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Pragmatics and mind reading: The puzzle of autism

Mikhail Ki ine (2021) arge ar icle e amine a i m o mine q e ion abo lang age e and i cognitive underpinnings. Among these, we focus on the question concerning the role of mind reading in language interpretation. Kissine claims that the selective pragmatic profile of highly verbal autistic indi id al ndermine he e i ence of an in rin ic link' be een lang age in erpre a ion and mind reading. We advocate for a more cautious approach based on both theoretical and empirical arguments. Theoretically speaking, data from autism are compatible with the view that language interpretation is the result of a special-purpose form of mind reading, dedicated to the domain of intentional communication. Empirically speaking, the data are neither clear nor consistent enough for making strong claims about what exactly are the communicative challenges of highly verbal autistic individuals.

HOW DID WE GET HERE?

From he momen i a fir repor ed a a p chia ric condi ion and given a name in 1943, scientific understanding of autism has increased exponentially. Central to ha gro h are re earcher ie on lang age and comm nica ion among autistic individuals, which together play a role in describing the condition and in diagnosing it. Independently, Grice from he 1950 and on ard was developing an original approach to language that put intentions at the center of communication. He argued that decoding linguistic input is just part of o r h man effor o comm nica e, ho e l ima e goal i o acce a peaker in ended meaning. The e o c rren con erged in he 1970 hen he fir d o in e iga e pragmatic abilities in autism [START_REF] Baltaxe | Pragmatic deficits in the language of autistic adolescents[END_REF] noted that autistic individuals violated con er a ional po la e of accep abili and poli ene . In he mean ime, o her ling i ic abilities such as phonological and syntactic development appeared unaffected in autistic language development [START_REF] Tager-Flusberg | On the nature of linguistic functioning in early infantile autism[END_REF]. With an increasing number of documented oddi ie in mo l he pragma ic domain (Fri h 1989), re earcher o gh an all-encompassing acco n for hem and Grice approach, being en irel philo ophical, had i limi . Relevance

Theory [START_REF] Sperber | Relevance: Communication and cognition[END_REF]), a more cognitive Grice-inspired account that gave a prominent place to metarepresentations and processing, fit the bill and was quickly adopted by investigators of autism. This could be seen in Baron-Cohen et al. 1988: 393: The [me arepre en a ion] heor predicts that only those social skills requiring a metarepresentational capacity should be impaired .

Soon, researchers began to map specific linguistic phenomena onto levels of metarepresentation. The most prominent example of this came from [START_REF] Happé | Communicative competence and theory of mind in autism: A test of relevance theory[END_REF], who argued that similes, metaphors and irony mapped onto zero-, first-and second-level Theory of Mind, respectively. The data from that seminal study largely (though not completely) supported the idea that autistic par icipan doc men ed Theor -of-Mind levels corresponded well with performance on the three sorts of phenomena. This also led, ultimately, to claims that behavior among a i ic indi id al a an amo n o mindblindne (Baron-Cohen 1995), a categorical incapacity to do mind reading. Since about 2010, however, investigations into other pragmatic phenomena have not fallen into such neat categories. Most notably, tasks investigating the much-studied scalar inference reveals that performance among autistic individuals is comparable to that of neurotypical controls (Pijnacker et al. 2009a;[START_REF] Chevallier | Scalar inferences in autism spectrum disorders[END_REF]; likewise, Kissine and colleagues (2015) showed that indirect requests, which presumably require heavy doses of mind reading, prompt all participants -individuals with and without autism diagnoses -to accede to the request.

It is in this context that Kissine (2021: 3-4) i making he claim ha da a from a i m warrant neither the assumption that language use is intrinsically linked with mind reading nor ha lang age acq i i ion i gro nded in lang age e . B ha doe i mean for lang age e, and language interpretation in particular, to be INTRINSICALLY LINKED with mind reading? How is the link (or the links) between language interpretation and mind reading to be conceptualised?

Without an answer to these questions, we are left with no clear framework to interpret the data at issue and to assess their broader implications.

