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1 :INTRODUCTION S SRR
1 Introductlon

- {_Suppose I ask a guest of mine to ta,ke out the garbage In ma,l\mg t]us re-
*quest; I may have a whole fange of intentions and goals that have motivated
‘my utterance. For example, I may have intended to make my visitor feel at
~ home, to avoid doing something I hate, to get the house cleaned, and so on.
. However, not all of these objectives are relevant to our discussion. What
we are after are communication intentions and goals — that is, goals that
‘are intended to be recognized or, more precisely, to be achieved (at least in
part) through their recognition. For example, deception is not a communi--
cation goal because it is not (and could not be) intended to be recognized.
A speaker may very well intend the hearer to recognize the speaker’s at-
tempt to eliminate boredom, but the elimination of boredom is still not a
communication goal because its mere recognition would hardly contribute
to making things more interesting. In contrast, my goal of obtaining some
information from you is indeed a communication goal because the most ef-
ficient plan to achieve it would include letting you know what it is. Here
not only do I intend that you recognize my need for this information, but
I also intend that your recognition play a role in inducing you to provide
me with it. Such goals, along with the intentions to satisfy them, are the
.- communication goals and intentions that are of interest to us.
- - This view of communication intentions originates with Grice’s analysis
of the concept of meaning [7]. But much research in computational linguists,
* though obviously influenced by Grice, has nevertheless stressed the role of
intention and goal recognition in discourse, quite independently of a theory
of meaning. Allen’s dissertation [1] and his subsequent work with Perrault
[3,2], for example, emphasize the importance of goal recognition for inferring
the speaker’s plans. So do Grosz and Sidner [10], as well as Sidner herself
in her own work [22,21]. These authors show how the recognition of what
‘the speaker is “up to” contributes to coherence and comprehensibility of
. the discourse {see also [18]), and is essential for the hearer’s generation of
~ an appropriate response. However, not ail goa.ls that are mtended to be
recogmzed are alike, - - :
.. Sometimes the recogmtwn of a goa.1 sufﬁces for its sa.tlsfactlon For ex-
_ _ample if my ob;ectwe is to congratulate you, I can succeed if (and in this

- particular case, only if) your recogmze ‘my intention to do so.  Once you

" have. recogmzed my intention, you are thereby congra,tula.ted 1 call 'such - |

- goals,’ whereby recognition is sufﬁcxent for success, the literal goal of the '

i ‘speech act. In addition; there are’ discotirse purposes; which are the goals

_._"-underlymg both the choice to engage in ‘discourse in the first place (rather
' 'tha,n ina nonhngulstm actxwty) and the chome of a partlcular prop051t1onal '



1 "INTRO'DUCTION L B S SR i

- -content to be expressed [10] In the case of congrmtula.tmg, the hteral goa.i

. -and the discourse purpose are one and the same — but this is the exception .

~rathier than the mile. For example, in ‘the case of the g;uest ‘who is asked to .

take out the garbage, the literal goal of the request is essentially to make
“the guest realize what he'is asked to do.” The discourse purpose is to make
him actually do it. Note that, unlike the case of literal goals, recognition of
the discourse purpose, albeit vital for the success of the speech act, is not
enough for the objective to be achieved. The guest may very well recognize
that my purpose is to induce him to take out the garbage, but, alas, this in
itself does not guarantee his cooperation. So the recognition of literal goals
is sufficient for its success (sometimes it is also necessary), while the recogni-
. tion of discourse purposes, as distinct from literal goals, is neither sufficient
(it does not guarantee cooperation) nor necessary (my guest may take the
_ garbage out without realizing that he is complying with my wishes). Rather,

. -given certain assumptions about the disposition of discourse participants, it

is rational to expect that hearer’s recognition of a discourse purpose will
enhance the speaker’s chances of achieving his goal.

