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Contextualism about vagueness (hereafter ‘Contextualism’) is the view that vagueness consists in a particular species of context-sensitivity and that properly accommodating this fact into our semantic theory will yield a plausible solution to the sorites paradox.
,
 But Contextualism, as many commentators have noted, faces the following immediate objection: if we hold the context fixed, vagueness still remains, therefore vagueness is not a species of context-sensitivity. Call this ‘the simple objection’.
 Absent a convincing reply to the simple objection, Contextualism is in very bad shape. Oddly enough, defenders of Contextualism have said very little in reply. Proponents of the objection have tended to assume that this is because no reply is in the offing—the simple objection is taken to be unassailable. In this short paper, we sketch two replies to the simple objection which result in two very different kinds of Contextualism: Epistemicist Contextualism and Radical Contextualism. With these two theories in hand, the simple objection loses its force. 
1. Contextualism and weak tolerance.
All extant forms of Contextualism are committed to something like the following principle of weak tolerance: 
(WT) It is not the case that: there is a context of utterance C and there is an x such that x and x' are considered together as a pair by a single subject in C and ‘is F’ (as used in C) is true of x and ‘is F’ (as used in C) is false of x', (where x' is adjacent to x in the sorites series running from F to not-F).
Roughly, WT says that, when considered pairwise, adjacent members of the series are never category different.
 WT is a principle of weak tolerance since it permits that there can be a context C and a context C' such that ‘is F’ (as used in C) is true of x and ‘is F’ (as used in C') is false of x'.

One of the characteristic symptoms of vagueness is that vague predicates draw no known boundary across their associated dimension of comparison.
 WT can explain how this symptom of vagueness arises: as we inspect each pair of adjacent items in the sorites series, WT ensures that the members of each adjacent pair cannot be category different. Given the factivity of knowledge, it follows that there is no context of utterance C such that there are two adjacent items, which are considered together in C, such that a subject knows that ‘is F’ is true of one of them but not the other. Roughly, no (context in which there is a) boundary between saliently similar objects in the series entails no (context in which there is a) known boundary between those objects. (We shall encounter two further symptoms of vagueness in §3.) 

But do vague predicates draw sharp boundaries or not? WT is compatible with either view. On this score, there is an important (and generally overlooked) distinction between what may be termed Boundary-Shifting Contextualism (BSC) and Extension-Shifting Contextualism (ESC).

2. Boundary-shifting Contextualism and Extension-Shifting Contextualism.

BSC says that in every context there is a cut-off. That is, across a sorites series for ‘is F’, for every context of utterance C, there is an x such that ‘is F’ (as used in C) is true of x and ‘is not-F’ (as used in C) is true of x'. Thus, BSC is a form of epistemicism in that vague predicates draw sharp, bivalent, boundaries. Unlike the epistemicism of Sorensen (1988) and Williamson (1994), however, it is constitutive of vagueness that the boundary can shift as a function of changes in the context of utterance (see fn.1). Thus, the following principle is invalid: there is an x such that, for every context of utterance C, ‘is F’ (as used in C) is true of x and ‘is not-F’ (as used in C) is true of x'. This latter principle amounts to the claim that there is a cut-off such that it obtains in every context. BSC plus WT entails that the cut-off drawn by a vague predicate is not only unknown but unknowable—at least via the method of inspecting adjacent items.

What does BSC say about the standard sorites paradox? With respect to a typical sorites series for the predicate ‘is red’, it is given that the first colour patch in the series is red and the last colour patch is not red. The major premise of the standard version of the paradox says that, for all colour patches x in the series, if patch x is red then patch x' is red. Given mathematical induction, it follows that all patches in the series are red. But that contradicts the fact that the last member is not red. In order to resolve the paradox, BSC—just like standard epistemicism—holds the major premise to be outright false.

But if the major premise is false why did we find it so plausible (and so believe it) in the first place? Importantly enough, BSC and standard forms of epistemicism differ with respect to this key question. Standard epistemicism can offer something like the following ‘confusion’ diagnosis: in confronting the paradox we systematically confuse the (true and plausible) claim that there is no known boundary across a sorites series with the (false) claim that there is no sharp boundary. Such a confusion confers plausibility onto the stronger claim—explaining why we come to believe the stronger claim.


