is, we congde them from our own current
perspective unless we are prompted to consde than from adifferent pespective. Itis
only when some other perspective comes into play tha we explicitly condder the
possibility relative to a perspective (we can®view it fromthat perspective since we do
not occupy tha perspective). Only when therelevant perspective is different from our
own current onedoes the perspective have to be represented. When conddering or even
temporarily adoping a different perspective, we mus represent a possibility asrelative to
tha paspective. So, for example, if you bdieve that your grandfather thoughtit possible
tha theworld was created in 4004BC, youtake it that hethoughtthisrelative to the
body of information he had. The situaion is andogousto bdieving tha a certain object

in another person®@field of visionis at a certain distance and direction from them.

iv. Radical Invariantism QovergeneratesQ

Theworry hereistha by keeping perspectives out of the semantics of bare EP sentences,
Radical Invariantism imposes no condraint on what speakers can mean in uttering such
sentences. It allows tha a spesker could utter @ might be a spyQknowing full well that
heis notaspy, but mean that from Dick Cheney@ perspective the speaker mightbea
Py.

It istruetha Radical Invariantism, as athesis aboutthe semantics of bare EP
sentences, imposes no such condraint. Tha isthejob of a pragmatic accountof how such
sentences can reasonably be used or plaugbly beundestoodto convey more than they
express semantically. Such an accountbeginswith the observation tha there isageneral,
rationd condraint on speakersOcommunicative intentions namely that they be
recognizable by theintended audience. A speaker cannotutter a sentence and rationdly
mean anything he pleases. He mug mean something that he can reasonably expect to be

taken as meaning. In the case of bare EP sentences, there mug be aunique candidate that

I This observation ties in with views about thought that invoke notions like belief de se, essential
indexicals, or centered possible worlds.
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theaudience can identify astherelevant perspective. Otherwise, there would beno
determinae way of taking theutterance, in which case the speaker would need to make
therelevant perspective explicit. Aswe saw in discussing variouscases, the uses of an
unembeddeal bare EP sentence often involves the joint perspective of theinterlocutors,
notathird party®. There has to be some evident reason for the hearer to suppo® tha the
relevant perspective is onetha does notindudethe speaker@ and it nesdsto beevident
whos perspective tha is. We saw cases, namely uggesting a Possibility and Asking
abouta Possibility, where therelevant paspective is the hearer@. And, as we saw with
casesin which athird paty@ attitudeis being reported or action is being explained,
nomally it istha person@® perspective that comesinto play. In such cases thefocusis not
onthe possibility itself but onthe person@attitudeor action.

In my view thereis no semantic accountto be had of how perspectives enter into the
uses of bare EP sentences, in either of theways suggested by contextudists and
relativists. Thereis also no need for such an account In denying tha perspectives enter
into the semantic contents of these sentences. | am nat denying the need for a pragmatic
accountof theways in which speakers can reasonably intend and expect utterances of
bare EP sentences to be taken and theways in which such utterances can reasonably be
taken (see the Appendix for some geneal conjecturesin thisregard). Thisis a matter of
accouning for which perspective comesinto play in a given case even thoughit is not
mentioned. In some cases no uniqueperspective comes into play, and interlocutors talk
past each other. In those cases, aswell asin those in which theintended perspective is not
theonetha would be uniqudy salient if nonewere mentioned, the speaker needsto make
explicit wha theintended perspective is. From a pragmatic point of view, the problem
posd by bare EP sentences is not to accountfor how extralinguistic facts combinewith
sentence meaning to determinewhat pespective figuresin to an utterance of the
sentence. Rather, the chdlengeis explain unde wha circumstances a speaker does not
need to use areativized EP sentence to communicate what therelevant pespectiveis. In
some cases, awary speaker will use abare EP sentence to leave himself some wiggle
roomas to wha therelevant perspective is. He coud be poised eithe to embrace the
perspective of theaudience (or perhgpsan outside source of information) or to retreat to

his own perspective. So, it turnsout that the semantics of bare EP sentencesis notall tha



interesting. Much more interesting are the uses to which we putthem, asillugdrated by the

examples we have discussed.