In this contribution, we first examine two alternative ways of spelling out the link between language interpretation and mind reading (Section 2). Then, we argue that the pragmatic profile of autistic individuals challenges (at best) one way of articulating this link, but not both of them (Section 3). Furthermore, we take a closer look at the complexity of the empirical data, which are arguably not amenable to any straightforward interpretation (Section 4). Based on these theoretical and methodological considerations, we advocate for a more cautious approach when using data from autism to settle foundational questions in pragmatic theory (Conclusion).

ARTICULATING KISSINE S CHALLENGE TO MONOLITHIC APPROACHES TO PRAGMATICS

There are at least two different ways to think about the existence of an intrinsic link between language interpretation and mind reading (for an in-depth discussion see [START_REF] Sperber | Pragmatics, modularity and mind-reading[END_REF]. The first is to argue that language interpretation is the output of a general-purpose mind reading capacity. This amounts to claiming that the cognitive mechanisms responsible for mind reading in non-communicative situations are the very same mechanisms which are invoked for mind reading in communicative ones (see, e.g. [START_REF] Bloom | Mindreading, communication and the learning of names for things[END_REF]. According to this view, explaining or predicting a non-comm nica i e beha io r ba ed on he agen men al a e (e.g. Sall ill look in the basket because that is where she falsely believes her marble is) is an exercise in mind reading comparable to that of e plaining a comm nica i e beha io r ba ed on he peaker in en ion (e.g. Sall aid I a e ome of he cookie beca e he in ended o comm nica e ha she ate some but not all of the cookies). A single, general-purpose, mind reading capacity applies across the board, and language interpretation is nothing but one of its instanciations.

A second way of thinking about the link between language interpretation and mind reading is to conceive of language interpretation as the result of a dedicated, task-specific, form of mind reading, whose principles and mechanisms are attuned to the domain of communication. intentions and motives (among other mental states) based on the behaviours displayed in short videoclips. By combining these two pieces of evidence, Kissine suggests that language in erpre a ion canno be in rin icall linked i h mind reading. To p i more e plici l , he existence of preserved pragmatic skills in autistic individuals is incompatible with the assumption that language interpretation necessarily involves a general-purpose capacity for mind reading and that this capacity is compromised all across the autistic spectrum. In sum, the first view presented here -and directly targeted by [START_REF] Kissine | Autism, constructionism and nativism. Language, Perspectives[END_REF] -should predict a more generalized impairment in language interpretation, with poor performance across all pragmatic tasks.

However, this empirical prediction is disconfirmed by the data (see also Andrés-Roqueta & Katsos 2017 for a similar conclusion). This conclusion appears to be further supported by studies revealing that the performance of autistic individuals in certain pragmatic tasks is not predicted by their performance in non-communicative mind reading tests. For instance, as [START_REF] Norbury | The relationship between theory of mind and metaphor: Evidence from children with language impairment and autistic spectrum disorder[END_REF] shows, once the contribution of semantic knowledge is taken into account, performance in standard first-and second-order false belief tasks is not a significant predictor of accuracy scores for metaphor comprehension. In a similar vein, findings from Andrés-Roqueta & Katsos (2020) indicate that, once the contribution of structural language (receptive and expressive grammar and vocabulary) is accounted for, performance in standard first-order false belief tasks does not predict the performance in a scalar inference task.