BSC is able to offer a related, but distinct, ‘confusion’ diagnosis: in confronting the paradox we systematically confuse the (true and plausible) weak principle of tolerance WT (and kindred principles) with the following (false) strong principle of tolerance (and kindred principles):

(ST) It is not the case that: there is a context of utterance C and there is an x such that ‘is F’ (as used in C) is true of x and ‘is F’ (as used in C) is false of x', (where x' is adjacent to x in the sorites series running from F to not-F).

Very roughly, we confuse the (true and plausible) claim that there is never a boundary between any two adjacent items considered together as a pair with the stronger (and false) claim that there is a never a boundary between adjacent items. Again, such a confusion confers plausibility onto the stronger claim—explaining why we come to believe the stronger claim.
 (We shall return to these diagnoses in §4.)

ESC represents a radically different form of contextualism. Given ESC, in no context of utterance is there a cut-off.
 For ESC there can only be ‘quasi-boundaries’—boundaries which hold, as it were, across, but not within contexts.
 With respect to the standard sorites, the paradox is not to be resolved by taking the major premise to be unequivocal and false as in the case of BSC. Rather, the sorites is taken to exhibit a fallacy of equivocation.
 There is a true reading of the major premise: for all colour patches x in the series, if patch x is red then patch x' is red relative to a pairwise presentational context whereby x and x' are presented together as a pair to a competent judge. And there is a false reading: for all colour patches x in the series, if patch x is red relative to a singular presentational context then patch x' is red relative to a singular presentational context, whereby the context in which x is presented to a competent judge may differ from the context in which x' is presented to a judge.


Which of these two species of Contextualism is the better view? Here is a quick argument in favour of BSC over ESC: According to ESC, in no context of utterance is there a cut-off. It follows that within a context of utterance, whereby the first member of the series is F and the last member is not-F, the classical least number principle is invalid—otherwise we could derive that there is a cut-off between the F’s and not-F’s in that very context. Thus, classical logic fails given ESC. Given that BSC preserves classical logic, and ESC does not, then BSC is the more plausible view.
 The reason is simple: the contextualist has no need to both posit context-sensitivity and give up on classical logic in order to resolve the sorites paradox. This argument provides a pretty strong reason to prefer BSC over ESC. So, in what follows we shall only defend BSC against the simple objection.
 (From now on, by ‘Contextualism’, we shall mean BSC.) 
3. The simple objection.

Some prominent exemplars of the simple objection are:

Vagueness remains even when the context is fixed (Williamson 1994, p. 215).

we should distinguish vagueness from paradigm context-dependence (i.e. having a different extension in different contexts) even though a term may have both features (e.g. ‘tall’). Fix on a context which can be made as definite as you like (in particular choose a specific comparison class): ‘tall’ will remain vague, with borderline cases, and fuzzy boundaries, and the sorites paradox will retain its force. This indicates that we are unlikely to understand vagueness or solve the [sorites] paradox by concentrating on context-dependence (Keefe and Smith 1997, p. 6, see also Keefe 2000, Introduction).

the first blush response that almost everyone seems to have [towards Contextualism] is: OK, fix the context; the extension of ‘red’ in that context is still vague […] The sorites reasoning is just as appealing when one nails the extension down as it is when one allows it to vary (Heck 2003, p. 120).

If we follow Keefe’s particular example and assume that the context-sensitivity which is constitutive of vagueness is exhausted by the sensitivity to a comparison class then the objection is persuasive. However, no extant or sensible form of Contextualism invokes that kind of context-sensitivity to make sense of vagueness.
 Even so, the objection has a more general form: suppose we hold all aspects of the context of utterance fixed (e.g. speaker, world, time, place, orientation, conversational partners, contextually salient comparison class, the operative standards of precision, the psychological states of the conversationalists, and so on) then the extension of ‘is red’ in that context will still exhibit all the symptoms of vagueness and will thus count as vague. Since, by hypothesis, the predicate ‘is red’ cannot vary its extension within the fixed context in hand, and since this predicate remains vague, then vagueness is not a species of context-sensitivity.


We’ve encountered one (epistemic) symptom of vagueness already: vague predicates draw no known boundary across their respective dimension of comparison. Two other symptoms are important. The second symptom is also epistemic: vague predicates give rise to borderline cases, cases such that we do not know whether or not the predicate applies.
 The third symptom is quasi-psychological in nature: vague predicates are sorites-susceptible—they are such that (pre-theoretically) we are seduced into accepting the major premise of the sorites paradox.
 For the purposes of this paper we will assume that these symptoms are individually necessary and jointly sufficient for the presence of vagueness.
 