- The discourse purpose should characterize the point of the mstxtutxon
of referring and, consequently, determine under what conditions an act of
referring can be called a success. In this sense, the discourse purpose of re-
- ferring is analogous to Searle’s illocutionary point. However, melding Grosz

and Sidner’s notion of discourse purpose with Searle’s notion of the point or
purpose of a speech act masks a subtle difference between the two concepts.
. In Grosz and Sidner’s theory, discourse purposes are perlocutionary [4]: they
‘are defined in terms of effects on the hearer’s beliefs and actions. Searle,
on the other hand, insists that “the terminology of ‘point’ or ‘purpose’ is
~not meant to imply, nor is it based on-the view, that every illocutionary
act has a definitionally associated perlocutionary intent” [20, 3]. But the
difference between discourse purposes and illocutionary points should not
concern us too much. Grosz and Sidner’s focus on perlocutionary effects is

- anatural consequence of their computational approach and, is quite typical - S

‘of the research in _their field.  Searle’s eschewal of any general interpreta-- B
tion of illocutionary :points-as perlocutiOna,ry"effects' is consistent with his

. ‘rejection of Grice’s theory of meaning {19, sec. 2.6]. Searle, of course, does
- not deny that some speech acts do have perlocutionary intentions associated

- with them (for example; requests), and 1 take refetring to be one of them. If

o -we regard 1t mtultwely, the point of referrmg is'to make the hearer 1dent1fy B

| -::':.-;an objéct — 2 perlocutionary effect par excellence.!

thera.l goal and chscourse purpose are obv1ousiy not mdependent of each'

1It 15 nc»t surpnsmg that Cohen [5] views re[ernng as a: request for ldentlﬁca.tmn
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" other: my expectatlon that my guest w111 actually carry out the ga,rbage de-3 .
-pends partially on my expectatlon that he will understand what I have said.

-~ This is indeed the basis for our use of language as a means for attaining

. some of our objectives, and is the'foundation for a plan-based theory of -
" speéch acts. For examiple, the distinctions between surface speech acts and

" illocutionary acts [2], and between utterance-level and discourse-level inten-
tions [10], are, in my opinion, particular computational realizations of the
distinction between literal goals and discourse purposes. Since I accept the
plan-based approach and consider referring to be a speech act, I must spec-
ify the literal goals and discourse purposes that typically motivate the use
of referring expressions. Needless to say, the literal goal and the discourse
purpose must be characterized in a way that is useful for the referring model.
That is, they must be spelled out in a vocabulary that makes computational
sense.

2 The literal goal of referring

Let us begin with Grice’s'theory of communication intentions.  The moti-
vation for Grice’s philosophical project is an attempt to analyze semantic
. concepts in terms of propositional attitudes. In a nutshell, Grice begins by
distinguishing between natural and nonnatural meaning (as well as between
‘natural and nonnatural signs).. Roughly defined, natural meaning is the
meaning of symptoms: smoke is a natural sign of fire, spots on the skin are
a natural sign of measles, and when we say that smoke in the house means
that there is fire somewhere, or that spots on the patient’s skin mean that
~he has measles, the sense of “mean” here is a natural one.
In contrast, when we say that sentences have meaning and that agents
' can mean something by uttering them, the concept of “meaning” here is a
nonnatural one: the utterance “the patient has measles” means that the
patient has measles, but the utterance, unhke the spots, is surely not a

- .symptom of the disease.

: ~The conceptual dependency in- Gnce 5 theory between wha,t utterances' _
© mean (what Grice calls timeless meaning of an uttemnce type) and what

.- " speakers mean when they use these utterances (utterer s occaswn meamng) o

s roughly a.s follows The statement ' S :

.1 Ezpresswn E means P

s to be understood in terms of the sta.tement

c .2 In uttemny ea:presszon E, speaker .S' medns that P
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: .Where the analySJS of ( 2) is to be founded on the analy51s of the sta,tement
3 S in performmg act A means somethmg

-~ Now the I\eystone of Gnce s analysm of meamng somethmg — in fa.ct the
‘foundation of his entire approach — consists of three intentions that are
‘supposed to be both necessary and sufficient for a speaker to mean any-
- thing [7]:

Inty: S intends to produce an effect in hearer H.
- Ints: S intends H to recognize his intention Intj.
"Intg: S intends that intention Inty be satisfied by means of H’s
recognition of intention Ints. .
In other words, if § is to mean anything at all, he must intend to pioduce

- aneffect in H by means of H’s recognition of this intention. The profound

" insight contained in Grice’s paper is the discovery of this defining feature
of communication. It is the observation that communication necessarily
“involves intentions whose very recognition suffices to satisfy them.: . -

~'As a theory of meaning, Grice’s original account was burdened by a -

‘number of difficulties; confronted by a series of counterexamples, he was
- compelled to modify his three intentions substantially [6]. However, my
" interest here is not in a theory of meaning. Whether Grice’s account is,

or could -be made to be, a correct analysis of the concept of meaning is .

