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Abstract:

In the first part of this paper | consider the ®e&n account of communication, as
structured by the Cooperative Principle and the foaxims. Several authors, including
Jean Goodwin [10], Fred Kauffeld [17], Michael Gitb[7], Ernie Lepore and Mathew
Stone [22], among others, argue that the Griceaw \of communication fails in as
much as it pretends to offer an accounalbisuch human interactions. As Goodwin and
Kauffeld suggest, a more promising starting poisttd consider the variety of
contextually determined presumptions that we mdkeutspeakers and that we rely
upon in interpreting utterances. These presumpaoa®stablished in various ways, and
are dropped, or defeated, in certain condition®rtter to clarify these aspects we need
to inquiry into the nature of presumptions. | arghat Kauffeld’'s [18], [19], [20]
account of presumptions is useful in this contexthe second part of the paper I look at
what this account tells us about how, and in whahdd@ions, presumptions in
communication are rebutted.
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1. Introduction *

In his seminal paper “Logic and Conversation”, PdulGrice introduces the term ‘implicature’, as a
name for a certain phenomenon he aims to charaetétie does not offer a definition of implicatures,
but instead presents the phenomenon by appealato@&s. He later proposes five characteristics of
conversational implicatures, one of which is cabillty [15, p. 31]. Certain ingredients are essdnt

in the calculation of the implicature: onewsat is saidoy the utterance of the sentence that carries the
implicature (its semantic content, or literal mewy)j and another is the premise that “the hearer is
entitled to assume” [15, p. 31] that the speakeshiserving the maxims, or at least the Cooperative
Principle (CP, henceforth). As is well known, th® @ads as follows: “Make your conversational
contribution such as is required, at the stagehattwit occurs, by the accepted purpose or diraabio

the talk exchange in which you are engaged” [132f). Starting from the CP, Grice proposes four
maxims that govern conversational interactions@rthin more specific submaxims, which, he writes,
“will, in general, yield results in accordance witie Cooperative Principle” [15, p. 26]. These te
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maxims of Quantity, Quality, Relation, and Manrieskip a detailed presentation of these maxims, as
they are well known to the reader.

Concerning the grounding of the CP, Grice writest e does not think of it as an empirical
generalization. Grice also rejects the hypothegigdh he says he entertained at a certain momieait) t
the CP has a “quasi-contractual” basis, i.e., ithiat based on some sort of implicit agreement amnon
the participants in the conversation. Instead, dggests that the CP and the maxims are grounded in
the rationality of cooperative transactions:

I would like to be able to show that observancehefCooperative Principle and maxims is
reasonable (rational) along the following linesattanyone who cares about the goals that
are central to conversation/communication... museXgected to have an interest, given
suitable circumstances, in participation in talklenges that will be profitable only on the
assumption that they are conducted in general danoe with the Cooperative Principle
and the maxims [15, pp. 29-30].

Grice does not say much about the relation betwdm@and the maxims. Although the maxims are not
directly deducible from the CP, it is clear frons lwritings that the latter is meant to ground tham
some sense. As Eemeren at al. write, “the Cooper&tiinciple encompasses certain values (sincerity,
efficiency, relevance, and clarity)” [6, p. 7], whi correspond to Grice’s maxirhéndeed, a person
engaged in a cooperative activity seems to be mbyeslich values. Otherwise, it is questionable that
we would be talking about a cooperative attitudealatIn calling the maxims “Quantity, Quality,
Relation, and Manner”, Grice says he is “[e]choant” [15, p. 26]. This reference to Kant suggests
that Gricean maxims are conditions thatke communication a cooperative activity. That is,
communication in which the four maxims are notdaled cannot be cooperative. This interpretation is
also suggested by Fred Kauffeld [17, p. 5], whategrithat the relation between CP and maxims “is
supported by a transcendental deduction of sogsdan the clear pragmatic importance of veracity,
relevance, perspicuity, and economy to serious concation.”

The Gricean view of communication has inspired aormous literature and is central to the
discussions in linguistics and philosophy of larmggiaon how to draw the semantics-pragmatics
distinction. Some authors find Grice’s CP unproldémin its universality. For instance, Green wgite
“Grice saw the relevance of the CP to languageaggast the linguistic reflex of its general releva.

He saw it as governing all rational behaviour. tifdoes, we should certainly find it universally
applicable with regard to language use, and | kmédwo genuine counterexamples” [12, p. 411].
However, it has been argued that there are geroumeterexamples. One line of criticism suggests tha
the four Gricean maxims amot sufficientto explain the wide variety of implicatures andatet
pragmatic phenomena. For instance, Geoffrey N. lhesmgues that a further maxim concerning
politeness needs to be added to the list, whichalis “the Tact Maxim” [21, p. 13]In a simplified
formulation this reads “Do not cause offence” (Auhore complex formulation is required for it to be
theoretically useful, see [21, pp. 109-112]). Leanfues that introducing such a maxim is necessary
order to explain the implicatures generated bytpakquests such as “I wonder if you’d mind handing
me that screwdriver?”