The question that arises, then, is whether these data from autism similarly challenge the view that language interpretation is an exercise in mind reading carried out by a specialized inferential procedure, dedicated to the processing of communicative inputs. While Kissine (2021) does not address the issue here, he does so in previous work [START_REF] Kissine | Pragmatics as metacognitive control[END_REF], pointing to a general skepticism about ANY attempt to articulate the existence of an intrinsic link between language interpretation and mind reading. For instance, when discussing data from autism, he suggested ha [ ] ch a elec i e pragma ic profile i diffic l o e plain on a mod lar heor of pragma ic (Ki ine 2016:5). Tha arg men appear o go a follo : A me ha lang age interpretation is the result of a comprehension module, whose operations allow the addressee to recover the speaker's intended meaning. The preserved islets of pragmatic competence displayed by autistic individuals should thus be accounted for by the functioning of such a dedicated mechanism. An operative comprehension module, though, would be incompatible with the broader pragmatic deficits that characterize the socio-communicative skills of individuals on the spectrum. For instance, it would be incompatible with findings suggesting that the very same autistic individuals who are capable of deriving scalar inferences struggle with the Strange Stories task which includes measures of irony, lies, white lies and jokes (Andrés-Roqueta & Katsos 2020). Similarly, results in van Tiel & Kissine (2018) indicate that participants with a higher autism spectrum quotient were as likely as participants with lower quotients to derive di inc kind of q an i a i e implica re, b no he q an i a i e implica re called free choice inference or di rib i i implica re . Ho co ld he er same comprehension module be responsible for the successful derivation of some pragmatic inferences and for the failure of others?

According to [START_REF] Kissine | Pragmatics as metacognitive control[END_REF][START_REF] Kissine | Autism, constructionism and nativism. Language, Perspectives[END_REF], then, whether one thinks of language interpretation as depending on a general-purpose mind reading capacity or a dedicated one, specialized for the domain of intentional communication, data from autism challenge the very existence of an intrinsic link between language interpretation and mind reading and call for a more nuanced picture with respect to the role of mind reading in communication. Crucially, according to Ki ine, hi challenge concern an monoli hic Gricean and po -Gricean approach account of pragmatics (see Kissine 2016:2). In the same spirit, Andrés-Roqueta and Katsos emphasize the need o o ercome he ni ar con r c of pragma ic (2020:1505) hich ha charac eri ed m ch re earch in he field. We endor e he e a hor plea for a ho gh f l con idera ion of he relationship between language interpretation and mind reading, one which is able to, not only address findings with respect to autistic profiles but to, capture the flourishing experimental evidence that has been produced in the last two and a half decades of research in experimental pragmatics in general. However, while we take on this challenge, we will argue that it falls short of undermining a post-Gricean, modular account of pragmatics, such as the one proposed by Relevance Theory.

PRAGMATICS IS MONOLITHIC BUT MIND READING IS NOT

Ki ine main arg men against a modular account of language interpretation concerns its incompatibility with any SELECTIVE pragmatic profile, as the one evidenced by the subpopulation of highly verbal autistic individuals under discussion. If language interpretation is carried out by a special-purpose mechanism that has its operations intact, language interpretation should be successful across the board, independently of the particular type of pragmatic phenomenon at issue (reference assignment, disambiguation, lexical adjustment, implicature derivation, irony, etc.) or of any other contextual factor. This argument, though, rests on the tacit assumption that the special-purpose inferential procedure dedicated to language interpretation should always function independently of any other mind reading mechanism. For instance, Kissine relies on this assumption when stating:

No e ha on Sperber and Wil on idea of a pragma ic mod le, ho e f nc ioning and maturation are independent from Theory of Mind, it is unclear why reaching the developmental stage required for understanding irony should be concomitant with the development of second-order Theory of Mind. (Kissine 2016:5) We question this assumption and illustrate that it is not only dispensable, but also at odds with the modular account of pragmatics proposed by Relevance Theory.

To begin with, it is worth outlining the general view of the mind which represents the framework for this modular account of pragmatics. This view, also known under the name of MASSIVE MODULARITY, conceives of the mind as modular through and through (for an in-depth presentation, see [START_REF] Sperber | Modularity and relevance: How can a massively modular mind be flexible and context-sensitive? The Innate Mind: Structure and Content[END_REF]. According to this view, the mind is composed of a constellation of dedicated, special-purpose, cognitive mechanisms, which have evolved as biological adaptations to answer specific problems pertaining to their domain of specialization. Within this perspective, the comprehension module would have evolved as a human adaptation to solve the rec rren a k of iden if ing a peaker meaning from her comm nica i e beha io r (e.g. her utterance).