WT as we have already seen can be used to explain why there is no known boundary across the series: when adjacent items in a sorites series are considered together as a pair, those items are never category different and so there is no known boundary between them. This means that when we employ the (very natural) method of inspecting adjacent members of the series in order to discover the whereabouts of the boundary we cannot locate the boundary since WT ensures that the boundary can never be where we are looking. Furthermore, the contextual factors which (in part) go to determine the extension cannot be held fixed through a complete inspection of the series using this method since successively considering adjacent items as pairs inevitably entails a change in those very factors.
 Thus, WT ensures that there are certain conditions under which we cannot hold the context fixed. Under those conditions, the simple objection cannot arise.

Even so, this only helps defuse a certain version of the simple objection. Even if the relevant contextual factors cannot be held fixed in the required way, we can introduce a new predicate via stipulation which is intuitively just as vague as the original one but is not sensitive to differences in the context. Heck has a version of this objection as follows:  
Suppose I say, [in context C0]: Some of the patches are red; call them the reddies. I might ask which is the last of the reddies. […] The question is why we cannot locate the last of the reddies. Maybe the extension of the word ‘red’ as we would then be using it would indeed shift, but the point does not seem relevant. There is no such shift in the extension of ‘the reddies’ (Heck 2003, pp.118-19).

Heck’s stipulation licenses the following double biconditional:

(S) ‘is a reddie’ is true of x if and only if ‘is red’ (as used in C0) is true of x if and only if ‘is red in context C0’ is true of x.
The predicate-context pair ‘is red’ (as used in C0), the predicate ‘is a reddie’, and the predicate ‘is red in context C0’ cannot shift in extension (as a function of which pairs in the series we happen to be considering). The general form of the puzzle then becomes: absent such shiftiness, what explains (a) why we don’t know the cut-off drawn by these predicates, (b) why these predicates give rise to borderline cases, and (c) why these predicates are sorites-susceptible?

However, if this is the nub of the simple objection, then a further issue emerges: it’s not at all obvious that the predicate ‘is red in context C0’ is genuinely sorites-susceptible.
 If we then reflect on (S), that doubt may spread to the predicate ‘is a reddie’ and, in turn, to the predicate-context pair ‘is red’ (as used at C0). But given that sorites-susceptibility is a necessary condition of the presence of vagueness then the simple objection lapses since vagueness is no longer present once we hold the context fixed. Perhaps all this shows this that the notion of sorites-susceptibility is too elusive to rely on as a reliable indicator of vagueness. After all, once one has been exposed to enough theory then it’s often hard to be drawn to think that vague predicates are strongly tolerant or think that the major premise of the standard sorites paradox simply must be true. In any case, it turns out that one can defuse the simple objection even if all the predicates in (S) are taken to be sorites-susceptible and so, for the purposes of argument, we shall assume that these predicates exhibit all three symptoms of vagueness. (To simplify matters, however, in much of what follows we shall focus on the predicate-context pair ‘is red’ as used in C0.) What replies to the simple objection are in the offing?
4. Reply One: Epistemicist Contextualism.  

In brief, this reply runs as follows: Let it be granted that the predicate-context pair ‘is red’ (as used in C0) has a sharp and invariant extension. Let is also be granted that this predicate-context pair exhibits the first symptom of vagueness such that there is no known boundary between the extension of this predicate and its anti-extension. However, let the explanation for this ignorance be a purely epistemological explanation. One can flesh-out the required epistemological explanation by invoking something like a safety-based account of knowledge to explain our ignorance of the cut-off. On such an account, a belief that p is safe just in case there are no nearby worlds where I form the false belief that p on the same basis (see Williamson 1994, ch. 8, Williamson 2000 ch. 5, ch.7). The basic idea is that even if a subject formed a true belief, on a basis B, that the boundary for ‘is red’ (as used in C0) lies between a certain pair, this belief cannot constitute knowledge since the subject could easily have formed a false belief about the whereabouts of the cut-off on the same basis. Here the thought is that the extension of the predicate-context pair could easily have been different since the boundaries drawn by such predicates are unstable—even relative to a fixed context (see below).