10.The Bottom Line
It isagreed onall sidestha a state of affairsisor is not epistemically possible only
relative to a perspective, a body of information. Epistemic possibility sentences that
mention perspectives (or personswith perspectives) semantically express propostions
tha indudepespectives (or pasong as condituents. These are classical propostions
absolutely true or false (orthogonaissues of vagueness aside). The semantic puzzle about
epistemic possibility arises with sentences that do not mention perspectives. Solving it
requires recognizing a couple of distinctions First, we need to distinguish the semantic
guestion of wha bare EP sentences express from the metaphyscal question of wha EP
propostionsthere are to be expressed. Tha leaves open whethe the semantic contents of
bare EP sentences add up to propostions We also need to distinguish this semantic
guestion from the pragmatic question of wha propodtionsspeakers use can such
sentences to convey (and how hearers undeastand these uses).

Contextudism holdstha a given bare EP sentence expresses perspective-involving
EP propostions different onesin different contexts. Relativism holdstha such a
sentence expresses (irrelevant indexicality aside) asingle, perspectivally neutra
propostionindgendently of context, but that thisnondassical propostion can betrueor
false from, or relative to, different contexts. Both views have trouble handling certain
cases, butthey face more general difficulties aswell. Partly as theresult of focusng on
bare EP sentences and neglecting ther relativized counterparts, both contextudists and
relativists have overlooked the possibility tha bare EP sentences, like a great many other
sentences, simply fall short of fully expressing propostions These theorists have not
asked themselves if thar seemingly semantic intuitionsare respongve not to thetruth-
values of the sentences themselves but rather to how speakers use and undestand uses of
these sentences. Tha takes usbeyond semantics into the realm of pragmatics.

Radical Invariantism, consdered strictly as a view aboutthe semantics of bare EP
sentences, agrees with Contextudism aboutwha propostionsthere are for EP sentences
to express but denies tha bare EP sentences (as oppo®d to relativized) are fit to express

them. It claims tha bare EP sentences express propostiond radicals, notfull-fledged
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propostions Radical Invariantism agrees with Relativism that bare EP sentences are not
inherently context-sendtive, butit denies tha ther invariant semantic contents are fully
propostiond. Fromtheradica invaiantist point of view, contextudists mistake
propostiond incompleteness for context sengtivity and relativists mistake propasitiond
radicals for propostions Theblind spotinduced by the Propostion Fallacy sugainsthe
false hopeof formulating some sort of context-sensitive truth-conditiond semantics for
these sentences. However, it is nota semantic buta metaphyscal fact tha epistemic
possibility is perspective-relative. Thisis afact notabout@s possibleCbut aboutbeing
epistemically possible, that it isarelation, nota propeaty.” Neither contextudists nor
relativists have given usany reason to expect this fact to bereflected in the semantics of
EP sentences tha do not mention perspectives.

Since speakers mug use bare EP sentences to convey propostions at least when they
mean something determinate, what they mean mug involve a pespective. Therelevant
perspective is not determined by context, at least not in any legitimate sense of
@etermineCor @ontextQbut by wha speakers can reasonebly mean (and wha hearers
can plausbly them to mean) in uttering these sentences. The problem isto notto give a
semantic accountof the propostiond contents of bare EP sentences butto explain
pragmatically how we can use or unde'stand uses of them to convey a propostion
involving a certain perspective. Usudly the perspective is or indudes the speaker®, but
not aways, especially when the bare EP sentence is embedded. In some cases, in order to
forestall misundestanding or incomprehenson, we need to make therelevant perspective
explicit and mug use arelativized epistemic possibility sentence. But we generally know
when usng a bare epistemic possibility sentence will do, in which case we do notbother
mentioning therelevant perspective. Jug what this ability involves is something for usas

theorists to figure out, but as speakers we have aready mastered it pretty well.*

2 Similarly, it is ametaphysical fact that tastiness, offensiveness, boringness, and amusingness are .
perspective-relative. Thisis not a semantic fact about Os tastyQ s offensiveQ Qs boringQ or @s amusingO
Rather, it is a metaphysical fact about the things they semantically express, that these things are rel ations,
not properties. Predictably enough, | develop aradical invariantist account of unrel ativized sentences
containing so-called predicates of personal taste in a companion piece called (Relatively Speaking.O