For the purpose of our discussion, we wish to emphasize two aspects of this framework whose importance -when taken together -has been arguably neglected in the pragmatic literature. The first, obvious, one is that the comprehension module is one of multiple specialpurpose mind reading mechani m : gi en he comple i of mind-reading, the variety of tasks it has to perform, and the particular regularities exhibited by some of these tasks, it is quite plausible to assume that it involves a variety of sub-mod le (Sperber & Wilson 2002:12). This claim is very much in line with the work of psychologists that strive for a finer-grained understanding of the composite nature of mind reading in humans. For instance, in his seminal work, [START_REF] According To Baron-Cohen | the mind reading impairment of individuals on the autism spectrum would involve, with important individual differences, the Shared-Attention Mechanism and the Theory-of-Mind Mechanism[END_REF] proposed the distinction between at least four submodules for mind reading, hich grad all de elop o er he ear : he In en ionali De ec or , he E e-Direction De ec or , he Shared-A en ion Mechani m and he Theor -of-Mind Mechani m . 1 The second, less obvious, aspect is that modules are highly interconnected. This represents an important departure from the Fodorian conception of modularity, but one which becomes crucial in a massively modular framework:

we have to rethink the concept of module and allow for a kind of continuum, from peripheral perceptual systems, which are rigidly encapsulated (not diverted from registering what is out there), through a hierarchy of conceptual modules, with the property of encapsulation diminishing progressively at each level as the interconnections among domain-specific processors increase. (Carston 1997:20) This picture suggests the possibility that chains of inferences integrate the contributions of distinct specialized mechanisms: the output of perceptual or conceptual modules can be fed into further conceptual modules, whose output in turn functions as input for further modularized processing (for a discussion, see [START_REF] Mazzarella | Pragmatics, modularity and epistemic vigilance[END_REF].

Bringing together these two aspects of the massive modularity view naturally opens up several questions on the relationship between the comprehension module and other specialized he addre ee can ake in o con idera ion he peaker compe ence and bene olence (i he speaker trying to mislead me?) and adjust the interpretation accordingly. 3 There i one impor an concl ion ha e o ld like o dra ba ed on [START_REF] Sperber | Understanding verbal understanding. What is Intelligence?[END_REF] eminal idea : he a ailabili of premi e concerning he peaker men al a e , ch a epistemic states like first-or second-order beliefs, modulates the richness of the input to the process of language interpretation. While language interpretation always relies on the same, core, inferential procedure, its operations can be affected by the quality of the information that is fed in o he comprehen ion mod le: [i]nforma ion abo men al a e i a med in hi frame ork to be the output by a dedicated mind-reading module, which can provide input to both comprehension and epistemic vigilance mechani m (and can be called on b ei her) (Mazzarella 2013:33). 4 We want to suggest that the flow of information between different mind reading modules can play a crucial role in the achievement of a successful interpretation of the peaker erance, and that this role may be quintessential in the explanation of some pragma ic impairmen . The in erpla among he differen componen of mind reading, and their underlying mechanisms, is a key aspect of the successful integration of relevant contextual informa ion in lang age proce ing. Indeed, a mp ion abo he peaker belief and de ire are typically potential parts of the context of interpretation. When context is taken as a psychological construct, it emcompasses a variety of information that can all have a bear on language interpretation: A context in this sense is not limited to information about the immediate physical environment or the immediately preceding utterances: expectations about the future, scientific hypotheses or religious beliefs, anecdotal memories, general cultural assumptions, BELIEFS ABOUT THE MENTAL STATES OF THE SPEAKER, may all play a role in interpretation. [START_REF] Sperber | Relevance: Communication and cognition[END_REF]/1995:15-16, our emphasis).