Such a story can also serve to explain why the second symptom of vagueness arises.
 Suppose that a subject forms a true belief, on a basis B, that a certain item in the series belongs to the extension of the predicate-context pair ‘is red’ (as used in C0). Suppose also that this item lies near to the boundary drawn by the predicate-context pair. The subject’s belief fails to constitute knowledge because this belief could easily have been false. Again, the thought is that the extension of the predicate-context pair is unstable (relative to a fixed context) and so it could have easily been the case that the item failed to belong to the extension of the predicate (see below).


A hybrid theory of vagueness is thus called for. A form of epistemicism is required to explain why we lack knowledge of the invariant cut-off for ‘is red’ (as used in C0), while a contextualist explanation, drawing on WT, would explain why we can’t know the cut-off for ‘is red’ relative to a fixed context where we are considering adjacent items together. Call this hybrid theory Epistemicist Contextualism.

Is this reply adhoc? Hybrid theories of vagueness are not uncommon. Ironically, Heck (2003, pp. 124-5) himself sponsors a hybrid conception of vagueness under which first-order vagueness is taken to be semantic, but the boundary between the borderline area and the non-borderline regions is taken to be sharp (and unknowable). Heck says: ‘there is nothing adhoc about the refusal to go epistemic at one point but not the other’ (ibid., p. 124). But then Heck can have no principled complaint with the reply in hand to the simple objection.
 Even so, those who accept standard forms of epistemicism (e.g. Sorensen and Williamson) are likely to be unmoved by this reply on the grounds that considerations of simplicity and uniformity dictate that a non-hybrid theory of vagueness is called for.
 This counter-reply can itself be resisted.

The most well-worked out form of epistemicism—Williamson’s—is an impure form of epistemicism in that Williamson posits that the sharp boundaries drawn by vague predicates are themselves ‘unstable’ (1994, p. 231) such that ‘the extension of “thin” as used in a given context could very easily have been slightly different’ (ibid., p. 230). This instability in extension arises because the pattern of usage of ‘thin’ (even with respect to a fixed context) is itself unstable. For Williamson, this instability in extension plays a key role in explaining why I cannot, for example, know the truth-value of the sentence ‘Everyone with exact physical measurements x, y, z, is thin’. Suppose this sentence is true and I believe it to be so, why does my belief fail to constitute knowledge? If true, this sentence expresses a necessary truth (Williamson 1994, p. 204, p. 230). But since there are no worlds in which the proposition expressed by this sentence is false, then a fortiori there are no nearby worlds in which the proposition expressed by this sentence is false. Hence, my belief that the sentence is true is guaranteed to be safe. It thus seems a safety-based account of knowledge cannot explain the requisite kind of ignorance. However, if the sentence could easily have expressed a different, and indeed false, proposition (relative to a fixed context) then my belief that the sentence is true could easily have been false and so cannot constitute knowledge. It is for this reason that Williamson posits unstable cut-offs for vague predicates to fully explain the ignorance which may arise because of vagueness.

A pure form of epistemicism, in contrast, posits only an epistemological explanation for our ignorance of cut-offs. Impure forms of epistemicism are hybrid theories because they posit a special vagueness-relevant semantic (or metaphysical) feature of vague predicates and invoke an epistemological story from there. For this reason, an epistemicist form of Contextualism and Williamson’s impure epistemicism are simply on a par with respect to the desiderata of simplicity and uniformity.
 

The preceding considerations show that Contextualism can not only allow, but even predicts, that the first two (epistemic) symptoms of vagueness arise even when the context is held fixed. But what about the third symptom of vagueness? Why are vague predicates sorites-susceptible? Recall from above that BSC offers the following ‘confusion’ diagnosis as to why we find the major premise of the standard sorites paradox so plausible: we confuse the following two principles (and their respective kin):

(WT) It is not the case that: there is a context of utterance C and there is an x such that x and x' are considered together as a pair in C and ‘is F’ (as used in C) is true of x and ‘is F’ (as used in C) is false of x', (where x' is adjacent to x in the sorites series running from F to not-F).
(ST) It is not the case that: there is a context of utterance C and there is an x such that ‘is F’ (as used in C) is true of x and ‘is F’ (as used in C) is false of x', (where x' is adjacent to x in the sorites series running from F to not-F).