In a similar vein, Michael Gilbert argues that thecean maxims are

a necessary but not sufficient condition... Grice'axims must be adapted to field and
cultural norms and expectations. Gricean Maximexsessed in his essay (Grice, [15])
are geared to British middle-class values and dafiens... Other cultures and, possibly,
fields require adjustment [7, p. 433].
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He gives the example of cultures in which the maainQuality (“Do not say what you believe to be
false.”) is violated when it conflicts with otheraxims. For instance, he argues that in the Mexican
culture there is such a “Super-Duper maxim” whiohaerns politeness, and reads: “never be rude to a
stranger”. Not answering a request for informatioay be considered rude in this culture,ssme
information is always given upon request, even wtien speaker has not good evidence that her
answer is correct.

Now, Grice is aware that his CP is to a certaireeixan idealization. He writes: “Our talk
exchanges... areharacteristically, to some degree at leasboperative efforts” [15, p. 26, emphasis
added]. But the problem is not only that the Gnicpecture of communication is too idealized, ileatt
real life communication (and surely argumentatidogs not seem to be that cooperative. Probably the
most significant problem that it faces is that caimimation is sometimes not evenpposed to ba
cooperative activity. Jane Goodwin [10] makes gust forcefully with respect to courtroom debates.
In the case of courtroom argumentative interactibogh the accusation but especially the accused ar
legitimately uncooperative and cannot be expeotedobperate. It is common that the accused has
relevant information that she conceals. Goodwirtudises several Gricean maxims, and argues that
there is no presumption that they are observedmitte courtroom, due to the normative settinghef t
debate. For instance, Grice’s maxim of Quality hasubmaxim which reads: “Do not say what you
believe to be false”. But what this maxim requitegh sharp conflict with a maxim that is enforaed
Anglo-American procedure for courtroom debate, WiBoodwin calls ‘Nonvouching’:

Nonvouching Presume that the advocate will not make explitiat she herself believes. [10,
p. 269].

The judge immediately cautions a lawyer that feslabide by this maxim. Another presumption that is
reasonable to make in courtroom debates is thewolil:

Zealous ArgumenPresume that the advocate will make the best slasecan for her position.
[10, p. 270].

The reason behind this maxim is the very naturéhefjob that advocates are required to do in such
settings. This, again, conflicts with the first smdxim of Quality. The advocates are not required to
form a careful and balanced judgement on whetheratitused is guilty or not, but to build the best
case they can for her or his culpability, and, eetipely, to do their best to defend the accused.
Presumptions such as these are relied upon in @owttawing conclusions, either in the form of
implicatures, or in the form of explicit arguments.

In a similar vein, Kauffeld [17, p. 3] notes thdiete is a large class of human linguistic
interactions that are “patently non-cooperativeSnt® such interactions, he writes, involve “a degfee
coercion which precludes cooperation; in othersmargy is plainly indifferent to the objectives,ais,
etc. of the other.” In the first category he in@sdnterrogations [17, p. 5], in which the inforioatis
extracted from a victim by means of threatening soturing. Grice’s PC reads that a cooperative
participant in a conversation makes her contrilbutas is required “by the accepted purpose or
direction of talk”. But in this case there is h@epted purpose, as the victim is there againsivier
The other category he mentions is that of insbtdi discourse, in which bureaucrats proceed on the
basis of regulations and are indifferent to thelg@ad interests of those to which the discourse is
addressed. Lepore and Stone [22, p. 221] mention cases as well in arguing that communication is
not a cooperative activity, not even in the minirsahse that the participants share the goal of ahutu
understanding. Usually, if mutual understandinghaé reached the parties engaged in conversation
make efforts towards it. But this is not always kepore and Stone [22, p. 221] illustrate this poin
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with the realistic dialogue in a comic strip due Soott Adams, in which Alice, responsible for
technical support, tells Tina the procedure tos@\computer problem:

Alice: Just disable the local cache mode to fix Mh&PI settings and delete the duplicate
messaging subsystem registry key.

Tina: What if | don’t understand anything you jgsid right then?

Alice: Good grief! | can’t make it any simpler.

Alice walks away commenting: “It's funny becauss itruel'” Cases of this kind show that mutual
understanding is sometimes not a common goal glaticipants in the conversation.