The extent to which beliefs about the mental states of the speaker play an actual role in the understanding of distinct pragmatic phenomena (scalar implicatures, metaphor, irony, etc. ) is still the object of much discussion. Irony understanding is probably the one example in which this controversy is settled, with a growing consensus around the idea that the interpretation of ironical uses of language requires higher-order metarepresentational capacities. The addressee of an erance ha i mean o be ironic (e.g. Sall i ch a good friend! aid of a common acquaintance who backstabbed the speaker in some way) needs to rely on his attribution of first-and second-order mental states to the speaker (The speaker does not believe that Sally is a good friend, as well as The speaker does not intend me to believe that Sally is a good friend) in order to recognize that a seemingly false statement has been intentionally produced with no deceptive end. This consensus is built on a variety of experimental data from the neuropsychological and developmental literature, which provide converging evidence (see, for instance, Adachi et al. 2004;Filippova & Astington 2008;[START_REF] Spotorno | evidence that utterance-processing entails mentalizing: The case of irony[END_REF][START_REF] Spotorno | When is irony effortful?[END_REF]; inter alia). 5 In sum, irony represents a relatively uncontroversial example of language interpretation in which he e ploi a ion of premi e abo he peaker mental states appears to be crucial for the deri a ion of he peaker in ended meaning. Dra ing on [START_REF] Sperber | Understanding verbal understanding. What is Intelligence?[END_REF] in igh , iron understanding would require a sophisticated interpretative strategy, in which the working of the comprehension module is enriched by metarepresentational premises from other components of mind reading (see [START_REF] Mazzarella | Pragmatics and epistemic vigilance: A developmental perspective[END_REF] for an account of irony along these lines). In contrast with the argument put forth by Kissine, then, we believe that this view can reconcile a modular approach to pragmatics with the existence of an established correlation between irony understanding and performance in second-order Theory of Mind tasks.

Be ond iron nder anding, ho gh, he role of premi e abo he peaker men al states in language interpretation is highly controversial. To illustrate this with an example, let us consider metaphorical uses of language. While the initial correlation between metaphor understanding and success in first-order false belief tests found by [START_REF] Happé | Communicative competence and theory of mind in autism: A test of relevance theory[END_REF] was questioned by later findings, such as [START_REF] Norbury | The relationship between theory of mind and metaphor: Evidence from children with language impairment and autistic spectrum disorder[END_REF], recent work in experimental pragmatics has highlighted the importance of taking a finer-grained approach to the question of the role of mind reading in metaphor interpretation. For example, Lecce and colleagues (2019) show how interpretation is modulated by whether the intended interpretation targets physical aspects of the me aphor opic (e.g. Dancer are b erflie ), or p chological one (e.g. Dadd i a olcano ). In line with this, Andrés-Roqueta and Katsos (2018:3) have argued for the necessity to reorien re earch in hi field o ard a more caref l e amina ion of he comm nica i e i a ion in hich lang age in erpre a ion ake place abo e and be ond he pragma ic phenomena per se . Thi recommenda ion, hich e f ll endor e, eem par ic larl rele an to the examination of the data from autism, to which we now turn. 2010) who both reported scalar implicature rates that were comparable for individuals with and without autism. These were important studies when they came out because they were the first to indicate that it was not the case that autism is tantamount to a general pragmatic inability. Once that lesson is integrated, it is important to point out how both of these investigations relied on items that presented underinformative statements, concerning presented pictorial evidence or world knowledge, that allowed for a certain omniscience when answering.

TO WHAT

However, as suggested by Andrés-Roqueta and Katsos (2017), these results may not generalize to conversational situations in which sensitivity to informativeness is typically modulated by a more global apprecia ion of he peaker epi emic a e (e.g. in con e of par ial kno ledge, as in [START_REF] Breheny | Taking the epistemic step: Toward a model of on-line access to conversational implicatures[END_REF]. Indeed, in more recent work, Hochstein and colleagues (2018) pre en ed a paradigm ha incl ded condi ion ha more caref ll ar he peaker epistemic state before the presentation of an underinformative statement. As the use of a scalar erance ( Some of he bo e ha e ra berrie ) ho ld no license the derivation of the scalar implicature (Not all of the boxes have strawberries) in contexts of partial knowledge (in which the speaker does not know whether all the boxes contain strawberries), Hochstein et al. 2018 looked a he effec of manip la ing he peaker epi emic a e (e.g. f ll kno ledge . par ial knowledge) on the derivation of the scalar implicature. In an experimental setting in which the experimental puppet and the participant had visual access to the content of only two of three bo e , pon hearing he p ppe a Some of he bo e ha e ra berrie , participants were spectrum. In contrast with [START_REF] Kissine | Pragmatics as metacognitive control[END_REF][START_REF] Kissine | Autism, constructionism and nativism. Language, Perspectives[END_REF], we maintain that the selective pragmatic profile of a subpopulation of highly verbal autistic individuals is compatible with the existence of a comprehension module, dedicated to mind reading in the domain of intentional communication.