The question then arises: does the diagnosis mooted by Contextualism above as to why we find the major premise of the sorites so compelling retain its force when the context is held fixed? According to the diagnosis in hand, ST derives its plausibility from being confused with WT. For the purposes of argument, let that part of the diagnosis stand. It is also the case that ST, as applied to ‘is red’ entails: for all x and for all contexts C, the predicate ‘is red’ (as used in C) is not true of x and false of x'. In other words, take any context you like, the predicate ‘is red’ (as used in that context) does not draw a boundary. So, take the context C0. It follows that ‘is red’ as used in C0 does not draw a boundary. So, if we are confused into accepting ST, then we are confused into accepting that the predicate context pair ‘is red’ as used at C0 draws no boundary. On that basis, we accept the major premise of the standard sorites as applied to the predicate-context pair ‘is F’ (as used at C0). In other words, this predicate-context pair is sorites-susceptible even though it draws a sharp and invariant boundary across the dimension of comparison. Thus, not only can Contextualism allow that sorites-susceptibility remains even when the context has been held fixed, it predicts that such sorites-susceptibility will remain. The simple objection simply does not get a grip when it comes to the third symptom of vagueness. 

Even if one resists the details of the diagnosis just given, epistemicist forms of Contextualism have a fallback diagnosis. Recall that the standard epistemicist diagnosis as to why the major premise of the standard sorites is so plausible also posits a confusion. But this confusion is more humdrum: we confuse the (true and plausible) claim that vague predicates do not draw a known boundary with the (false) claim that they do not draw a (sharp) boundary.
 Given Epistemicist Contextualism, the predicates ‘is a reddie’, ‘is red in C0’, and the predicate-context pair ‘is red’ (as used at C0), all exhibit the first symptom of vagueness—they all draw no known boundary across the sorites series for ‘is red’. Given the ‘confusion’ diagnosis just posited, this first symptom is easily confused, when first thinking about the paradox, with the claim that they draw no (sharp) boundary. If we are confused into believing that these predicates draw no sharp boundary then we are confused into believing that the major premise of the sorites is valid. Hence, these predicates are sorites-susceptible. There are various ways in which one can finesse such a diagnosis.
 However for our purposes it doesn’t matter whether such a diagnosis is compelling. What matters is that the simple objection posits no special objection to Contextualism since Contextualism can also draw on epistemicist resources to explain why the sorites-susceptibility of a predicate remains even when the context has been held fixed.

The overall upshot, then, is that (an epistemicist form of) Contextualism can allow, and even predicts, that each of the three symptoms of vagueness arise when one holds the context fixed. The simple objection is no objection to Contextualism. The trouble with this reply is that it is committed to a form of epistemicism and so is unlikely to persuade everybody. Is there a viable alternative?
6. Reply Two: Radical Contextualism.
In brief, this reply runs as follows: Let it be granted that the predicate-context pair ‘is red’ (as used in context C0) gives rise to all three symptoms of vagueness. Given (S), the predicates ‘is a reddie’ and ‘is red in context C0’ are likewise vague. Note also that the predicate ‘is red in context C0’ is in effect a predicate of the meta-language, the language we can use to describe the features of ordinary predicate types such as ‘is red’. So, given (S), the vagueness of the predicate-context pair ‘is red’ (as used at C0) and the predicate type ‘is a reddie’ will co-vary with a certain sort of meta-linguistic vagueness, namely the vagueness of the predicate ‘is red in context C0’. Meta-linguistic vagueness is a kind of higher-order vagueness.
 Thus, to ask whether the predicate-context pair ‘is red’ (as used at C0) is vague is a way of asking whether the predicate type ‘is red’ is higher-order vague. The first-order vagueness of this predicate type consists in the fact that, relative to different contexts of utterance, this predicate type can differ in extension. The second-order vagueness of this predicate type consists in the fact that a meta-linguistic predicate such as ‘is red in context C0’ can itself differ in extension relative to different contexts of utterance—where, crucially, these contexts of utterance are not the contexts of utterance expressible in the meta-language but the contexts of utterance expressible in the meta-meta-language.

According to this suggestion, then, contexts of utterance should be typed to a level: level-1 contexts of utterance, level-2 contexts of utterance, and so on. Semantic closure is thus to be rejected and a hierarchy of increasingly expressive meta-languages is called for. This radical reply defuses the simple objection as follows: when it is said ‘hold all the features of the context fixed, vagueness still remains, therefore vagueness is not context-sensitivity’ this should simply be read as ‘hold all the features of the level-1 context fixed, vagueness still remains, therefore not all vagueness is level-1 context-sensitivity’. The status of the simple objection now ought to be clear: it amounts to the claim that Contextualism cannot allow for (a certain type of) higher-order vagueness. Epistemicist Contextualism can be seen as an attempt to offer a semantic model of first-order vagueness and an epistemic model of higher-order vagueness. Radical Contextualism can be seen as an attempt to offer a uniform characterization of all orders of vagueness. Is Radical Contextualism defensible? For our purposes it doesn’t matter. What matters is whether it is co-defensible with what the leading non-epistemic (non-contextualist) theories of vagueness say concerning higher-order vagueness.