2. Presumptions in Communication

The discussion in the previous section suggestsntitaall communication is cooperative, not even in
the minimal sense that the participants share ta of mutual understanding. Of course, in many
cases, communication is not competitive but collatiee. In those cases speakers might cooperate in
substantive sense, i.e., by subscribing to a comguah and contributing to its achievement. When
communicationis cooperative, speakers are presumed to observ€m®heandin those caseshe
maxims do find grounding in the CP. But the Gricegw of communication fails in as much as it
pretends to offer an account all human communicative interactions. The four maxthegt Grice
proposes are reasonable rules to follow only inagerkinds of communicative settings. In general,
what we might presume about speakers and heamgrénveontent depending on the normative setting
on the conversation and many other contextual facto view of this variation, the natural suggesti

to make is to give up the “Kantian” view of the nrasg that speakers follow in communication. This is
the conclusion that both Kauffeld [17, p. 14] anolo@win [10, p. 275] suggest. Goodwin writes:

If, as | believe, such diversity of presumptionghis norm, then we should stop looking for
foundational presumptions like the CP that will govall talk exchanges. Instead, the vital
question becomes: how do participants in a givén @éachange come to recognize the
presumptions that are applicable to them? [107p].2

The presumptions that we might reasonably maketatpmakers and hearers have a variety of sources.
One source of presumptions is the normative settinthe conversation. As Goodwin [10] argues,
courtroom debates are organized in such a waypttestimptions concerning what advocates do are
established from the very beginning. Kauffeld [p7,10], developing a suggestion in Stamp [24],
identifies the source of the presumption of vesaritthe intentional structure of the locutionawt af
saying something, as outlined by Grice’s [13], [fdmous analysis of speaker meaning. In the contex
of an interrogation there is no presumption thatwictim will be sincere, as it is well known fratime
very beginning that she has no interest in beingese. In casual conversations, jokes, etc., tiseme
presumption that Grice’s maxim of Quantity is olveel, as there is no exchange of information at all.
In other cases, special norms of politeness speafa culture must be considered, as Gilbert sstgge
And so on.

This suggests a very different picture of commatan, one that is more encompassing than
the Gricean view. It is also a view of communicatithat gives a significant role to the notion of
presumption The idea is that in producing and interpretingenainces we rely on a series of
contextually determined presumptions that funcisruseful tools for these purposes.

Now, while this approach to communication depaiggicantly from Grice’s in the aspects
mentioned, it does not depart so radically in erspgiag the role of presumptions in communication.
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Grice also mentions “presumptions” several timekig“Logic and Conversation”. For instance, in his

account of the derivation of implicatures he writieat the speaker “is to be presumed to be obggrvin
the conversational maxims, or at least the Cooper&trinciple” [14, p. 30]. However, he does not

clarify what a presumption is, and does not mentaog interesting consequence that results from
treating the claim that the speaker observes themsaas goresumptionas opposed to an assumption,

or a belief.

3. Conditions on an Account of Presumptions in Commuraation

In the rest of this essay | address the questimcarning what presumptions are. There are various
accounts of presumptions available in the litegtuout not all of them fit best the view of
communication that | have outlined so far. As atstg point, notice that an account of presumptions
that plays a role in interpreting linguistic uttecas must fulfil certain conditions. | list belohetthree
conditions and then | go on to discuss them seglgrat

1. We need a notion of presumption that captures dimanmy practice.

2. The kind of presumption we are interested in ig@epsitional attitude, or maybe a kind of
inference, but not a speech act.

3. Presumptions in communication are rebuttable czaisble.

Condition (1) states that we need a notion of prggion that captures an ordinary practice. Indeed,
technical and partly stipulative notion of presuimptcannot do the job that it is put to in the @an
account of implicature calculation. Grice charaets the inference that leads to the implicaturares
that speakers and hearers must be, at least iciglan able to make. This is not theoretical
derivation, or else the account would say littlewbhow speakers manage to arrive at implicatués.
course, this derivation is not meant to be psydjiotdly real either, as speakers and hearers rafely
ever, go through all the steps of the inferencdiety. As Kent Bach notes, “When he illustratduet
ingredients involved in recognizing an implicatuf@rice] was enumerating the sorts of information
that a hearer needs to take into accouat least intuitively, and exhibiting how this ammation is
logically organized” [3, p. 8, emphasis added]. licgiures are captured intuitively, but in thosees
in which the implicature is present, the intuiti® replaceable by an argument that leads to the
conclusion that the speaker intends to conveyrtpticatum As, Grice writes, “unless the intuition is
replaceable by an argument, the implicature (ifspné at all) will not count as a conversational
implicature” [15, p. 31]. So, the information thtae speaker is presumed to be truthful, relevantiget
what hearers use, explicitly or implicitly, whenrideng the implicature. For that reason the notain
presumption relevant here cannot be a theoretica)] but a notion available to the speaker. Those
accounts that introduce a technical notion of prgsion, rather than aiming to analyse the ordinary
notion of presumption in natural language, will betfit for the present purpdse