We have stressed, though, the importance of acknowledging the interplay between this comprehension module and further components of mind reading, which may play a crucial role in language interpretation, at least with respect to specific pragmatic phenomena (such as irony)

or communicative situations. The seminal work of [START_REF] Sperber | Understanding verbal understanding. What is Intelligence?[END_REF] represents an important step in this direction: a single, relevance-guided, comprehension procedure can, but need not always, exploit metarepresentational premises about the speaker's mental states to deliver a suitable ), but these suggestions have not yet been the object of any systematic empirical investigation. Indeed, at this stage, it is only possible to speculate that some pragmatic impairments could be better explained in terms of the limited degree of sophistication of the available interpretative strategies (due to deficits in other components of mind reading). For this rea on, hile e claim ha Ki ine arg men ba ed on da a from a i m falls short of undermining post-Gricean pragmatic theories, like Relevance Theory, we also believe that there is still a long way to go before one could claim the existence of a full-fledged account of the significance of Autism Spectrum Disorder for pragmatic theory. This caution is needed even more when considering the nature of the empirical evidence at our disposal, which is far from being amenable to any straightforward interpretation. It follows that it is arguably premature to draw any bold conclusion on the role for mind reading in language interpretation. Most excitingly, the debate is open.

  mechanisms, including those devoted to further mind reading components. What are the interconnections among these different special-purpose mechanisms? Does successful communication rely on these interconnections? Do they develop over the years? What is the direction of the flow of information they make possible? All these foundational questions are still very much open and represent important directions of research for theoretical and experimental pragmatics. We believe, though, that Relevance Theory has already laid some essential stepping stones to start addressing them. An e en ial con rib ion da e back o[START_REF] Sperber | Understanding verbal understanding. What is Intelligence?[END_REF] propo al o di inguish among three different interpretative strategies, which he calls NAÏVE OPTIMISM, CAUTIOUS OPTIMISM and SOPHISTICATED UNDERSTANDING, that would rely on the use of increasingly sophisticated metarepresentational premises in the inferential process of deri ing he peaker in ended meaning. As discussed by[START_REF] Wilson | New directions for research on pragmatics and modularity[END_REF], all three of these strategies are essentially based on the same comprehension procedure: a. Follow a path of least effort in computing cognitive effects. Consider interpretations (disambiguations, contextual assumptions, implicatures, etc.) in order of accessibility. b. Stop when your expectation of relevance is satisfied.According to Relevance Theory, this procedure is grounded on the regularity that characterizes the domain of intentional communication: any communicator intends the addressee to pay a en ion o he comm nica or erance and o in e cogni i e re o rces in processing it, to the detriment of other competing stimuli in the environment. Crucially, since humans would only pay attention to stimuli that are potentially RELEVANT to them (i.e. that are expected to produce worthwhile cognitive effects given the processing effort they require), each act of communication communicates a presumption of its own optimal relevance. In other terms, by a king for he addre ee a en ion, he peaker in i e he addre ee o pre me ha he utterance will satisfy the addre ee e pec a ion of rele ance.2 Sperber (1994) cr cial in igh i ha he degree of ophi ica ion of he e pec a ion of rele ance ha g ide lang age in erpre a ion arie a a f nc ion of he addre ee metarepresentational abilities. A naïvely optimistic interpreter simply looks for an optimally rele an in erpre a ion: a Nai el Op imi ic hearer NEED NOT REPRESENT THE SPEAKER S MENTAL STATES AT ALL in iden if ing he peaker meaning: he impl ake he fir interpretation that seems rele an eno gh and rea i a he in ended one (Wil on 2005:1143, our emphasis). In contrast with this, a cautiously optimistic interpreter expects ATTEMPTED OPTIMAL RELEVANCE, and thus looks for an interpretation that the speaker MIGHT HAVE THOUGHT would be relevant to him (whether or not the interpretation is indeed optimally relevant). Finally, a sophisticated interpreter may expect PURPORTED OPTIMAL RELEVANCE and thus look for an interpretation that the speaker MIGHT HAVE THOUGHT THE INTERPRETER WOULD THINK relevant to him. Impor an l for o r p rpo e , Sperber gge ion i ha he e increa ingl ophi ica ed in erpre a i e ra egie are made po ible b he emplo men of a mp ion abo he peaker mental states (such as what the speaker believes, or what the speaker believes that the addressee belie e ) a premi e in he inferen ial deri a ion of he erance in erpre a ion. Thank o hi ,