On this score, it is notable that perhaps the most sophisticated response to issue from the non-epistemic camp concerning the various puzzles of higher-order vagueness is given by Keefe (2000, ch. 8).
 It turns out that Keefe can have no principled objection to the broad strategy employed by Radical Contextualism with respect to the simple objection. That’s because she alleges that a Tarskian style hierarchy of increasingly expressive meta-languages is required if we are to address a central puzzle of higher-order vagueness given by Williamson. Williamson’s puzzle can be given as follows: Suppose we define a notion of absolute definiteness as follows: It is absolutely definite that A = df  A and it is definite that A and it is definite that it is definite that A and … .The notion of absolute definiteness intuitively ought to be vague. But it also follows from the definition, given some simple logic, that an S4 reduction schema for absolute definiteness is valid: If it is absolutely definite that A then it is absolutely definite that it is absolutely definite that A. But if this schema holds then absolute definiteness cannot exhibit genuine higher-order vagueness. If that is so, it is no genuinely vague at all. Contradiction.


Keefe concedes that absolute definiteness is vague but that it’s vagueness cannot be expressed within the meta-language. A richer metalanguage is needed. But within this richer meta-language we can define a new notion of absolute definiteness (‘absolute definiteness*’), which itself is vague. Yet this new notion cannot be used express the fact that it is vague without contradiction and so the problem re-occurs. A richer meta-meta-language is needed to express the vagueness of this new notion. To fully resolve the problem the hierarchy of meta-languages is non-terminating. To this she adds: 
If there is no general objection to the claim that the sequence of metalanguages for metalanguages is potentially infinite, then what is the difficulty with adding ‘and each of these languages is vague’? [...] There is no vicious infinite regress forced upon us. It is just that the vague is not reducible to the non-vague (2000, p. 208).
Is Keefe’s model of higher-order vagueness defensible? Again, for our purposes it doesn’t matter.
 What is clear is that it is broadly co-defensible with what Radical Contextualism is committed to with respect to higher-order vagueness in order to address the simple objection.

The upshot is that what Radical Contextualism says in response to the simple objection yields a set of commitments which, broadly, are no more implausible than the commitments incurred by the most promising non-epistemic (non-contextualist) theories of vagueness with respect to higher-order vagueness. Likewise, what Epistemicist Contextualism says in response to the simple objection yields a set of commitments which are, broadly, no more implausible than the commitments incurred by the leading epistemic theories with respect to vagueness and higher-order vagueness. Either way, the simple objection to Contextualism loses its force.
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� According to a generic version of Contextualism, the vagueness of the predicate type ‘is tall (for a Ugandan Pygmy)’, for example, consists, in part, in the fact that relative to different contexts of utterance (where these contexts of utterance differ only in respect of certain designated parameters), the extension of this predicate can differ (even though the heights of all people in Uganda remain fixed). For Graff-Fara (2000), the designated contextual parameters are the interests and purposes of the speaker (and their conversational participants). For Raffman (1994, 1996) the designated parameters concern the psychological states and dispositions of the speaker. For Lewis (1979), Soames (1999, pp. 216-7), Shapiro (2003, 2006), Richard (2004), the designated parameters concern the operative standards of precision. See Åkerman and Greenough, ms., for a critical discussion of the various ways in which vagueness may consist in a particular species of context-sensitivity. 


� There are two broad kinds of contextualist solutions to the sorites paradox (see §2).


� The objections raised against Contextualism in Stanley (2003) and in Keefe (2007) are strictly independent of the simple objection discussed here. See Åkerman and Greenough, ms., for a critical discussion of both Stanley’s and Keefe’s objections.


� WT is cognate to both Raffman’s principle IP* which, with respect to ‘is red’, says that ‘for any n, if patch #n is red then patch #(n+1) is red, relative to a pairwise presentational context’ (1994, p. 68) and Graff-Fara’s salient-similarity constraint which says that ‘if two things are saliently similar, then it cannot be that one is in the extension of the predicate, or in its anti-extension, while the other is not’ (Graff-Fara 2000, p. 57). Cf. Soames (1999, pp. 214-6) and Shapiro (2003, pp. 42-3). 