Condition (2) is that the notion of presumptionttiae need has to be one that picks out a
certain propositional attitude, or maybe a kindrdgérence, but not a speech act. Probably the most
well known account of presumption as a speechsagtieé to Walton [26]. He characterizes the speech
act of presumption in relation to the allocatiortted burden of proof in an argumentative dialogie
key feature of presumptions, according to Walto] [8 that they reverse the burden of proof in an
argumentative interaction. This “analysis of preption” takes it to be “a kind of speech act that is
half way between assertion and (mere) assumpt2y’fj. 138]. That is because an assertion normally
carries a burden of proof, while assumptions “aeelfy undertaken and can freely be rejected in a
dialogue.” In contrast with these speech acts, fwag@resumption is brought forward by a proponent,
the burden is on the respondent to refute it, bemtise it goes into place as a commitment” [26, p.
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138]. More recently Bermejo-Luque proposed a sonagwgimilar analysis of the speech act of
presumption: “I propose the following definitionpaesumption is the speech-act of putting forward a
proposition as a reasonable assumption.” [4, D. 4]

However, | am not convinced that presumptions aneldmentally speech acts, nor that there is
a speech act of presuming at all. In order to soadke light on this issue, it is useful to look atsfin’s
[2, p. 79] characterization @plicit performativesi.e., verbs or expressions the purpose of whadb i
make explicit what performative act is being readizAustin notes that there is a significant défere
between, on the one hand, expressions such asafkttand ‘I apologize’, which are explicit
performatives, and, on the other hand, ‘I feel gftdt and ‘I repent’, which are used to report an o
“exhibit” [2, p. 83] certain feelings or attituddde notes that there is a third category of “natepout
half descriptive” (and half performative) verbsckias ‘1 am grateful’ and ‘I am sorry’. These verbs
suffer from a certain “ambivalence”, as they canubed either to make a speech act of thanking or
apologizing, or to merely exhibit one’s attitudefeeling. Austin [2, p. 79f] proposes four testonder
to distinguish the performative use from the exiibiuse of these ambivalent expressions. | mention
in what follows only the first two tests:

One test would be whether it makes sense to sagsereally?” For example, when
someone says ‘| welcome you’ or ‘I bid you welcomeé may say ‘| wonder if he really
did welcome him?’ though we could not say in themsavay ‘| wonder whether he really
does bid him welcome?’ Another test would be whethiee could really be doing it
without actually saying anything, for example ire ttase of being sorry as distinct from
apologizing, in being grateful as distinct from rtkimg, in blaming as distinct from
censuring’ [2, p. 79-80].

Austin argues that expressions such as ‘I argliepnclude’, ‘I testify’, ‘| admit’ and ‘I concedé’
appear to be pure performatives, and to pass #tg seccessfully-dowever, he adds that ‘I assume
that...’, ‘'l suppose that...” and ‘I presume that...’ dot successfully pass the tests. Indeed, at lbast t
two tests mentioned above clearly suggest the tisbese verbs is not performative. It does make
sense to ask during a trial, when we see the putmeteat the accused as guilty, “Does the prasecu
really presume the accused is innocent?”. Second, onepossume something without saying
anything. It seems uncontroversial that we canysnes assume or suppose something without saying
anything. This is not the case for many standaekdp act verbs, such as ‘assert’ or ‘promise’s It i
difficult to see how one could promise somethin@ssert something without uttering a sentencet or a
least perform an act that is endowed with mearogtin concludes that ‘Il assume’, ‘I suppose’ ahd *
presume’ “operate in the ambivalent way that ‘| sonry for...” operates: this sometimes is equivalent
to ‘I apologize’, sometimes describes my feelirggsnetimes does both at once” [2, p. 87].

In fact, it seems to me the sense of ‘| assumesyfipose’ and ‘I presume’ in which they refer
to a cognitive attitude is the fundamental. Consmlgain Austin’s second test mentioned above. An
assumption, supposition or presumption is not rezsdyg established or formed in the moment in
which one uses the corresponding expressionsy attering them. Instead they are commonly used to
expressone’s attitude towards a particular propositidmttis, in a purely descriptive way. | might
suppose that the car is where | left it this magniand act on this supposition, without telling you
anything about what | suppose. | might presume ybatbrought back the book to the library and not
say anything in doing so. In this sense they am@lai to ‘I doubt that’, ‘I believe that' or ‘1 am
convinced that’, which do not seem to have a speethise at all. This is a prima facie reason ke ta
‘I presume’ to refer primarily to a cognitive actsiate, and only derivatively to a kind of speach

Finally, condition (3) requires that presumptionscommunication be rebuttable or defeasible.
An account of presumptions in communication mugttwa the way these presumptions are treated.
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Independently of their source (e.g., the normasieing of courtroom debates, etc.), presumptians i
communication are defeasible, in the sense that hight be dropped in face of contrary evidence.
Sometimes hearers discover that speakers do neinaetrely, perspicuously, or say things that are n
relevant to what is at issue. Consider, for instarthe norm that lawyers are presumed to observe,
which requires that they make the best case theyaraheir position (i.e., what Goodwin [10, p.Q27
calls Zealous ArgumetBut suppose we encounter evidence that a pkatitawyer has been bribed
to build a weaker case for her position than shddcdn that scenario it is reasonable to drop the
Zealous Argumenpresumption. After all, this is why they are cltaesized agpresumptionsbecause
they can be rebutted.