  in erpre a ion of he peaker erance. Lang age in erpre a ion can h come a differen degrees of sophistication, depending on the richness of the input to the comprehension module and the level of individual metarepresentational abilities. The broader implications of this crucial insight have already been explored and developed with respect to the question of the developmental of pragmatic competence in childhood (Köder & Falkum 2020; Mazzarella & Pouscoulous 2020), but have arguably been neglected in the field of clinical pragmatics. Some theorists have speculated about the possibility of thinking of the pragmatic abilities of individuals on the spectrum as limited to a nai el op imi ic in erpre a i e ra eg (Wil on 2000; Reboul 2005

  EXTENT DO STUDIES INVESTIGATING INDIVIDUALS WITH AUTISM INFORM US ABOUT THE ROLE OF MIND READING IN LANGUAGE?Regardle of one po i ion, an e al a ion of he experimental literature on language interpretation among autistic individuals calls for caution because currently one would be hard pressed to come up with straightforward conclusions from he e an da a, ch a he claim ha lang age in erpre a ion doe no rel on men al a e attribution. The best one can conclude from the current state of the art is that there is indeed a certain lack of pragmatic stability among autistic individuals regarding each investigated phenomenon, especially when increased mind reading is called for. Here, we turn to three areas outside of metaphor and irony, which were briefly covered above, to underline how these topics do not lead to any obvious consensus about the role of mind reading among individuals with autism.

Let us start with scalar implicature and specifically with

Pijnacker et al. (2009a) 

and

Chevallier et al. (

asked whether they thought there were strawberries in the third box. The results showed that a i ic indi id al ere m ch le likel han heir ne ro pical cohor o a I don kno .

Interestingly, the autistic participants mostly provided a negative answer instead (consistent with the derivation of the scalar implicature). Surprisingly few of all participants provided the minimall informa i e Ye . I appear ha once epi emic concern are con idered, one find important differences between autistic individuals and their neurotypical cohorts even on scalar tasks, and ha a i ic indi id al ma be inclined o ignore he peaker epi emic a e hen drawing pragmatic inferences. Pijnacker and colleagues (2009b) also investigated conditional reasoning. They reported that autistic participants perform comparably to neurotypical controls (importantly, though, they report that autistic individuals tend NOT o endor e fallacie , ch a Affirma ion of he Con eq en : If P hen Q; Q//P, o he ame e en a ne ro pical con rol ). More impor an l , much like with the case for scalars, there are no real differences across the two groups in simple cases, i.e. when a simple modus ponens argument is presented (see the premises 1 and 2 below and the question-conclusion to be evaluated in 3).

( 1)

If Mary has an exam, she will study in the library.

(2) Mary has an exam.

(3) Will she study in the library?

Participants in both groups perform comparably by agreeing that Mary would study in the library. However, when another premise is added between 1 and 2 (e.g. To summarize this section, we think (much) caution is called for about claims concerning the role of mental states attribution in language interpretation as progress is made because the empirical literature concerning the pragmatic profile of autistic individuals is hardly cut and dried.

CONCLUSION

In hi paper, e ha e arg ed ha a monoli hic , mod lar approach o pragmatics, such as the one put forth by post-Gricean accounts of language interpretation, is not undermined by the available empirical evidence on language use in individuals on the autistic