3| am grateful to an anonymous OUP referee and to the not so anonymous editors for their valuable
comments. Thanks also to audiences at the universities of Californiaat Davis, Californiaat Santa Cruz,
Chicago, Edinburgh, London (Institute of Philosophy), St. Andrews, Sheffield, and Wisconsin-Milwaukee,
where many of the ideas in this paper were presented.
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Appendix: Possibilitiesand Pragmatics

Hereis a series of observationsaboutthe pragmatics of utterances of bare EP sentences.

To avoid beng tendentiousl| frame them in as theory-neutral away as possible. So, for

example, when | speak of asserting a possibility, | leave open whether or not the asserted

propostioninvolves a perspective. Space does not permit explaining, illugrating, or

judifying these observationsin any detail, butthey mogly apply basic platitudesin

pragmatics to the specia case of utterances aboutepistemic possibilities.

¥

When you use a bare EP sentence assertively, ordinarily you do not assert amere or
idle possibility. If it isworth mentioning, presumably you take it to be a more serious
possibility than tha andintend it to betaken as such.

In assertingtha ! p (® Gmeans(t is epistemically possible that(), sometimes you are
not so much committing yourself to its being true as refraining from committing
yourself to thefalsity of its core propostionp.

Often the point of assertingtha ! p isnotto inform your audiencetha ! p orto get
them to bdieveit but, rather, to cal it to thar attention or, if it is obvioustha they
already bdievetha ! p, to remindthem of it.

When you assert a possibility, you often do something more than jud assert it.
Depending on the circumstances, you might be suggesting that it isworth looking
into, chdlenginga claim (aknowledgeclaim, say), or even advising somebody not to
do something because of therisk assodated with the possibility.

Y ou can utter an unanbedded bare EP sentence withoutassertingtha ! p. Y ou could
ingead be suggesting that p or even jus guessing tha p, especially if youuse
(Perhgpslor Gnaybelrather than GnightOor @ossiblyOIn that case, you would be
usngtheterm nat as a content modifier but as an utterance modifier, to indicate
something aboutwhat you are doingin uttering therest of the sentence.

When you assert tha ! p, nomally you leave opentha ! ~p aswell. For if youwere
foreclogng tha possibility, youwould be prepared to deny tha ~p, hence to assert
tha p, in which case it would be mideading to assert theweaker ! p. Similarly, if you
were consdeing an exhaugive list of possible answersto awh-question and ruled
outall butA, youwould not merely say tha A isavery strongpossibility. Youwould
condude(by elimination) is tha theansver mug be A.
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When you sincerely assert that | p, often you do not expect your audienced
knowledgeand bdiefs excludetha possibility. In tha case, youimplicitly assume
tha if youknew wha they know and bdieved wha they bdieve, you could till
coheently bdieve and assert that ! p. So your assertion implicitly incorporates ther
perspective into your own. Y ouintend the possibility that p to be compatible with
your joint perspective.

On some occasions however, your audience bdieves something tha if truewould
rule outthe possibility in question. In that case, your assertiontha ! p, which leaves
opentha ! ~p (asobserved above, cannotcoheently incorporate thar perspective.
In some cases of usng an unembeddad bare EP sentence, thefact tha a state of
affairsis compaible with one® current perspective is not at issue. Suppo® you say,
for example, @ have noideawhether | p,0and goonto say you are goingto lookinto
thematter or proceed to ask your audience whether | p. Obvioudy it is aready
possible for you tha p. However, tha does notkeep youfrominquringintoit, since
wha you are interested in iswhether ! p from amore informed perspective.

When you use arelativized EP sentence rather than a bare one notonly doyou make
explicit wha therelevant perspective is butalso, by explicitly mentioningit, you
make it thefocus Typicaly wha isthen at issueis not whether the mentioned state
of affairsis possible Byou and your audience may think it is not Bbut something el se,
such as wha the person with tha perspective hopel for or feared or perhgoswhy the
person did a certain thing. Or the point of the assertion may beto call attentionto the
person@® overlooking or disregarding a certain possibility.