To take a further example, consider Grice’s [1532). example of the gas station discussion,
which goes as follows:

A: | am out of petrol.
B: There is a garage round the corner.

Intuitively, in the right context, B’s utterancerdas the implicature that the garage is, or astleaght

be, open, sells petrol, etc. According to Grice, [p5 32], this implicature is generated by the
presumption that the speaker is observing the maxtinelevance. But if we find out that B is a child

or someone completely unfamiliar with cars, we rdpubt that B has good evidence for her claim (as
the second submaxim of Quality requires), or tihat Isas considered the opening hours of the station
(as the maxim of Relation requires). In these cagegre not warranted to draw the implicature that
the gas station is open. Such presumptions in dagrgonversation are systematically cancelled or
dropped in view of contrary evidence. An accounprgsumptions in communication must take into
consideration this aspect of presumptions.

4. Kauffeld’s Account of Presumptions and the Presumpvte Inference

One account of presumptions that looks promisingew of the three requirements discussed above is
due to Fred Kauffeld [18], [19], [20]. The aim difi$ proposal is to capture the notion of presunmptio
in its everyday use, and to understand our ordipaagtice of presuming and using presumptions in
reasoning and communication. It is not part of acpss of theory building, and does not aim to
establish a normative model of presumption. Thusuff€ld’s notion of ‘presumption’ is not to be
understood as a term of art, or a theoretical qunéte writes:

This attempt at analysis and explication ... is méthogically situated in traditions of
“ordinary language philosophy,” and it leans heawh the pioneering work of J. L.
Austin, G. J. Warnock, the non-theoretical aspe€tsl. P. Grice’s analysis of utterance-
meaning, Dennis Stampe’s studies of speech actsaod [19, p. 1].

On Kauffeld’s [18, p. 135] analysis of ordinary guenptions, a presumption is a conclusion
established by a certain kind of inference. Kadff@l8, p. 136] explicitly rejects the identificaticf
presumptions with mechanisms for reallocating tledén of proof, pointing out that there other
mechanisms that have the same effect. The factplesumptions put forward in an argumentative
dialogue have the effect they have on the distiobudf the burden of proof is explained in Kauffeld
[18, pp. 143-144] and [19] on the basis of the farhthe inference and the grounds from which the
inference is drawn.
According to this account, the presumptive infeeeigcnot identified by its form, but rather by

the contentof its premises: “To presume thatin the ordinary sense of the term is to infet fhan the
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supposition some agent has made, is making, omvake it the case that rather than risk criticism,
retribution, etc. for failing to do so.” [18, p. QYLater Kauffeld expends on this characterization:

On the supposition that a morally motivated ageontla not act in a way that would
provide others with reasonable (and perhaps unaableg basis for objection, criticism,
resentment, reprobation, etc., those others mapnadly infer that in this particular case
the agent is acting responsibly, truthfully, dutifuand so on. We ordinarily identify such
suppositions based on an agent’'s commitments asupiptions” [19, p. 3].

Kauffeld [20,p. 5] notes that presumptions, on ViBsw, have three “components”, which are the
following:

I. “the supposition that some agent (Ag) has obligatipother commitment owing to some
other agent(s) and/or to herself that Ag is to §o x
Il. “the supposition that, Ag has made, is making, dirmake it the case that Ag has done
X, rather than risk resentment, retribution, etc failing to do x;”
lll. “the inferred conclusion that Ag has done, is dpwrgwill do x.”

Kauffeld [20] indicates that the presumption is tdoaclusion of an inference, but does not put fodwva
(1) and () as its premises. However, it is poksito reconstruct the inference in this way. Thaule
would be the following (call it K1; | simplify themes of the verb):

I. Ag has an obligation or other commitment to do x.
ii. Ag will do x rather than risk resentment for notrapx.
Therefore,

iii. Ag will do x.

The question now is whether this is a charitableomstruction of Kauffeld's account of the
presumptive inference. Derek Allen [1, p. 2] suggéisis not, as he finds the inference to be ¢acu
(ii) already entails (iii), thaAg will do x Allen writes that, apart from stating (iii), (ignly adds an
explanationof why (iii) is the case, which is what the partroduced by “rather than” conveys. This
explanation, Allen [1, p. 1] suggests, could beaaked as follows:

(E) A will do x because A would rather do x thaskmresentment for not doing x.

Moreover, whatever role (i) plays it relates to whames after “rather than” in (ii), so it does not
support the claim that Ag will do x. The role tlfgtmight play is either to give a reason for tham
that A risks resentment or regret for not doin@ixto offer an explanatioof this fact. In any case, (i)
does not add any reason to believe (iii). This reetat (iii) is offered no support by the above
inference. If this is so then this inference iseed a case gfetitio principi, or vicious circularity. As a
result, this is not a charitable reconstructioikatiffeld’s proposal.