� In Greenough (2003), this symptom is called ‘epistemic tolerance’.


� See Greenough (2005, pp. 178-9) for more on this distinction. Raffman (1994) and Shapiro (2003, 2006) both defend forms of ESC, while Graff-Fara (2000) defends a form of BSC. Soames (1999, pp. 216-7) appears to defend a form of BSC whereby there is a shifting boundary between the extension/anti-extension of a predicate and the undefined cases in the borderline area—cases for which there is a truth-value gaps of sorts. Thus, while all forms of BSC are committed to sharp (variant) cut-offs, not all forms are committed to classical logic. Stanley (2003), Heck (2003), Priest (2003), and Keefe (2007) simply assume that Contextualism is exhausted by BSC. 


� In fact this diagnosis is available to any theory which takes the major premise of the sorites to be false—such as a supervaluational or intuitionistic conception of vagueness (see Greenough 2003, pp. 272-4 for further discussion).


� ST entails that for all contexts of utterance C and for all x, if ‘is F’ (as used in C) is true of x then ‘is F’ (as used in C) is true of x'. In other words, the predicate ‘is F’ is tolerant in all contexts. It follows that, in the present context, for all x, if x is F then x' is F. That is, the major premise of the standard sorites follows from ST. Given classical logic, and the fact that the first member of the series is F and the last member of the series if not-F, then the major premise is outright false and so ST is outright false.


� Why does such a confusion take place? The thought is that subjects are typically (pre-theoretically) unaware of the effect that context has in the determination of the extension of a predicate. 


� The alert reader will have noticed that this is just to assert ST. But ST classically entails the major premise of the standard sorites. As it turns out, ESC can retain ST without fear of paradox because the classical consequence relation is restricted within contexts given ESC—in particular, the classical least number principle is not valid (see main text below). For the special (and recondite) case of the sorites paradox under which one uses the negation of ST to derive a contradiction, the solution given by ESC is follows: the major premise ST is not equivocal at all but simply true, however the paradox does not arise because classical logic fails.


� With respect to the forced march sorites, Raffman (1994, pp. 46-7, passim) and Shapiro (2003, pp. 51-3) allege that a (competent) subject will always ‘jump’ in the forced march—thus delivering a differential verdict with respect to adjacent items in the series. But this jump does not mark a boundary (within a context) but rather a shift in context. 


� See Raffman (1994, pp. 68-69). Shapiro defends a form of ESC but, oddly, takes the major premise to be false (see Shapiro 2003, p. 53). In Greenough (2005, p. 178) it is argued that Shapiro should posit a fallacy of equivocation.


� As it turns out, BSC can offer an alternative (and incompatible) explanation of the seductiveness of the major premise by also positing a fallacy of equivocation: the major premise equivocates between a strong (and false and implausible) reading (via ST and cognate principles) and a weak (and true and plausible) reading (via WT and cognate principles). We have resisted this way of presenting matters because extant defenders of BSC (e.g. Graff-Fara) represent themselves as taking the major premise to be false and so this premise is not, for Graff-Fara at least, equivocal. A further point of note is that it is not possible for ESC to co-opt the solution to the sorites posited by BSC under which ST and the major premise are taken to be false. The reason for this is that ESC takes ST to be true—see fn. 10. So, there is an asymmetry between BSC and ESC: both can offer a diagnosis under which the major premise equivocates between a true reading and false reading, while only BSC can offer a diagnosis under which the major premise is both false and yet taken to be true/plausible because a subject when first confronting the paradox confuses it with a true and plausible principle of weak tolerance.


� See Greenough (2005, pp. 178-9).


� We do not mean to imply that ESC is any worse off than BSC when it comes to the simple objection. However, ESC must offer a rather different range of responses to the simple objection than the range of responses that are available to BSC.


� A form of the simple objection also appears in an unpublished paper ‘A problem for contextualism about vagueness’ by Max Kölbel, 2007.


� See fn.1. In her (2007, p. 276), Keefe recognises that vagueness-related context-sensitivity is independent of sensitivity to shifts in comparison class.  


� Raffman’s distinction between internal (‘psychological’) contexts and external contexts (which concern the relevant comparison class, operative standards, and so forth) is of no help in resolving this more general form of the simple objection (for the distinction see Raffman 1994, pp. 64-6; cf. Shapiro 2003, pp. 60-1). 