Not mentioning a perspective is away of keeping the question of the possibility in
focusand, moreover, of hedging the question as to whos/which perspectiveis at
issue Thisalowsfor retreating from ajoint perspective or distancing yourself from
your earlier perspective. In thisway you can avoid beng overly committed without
beingtoo guaded. It alows for either deferring to your interlocutor or sticking to
your guns depending on whether or not you are prepared to let your own perspective

betrumped.

48



References

Bach Kert (1994), GConversational Impliciture OMind & Language 9: 124-62.

__(1997), o Belief Reports Report Beliefs?OPacific Philosophical Quarterly 78 2158941,
__(1999), Orhe Myth of Convertional Implicature,OLinguisticsand Philosophy 22: 327-66.

(2002), GBeemingly Semartic Intuitions,Oin J. Keim Campbell, M. O'Rourke, and D.
Sher, eds., Meaning and Truth, New Y ork: Seven BridgesPress, pp. 21-33.

(2005), CContext ex Machina,Oin Z. Szab--ed., Semanticsvs. Pragmatics, Oxford: Oxford
Universty Press, pp. 15-44.

(2006), Orhe Excluded Middle: Semartic Minimalism without Minimal Prapositions,O
Philosophy and Phenomerological Resarch 73: 435-442.

Boghossian Pau (2006), ONhatis Relativism?Gn P. Greerough and M. Lynch, eds., Truth and
Redism, Oxford: Oxford Universty Press, pp. 13-37.

Cappelen, Hermanand Ernie Lepore (2005), Insersitive Semantics, Oxford: Blackwell.

Condorawvdi, Cleo (2002), Oremporal Interpretation of Modals,Oin D. Beawer, S. Kaufmam, B.
Clarkand L. Casllas eds., The Construction of Meaning, Stanford: CSLI Publicaions, pp.
59-88.

DeRose, Keith (1991), CEpistemic PassibilitiesOPhilosophical Review 100: 581-605.

Egan, Andy, John Hawthorne, and Brian Weaterson (2005), CEpistemic Modals in Context,Oin
G. Preyer and G. Peter, eds., Contextualismin Philosophy, Oxford: Oxford Universty Press,
pp. 131-169.

von Fintel, Kai and Anthony S. Gillies(2008), OCA Leaks,OPhilosophical Review 117: 77-98.

von Fintel, Kai and Sakine latridou (2003), CEpistemic Containmert,OLinguistic Inquiry 34: 173-98.
Glarzberg, Michael (forthcoming), (GBemarticsand Truth Relative to a World,OSynthese.

Hacking, lan (1967), OPssibility,OPhilosophical Review 76: 143-68.

K3lbel, Max (2003), Grautless Disagreemert,OProceealings of the Aristotelian Society 104: 53-73.

Lasersohn, Pekr (2005), GContext Deperderce, Disagreenert, and Pred cakesof Persnal Tage,0
Linguisticsand Philosophy 28: 643-86.

MacFarlare, John (this volume), CEpistemic Modals are Assessmert-Sersitive O

Stephenson, Tamina (2007), Qludge Deperdence, Epistemic Modals, and Pred caesof Personall
Tade,OLinguisticsand Philosophy 30: 427-525.

Teller, Pau (1972), CEpistemic Possibility,OPhilosophia 2: 303-20.
Weateron, Brian (forthcoming), GConditionals ard Indexical Relativism,OSynthese.
Williamson, Timothy (2000), Knowledge and Its Limits, Oxford: Oxford University Pres.

Wright, Crispin (2007), ONew Age Relativism and Epistemic Passibility: The Quedion of
Evidence,OPhilosophical Issues17, The Metaphysi cs of Epistemol ogy: 262-83.

(forthcoming), CRelativism about Truth Itself: HaphazardThoughts about the Very ldegaO
in M. Garcia-Cargnteroand M. K3lbel, eds., Relativising Utterance Truth, Oxford: Oxford
Univerdty Press.

Yalcin, Set (2007), GEpistemic Modality,OMind 116: 983-1026.

49