However, there is an option we have ignored: (Ephmnibe very well understood as an
argument and not as an explanation. Interpreting it irs tvay would be more charitable, as it would
avoid the vicious circularity. Eventually, Allen,[p. 2] proposes a reconstruction along these.lines
This is the following (call it K2):

i. Ag has an obligation or other commitment to do x.
Thereforepresumably
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ii. Ag has done, is doing, or will do x.

Allen adds: “I would then say that if [(i)] is trugs truth counts in favour of the truth of [(i)dnd so |
would say that [(i)] is positively relevant to |(ii Further, | would be justified in saying thissaiming
that | am justified in believing (R)” [1, p. 2]Here, (R) is the following claim:

(R) A would rather do x than risk resentment fot doing X.

Now, | am not sure why Allen does not add (R) ggemise of the presumptive inference. | suppose
that he aims to capture the inferential step asafne speciakind, not reducible to a deductive or
inductive inferencé.However, | do not find it more perspicuous or efos Kauffeld’s intentions to
reconstruct the inferential step as being of aigp&mnd (one that is warranted by (R)) as oppoted
treating (R) as a premise. To the effect of asagstie inference, the option of taking (R) to be a
premise or taking it to be a warrant of the infeéig@rstep seems to make no significant differerce.
both cases, if we are not warranted to accept \(R),are not justified accepting the presumption.
Moreover, Allen’s reconstruction (K2) of the prequtive inference analyses the notionpoésumption
in terms of what we mightresumablyinfer, but leaves the latter notion unanalysedaAssult, one is
left wondering what ‘presumably’ might mean. InrntuKauffeld’s account, which Allen interprets,
does not seem to be affected by this kind of cotuedgircularity.

In view of these considerations, | think it would tmore perspicuous to eliminate the qualifier
‘presumably’, and take (R) to bepeemiseof the argument. Moreover, | propose to refornaul@) as
(R’), which, I think, captures better the undertyidea:

(R’) If A risks regret or resentment for not doingthen A will do x.
| propose to reconstruct Kauffeld’s presumptiveeiefice as follows (call it K3):

I. Ag has an obligation or other commitment to do x.

ii. If Ag has obligation or other commitment to do xg Aisks regret or resentment for not
doing x.

iii. (R’) If Ag risks regret or resentment for not doixgthen Ag will do x.

Therefore,

iv. Ag will do x.

Reconstructed in this way, premise (i) correspaindKauffeld’s supposition (1), and (iii) (which is
(R)), to Kauffeld’s supposition (). | have alsmded premise (ii). This premise makes explicit the
relation between the existence of A’'s commitmenbbligation to do X, on the one hand, and the
existence of the risk of resentment or regret tAataces. The relation is straightforward and
unproblematic, and making it explicit helps exhithie structure the reasoning behind the conclusion

(iv).
5. Presumptions are Rebuttable

Kauffeld’s account of presumption is particulariyfér the kind of presumptions in communication we
aim to characterize. The account grounds presumgpiio themotivationthat agents have for abiding
by norms and fulfilling their obligations, motivah which, in turn, is grounded in the risk of regrad
resentment that those who fail to live up to tlodligations or commitments face. This seems tthét
structure of reasoning behind our endorsementetkim that a speaker is, for instance, sincere O
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reason why we presume speakers are sincere iththatvould otherwise risk resentment and/or risk
regretting their insincerity. Although this reasagidoes not apply universally, it does seem toyafpl
cases in which we do make such presumptions in aorimation. And the same could be said of the
presumption corresponding to Grice’s other maxi@sr main motivation for providing all the
information required, as the maxim of Quantity oates, is that we want to avoid being criticized fo
having a non-cooperative attitude. Consider alsaroanicative interactions that are non-cooperative.
As Goodwin [10, p. 270] suggests, the followinggumraption is typical of courtroom debates:

Zealous ArgumenPresume that the advocate will make the beststasean for her position.
What is the reason for making such a presumption@ @dbod reason is that otherwise the advocate
would face resentment from the authorities thategher the responsibility of building the case. The
structure of the reasoning that leads to this pnggion seems to be well reflected by Kauffeld’s
analysis.

| have suggested above three conditions that aouatof presumptions in communication
must fulfil: (1) that the notion of ‘presumption’erare interested in is that of an ordinary practi2g
that a presumption in communication is an infegdhytigrounded propositional attitude and not a
speech act; that (3) that presumptions in commtinitaare rebuttable or defeasible. Kauffeld’s
account of presumptions fulfils the first two camahs: it aims to characterize our everyday practt
making presumptions, which, he argues, are notcépaets, but propositions inferred from premises of
a certain kind. | do not discuss here the questibather Kauffeld’s account offers a correct analydi
the ordinary practice of presuming or A@ut notice that if the analysis turns out to clegggize only
a subclass of presumptions, and not the entirgoatethis would not prove especially problematic i
relation to conditions (1) and (2), as long asahalysis does capture a real ordinary practice.