� While extant forms of ESC (as given by e.g. Raffman 1994, Shapiro 2003, 2006) allow that first symptom of vagueness is a genuine symptom, these theories nonetheless permit a subject to know whether or not a predicate applies across the borderline area—and so the second symptom of vagueness is not a genuine symptom. This feature of these views issues from the fact that, in borderline cases, whether or not a predicate applies is taken to be a response-dependent matter such that what a (competent) subject judges to be the case determines what is the case (where such a judgment also puts the speaker in a position to know what is the case). Strictly speaking, such a response-dependent conception is not an essential feature of ESC.


� We use the expression ‘quasi-psychological’ because in giving an explanation as to what gives rise to this third symptom of vagueness we not only need to give some psychological explanation as to why we come to believe that vague predicates are strongly tolerant, but we also need to establish why the claim that vague predicates are tolerant is so pre-theoretically intuitive. The two parts of this explanation are, of course, connected. 


� Arguably, they are also individually sufficient, though substantiating that fact lies outside the scope of this paper. In Greenough (2003, pp. 265-72) two proofs are given which show that the first two symptoms are equivalent given some pretty plausible background assumptions.  


� It follows from WT that a subject cannot simultaneously bring all pairs in the series to salience.  


� Williamson also has a version of this objection (see Mills 2004, p. 640).


� Cf. Stanley (2003, p. 279, fn. 13) who assumes, following Williamson, that a predicate such as ‘is tall at time t’ is sorites-susceptible. Presumably Stanley and Williamson would say the same concerning the predicate ‘is red in context C0’.


� And indeed the story can be used to explain why ‘is a reddie’ and ‘is red in context C0’ also exhibit the first two symptoms of vagueness.


� Koons (1994, p. 447) sponsors a similar hybrid view. Goguen (1969) also seems to defend a hybrid of fuzzy logic and epistemicism, whereby the borderline area is also sharply-bounded. 


� See also Keefe and Smith for this objection (1997, p. 47).


� In his most recent defence of epistemicism, Sorensen (2001) is also committed to a hybrid view of sorts since he posits a metaphysical explanation for the unknowability of the sharp cut-offs drawn by vague terms in terms of what he calls ‘truthmaker gaps’. 


� Where to lack a sharp boundary is to lack a boundary.


� One way to finesse the diagnosis would be to argue that this confusion itself arises from an internalist conception of meaning and understanding which licenses the transparency claim that for all n, if it is true that patch n in the series is red then one is in a position to know this (cf. Williamson 1994, pp. 205-12).


� On this score, we agree with Keefe and Smith (1996, pp. 15-16).


� Every other non-epistemic theory of vagueness has notably failed to address all of the pressing puzzles concerning higher-order vagueness.


� See Williamson (1994, pp. 160-1) for the puzzle and for the anticipation of Keefe’s reply.


� A further issue concerns the possibility of quantifying over all contexts. If that is possible then a strengthened version of the simple objection can be formulated thus: hold all features of all contexts of whatever level fixed, the vagueness of the predicate relative to that context still remains, therefore vagueness is not context-sensitivity. However, note that Keefe’s model of higher-order vagueness also suffers from a strengthened version of Williamson’s puzzle of higher-order vagueness if we are allowed to quantify over all meta-languages. So, again, (Radical) Contextualism is no worse off than its most sophisticated competitors. For some relevant discussion, see Greenough (2005, pp. 180-9).


� Parts of this paper were jointly presented at Seventh Arché Vagueness Workshop in November 2006 and at the Arché Audit in June 2007. Thanks to the following folk for very useful feedback (on either or both of those occasions): Elizabeth Barnes, Maria Cerezo, Richard Dietz, Dan López de Sa, Aidan McGlynn, Paula Milne, Sebastiano Moruzzi, Peter Pagin, Graham Priest, Diana Raffman, Sven Rosenkranz, Mark Sainsbury, Stewart Shapiro, Jordi Valor, Crispin Wright, and Elia Zardini. Thanks also to Sven Rosenkranz for very valuable comments on the penultimate draft. This paper was completed while one of the authors (Greenough) was a Postdoctoral Fellow in the Epistemic Warrant Project at ANU (2007-8). Thanks go to the many philosophers at ANU for their hospitality—philosophical and otherwise.
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