Let us now consider condition (3), that presumpgiare rebuttable, and see whether ordinary
presumptions as characterised by Kauffeld's acchufiltit. To begin with, notice that (K3) is a id
inference. If premises (i), (i) and (iii) obtaitihen the conclusion (iv) also obtains as a maftéygical
consequence. This means that this msamnotonicinference, and so @on-defeasiblene. Godden and
Walton [8] and Godden [9] do not reconstruct Kalgffe account of the presumptive inference as |
have done above, but still see this as a “problEnthe account. The problem is that “presumptions
do not seem to retain the property of defeasibili8y p. 323]. In order to illustrate this pointetn
present the much-discussed example of the sledgiesdiere is the example:

Consider the case where it is a soldier's dutydiser the flag at dawn, but he is very
unreliable and tends to sleep in. Consider nowpoesumption (as Kauffeld would have us
talk of it) thatp: the soldier will raise the flag at dawn. In omase, the presumption that
does not disappear in the face of evidence thatdbml bonds obliging the soldier to bring
it about thap will not be met [8, p. 323].

The idea is that on Kauffeld’s account, “the préde force of the expectation is grounded in its
normative force,” and since the “force” of the noisnnot affected by the soldier’s conduct, we are
entitled to the presumption that the soldier vaikse the flag, no matter what additional informatwee
might obtain about his conduThe objection is that, on Kauffeld’s account, firesumption that Ag
fulfils her duty and acts in accordance with hernmative commitments seem to stand unaffected in
face ofany contrary evidence, as long as the normative liddise duty is unaffected (i.e., as long as
she is still under the obligation to do it). Thi potentially, a serious problem for the accouint.
cannot be correct to say that we are still entittegresume that the soldier raised the flag, ag ks
the normative grounds are unaffecteden ifwe found out healid notraise the flag. Otherwise, we
would be entitled to presume that any person adcakany crime or misconduend proven guilty of
thisis innocent.
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In discussing the case the sleepy soldier, Kauffe®d p. 2] notes that this criticism does not
affect his accourper se The account aims to characterize the ordinarypnaif ‘presumption’ and out
everyday practice of presuming. If it turns outttbar ordinary practice of presumptions does netha
certain desirable properties, such as defeasipilign probably they are not that useful for Godaled
Walton’s theoretical purposes, which are thosehafracterizing correct argumentatirBut Kauffeld
[19] seems to admit Godden and Walton’s main pdietcomments that, indeed,

we might continue to presume that Smith [the slesgldier] will raise the flag and are
entitled to that presumption, even though we mayehabservationally based knowledge
warranting belief that Smith will not. We would n@&tgard the proposition presumed as a
reliable prediction [19, p. 6].

He adds: “We are commonly justified in acceptinggasitions regarding human acts which are from a
predictive point of view false;” [19, p. 7]. My ret#on is here the one Harvey Siegel also expressed:
“But once we know that [the agent] is unlikely to sbmething, how can we be entitled nevertheless to
expect him to do it anyway, given the negative dewice]?” [23, p. 4]. Are we willing to presume (in
the ordinary sense) that Smith has raised the dtadawn even when the time for him to do it has
passed and wknow he did not do it? Although my intuitions about thee of the word in ordinary
contexts are not strong, | am inclined to answat e are not.

Despite Kauffeld’s comments quoted above, | mamthat presumptions are rebuttable in the
face of contrary evidence. Consider a situatiowlmch the flags were stolen, or one in which Smith
never received the order to raise the ffam those cases the supposition (I) needs to bepexh that
Is, Smith has no obligation to raise the flag, as bas no obligation to do what one cannot do. Now
consider a situation in which vikmowthe order was conveyed, the flags are where treegwgrposed to
be, and weknow Smith has committed himself to raising the flagll,Stvhen dawn breaks, Smith
deliberately refuses to raise the flag, and expebss intention to stay in bed until noon. Do veeog
to presume that he will raise, and later on, tleatid raise it, although we know he did not doGt?
Kauffeld's account, reconstructed above as K3, Vidudg in this case seems to be premise (iii), Whic
reads:if Ag risks regret or resentment for not doing et Ag will do x This is the content of
Kauffeld's supposition (II). Are we entitled to qagse thap is the case even if wenowp is false?
Intuitively, we are not. This supposition must bepgped if we know that the conditional is false &or
given agent at a given time. Indeed, sometimestagaefer risking resentment or regret to fulfigjin
their duties.

What this means is that Godden and Walton’s csiticifails. Kauffeld’'s account does not
predict that “the presumption thptdoes not disappear in the face of evidence thlastctial bonds
obliging the soldier to bring it about thptwill not be met” [8, p. 323}3 The presumption does
disappear in case we are not warranted anymoteetsupposition (II). And this is the case when we
have strong evidence that the risk of resentmedtragret is insufficient to motivate Ag to act a3 h
obligations or commitments require of héfow strong must this evidence be? Amd,what extent
must her commitment-based motivation be undermirdu&se are difficult questions that | do not
know how to answer. Maybe we are entitled to cersaippositions of the form (1) and (Il) in spite of
somecontrary evidence. Kauffeld presents a case in lwhie have some inductive evidence that the
corresponding premise (iii) does not obtain ankl\sg are warranted to suppose it, and so to infer the
conclusion of the presumptive inference. He writédsteacher, for example, might say to her class,
“Your papers are due tomorrow, and | presume tbatwill all have them in on time,” knowing full
well that several members of the class routinely their papers in late” [19, p. 7].

Finally, notice the way in which Godden and Wal®wgtiticism is framed: the problem for
Kauffeld’'s account is, allegedly, that “presump8aio not seem to retain the property of defeagihili
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That is, presumptions should be defeasible infeagngnd on this account they are not. Indeed,
presumptions, on the reconstruction of Kauffeldtsaunt of them that | proposed above (i.e., K3}, ar
not, strictly speaking, defeasible, as the presiwapinference is monotonic. But an account of
presumptions might predict that they are not déimsnferences and still make correct predictions
about for problematic cases such as that of trepgleoldier. On my reconstruction K3 of Kauffeld's
account, presumptive inferences are not defeaéille non-monotonic), but they are rebuttable. The
conclusion cannot be retained when one of the sifigos on the basis of which it is drawn fails®
warranted.

6. Conclusion

That presumptions are rebuttable is a significamtpto the project of reconsidering the Griceagwi

of communication. As | pointed out above, presuoniin communication are rebutted when contrary
evidence is available. In those cases we simplpatdnfer the same implicatures that we infer when
we do presume the speaker is sincere, relevahtilding the best case she can for a particulamcla
etc. Of course, many other questions need to beessled in relation to the role presumptions of the
kind discussed here play in communication. One spekstion concerns the strength of the reasons
needed in order to cancel the supposition (1) altid that, on Kauffeld’s account, ground the
presumptive inference. | have not addressed tffisut question in the present paper. In turn, wha
hope to have shown is that Kauffeld’s account espmptions is a very adequate tool for pursuing the
project that Goodwin and Kauffeld, among othersyaade, that of extending and correcting the
Gricean view of communication. In particular | haagued that presumptions, on this account, are
rebuttable in the right way.
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Notes

1. A previous version of this paper was deliverechat tonference “Presumptions, Presumptive InfereandsBurden of
Proof” (April 26-28, 2016 University of Granada, &p). | would like to thank all the participantsthts conference,
especially David Godden, Fred Kauffeld avdrcin Lewinski, for their valuable comments.

2. See also van Eemeren and Grootendorst [5, p. it ]jdea that argumentation is a cooperative agttiie purpose of
which is to resolve disputes about expressed opini® central to pragma-dialectics’ view of arguitagon.

3. | am grateful to Lilian Bermejo-Luque for this redace.

4. Ullman-Margalit writes that when it comes to prestions, “[e]xplication is usually guided by the ggstematic,
everyday usages of the notion under consideralinthe present instance, however, it seems to raethie ordinary-
language analysis of the notion of presumptions(arh cognates as ‘presumably’, ‘a presumptive sunchsuch’) will
not get us very far [25, p. 144]". Instead, shetsther investigation from the technical term ‘pnegption’ as used in
legal contexts.

5. See Kauffeld [20] for a discussion of this proposal

6. He classifies such verbs aaxpositivesor expositional performatives” [2, p. 85]. These explicit performative verbs
that show “how the ‘statement’ is to be fitted ith® context of conversation, interlocution, dialegor in general of
exposition”.

7. The notion of positive relevance is defined acaugdio Govier, as follows: “[a] statement A p®sitively relevanto
another statement B if and only if the truth of duats in favor of the truth of B” [11, p. 148].

8. This contrasts with Hansen’s [16] reconstructiortt@f presumptive inference, on which the infereisca deductively
valid one.

9. Kauffeld [18] argues that at least sopréna faciecounterexamples to the analysis are not real coexdeples.
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10.Godden and Walton [8, p. 323] introduce a distottbetween beingstified to presume and beingentitledto do so,
and suggest that there is an “epistemic sense’pEsumption’, and a normative one. However, | haeeble in
understanding this distinction. Bermejo-Luque [44pand Siegel [p. 1] also point out that the ididion needs to be
further developed and clarified. My intuitions dotrhelp at this point, and | sense no distinctietween two uses of
the ordinary notion.

11.He writes: “Since Godden and Walton provide nooeas suppose that | have misrepresented our axdpractices, |
propose to regard Godden and Walton’s criticismskauffeld’s model” as challenges to the capacifyoodinary
presuming and presumption to support day-to-argtiatien” [19, p. 2].

12.These are the type-B and type-C cases that KaJff8lddiscusses.

13.Alternatively, it might be the case that my reconstion of Kauffeld's account as K3 is incorrech that case, |
subscribe to the “Kauffeldian” analysis of presuiops in the line of K3.
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