* debatable, but quite apart from that, his original insight about the nature
- of communication intentions and goals remains valid. My point of departure,
_ therefore, is Grice’s concluding remarks in his 1969 essay:

I see some grounds for hoping that, by paying serious atten- -
‘tion to the relation between nonnatural and natural meaning,
one might be able not only to reach a simplified account of ut-
- terer’s occasion-meaning, but also to show that any human in-
stitution, the function of which is to provide artificial substitutes
for natural signs, must embody, as its key-concept, a concept pos- -
sessing approa:zmately the features which'T ascribe to the concept -
of utterer s accaszon—meamng (Ibld 177 Ita.hcs mine. ) :

mg, clea.rly the prime function of the hngmstm mst1tut1on of referrmg isto.

S provzde an artlﬁmal substitute for naturai signs. "The whole’ pomt of refe,_-, L

: -‘ring is that one does not need to.carry around sa.mples of the’ thmgs one

_:__:wa,nts to talk about. So if Grice is Tight, referrmg intentions must include : B

o "communlcatxon 1ntent10ns thh a structure correspondmg ra.ther closely to' >
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“the Gricean picture. "Actu'a.lly', it can be argued that the institution of re- -

ferring is more essentially a commumcatzon institution than its relatwes,' S

.+ the illocutionary acts. Communication requires at least two agents;i.e.our

. -ubiquitous ‘speaker and hearer in this respect Grice’s ‘theory of meanmg
" has beeén criticized for requlrmg the presence. ‘of an audience for a person -
" to mean anything. Surely,’it'is argied, a person could correctly be said to -
have meant something without addressing anyone in particular (for exam-
ple, when making entries in a diary or scribbling notes while trying to prove
a mathematical theorem). Under such circumstances, an agent may mean
" something without intending to produce an effect in anyone through recog-
nition of his intention. How damaging this argument is to Grice’s theory
"is unclear. In any case, such an assessment is not crucial to our purpose
because, unlike asserting, promising, congratulating and the like, referring
does require an audience. I can congratulate myself for being such a nice fel-
‘low, promise myself to go on a diet next week, tell myself that the situation
_in Israel is terrible, and so on. But there seems to be little point in referring,
" unless T do it for someone else. Of course, when I mutter to myself “The
* -situation in Israel is'terrible” I am,in a sense, referring to the situation in
Istael, but this type of “referring” is substantially different from performing -
the same act for a hearer.. To see why, consider what the intuitive point of

.. referring is: to make the hearer identify what is being talked about by sup-

" plying him with adequate information. This is what I do when I tell you that

~ the situation in Israel is explosive. But none of that is required when I talk
~ to myself, since I already krnow what 1 am thinking about. Thus, it seems

that referring is essentially a communication act in a way that illocutionary
acts are not and, if this is so, one would expect a key referring intention
‘to correspond approximately to Grice’s original analysis. What we need to
find, therefore, is the kind of referring intention whose fulfillment requires
~ no more than its recognition. ‘I‘}us intention wou}d prov;de the literal goal
- of the referring act.

~ - Once we adopt the descnptxve approa,ch to reference such an mtentlon-
" is not hard to find.” Consider what an intuitive account of referring looks -

- like from a descriptive standpoint. A" speaker has 2 ‘mental representation - B

'_denotmg an ob ject; by using a noun phrase that is intended to be mterpreted o

.. as'a linguistic representation of the object, the speaker intends to invoke in -

' 'the hearer 2 ‘mental representa,tzon denotmg that very same object: But it '
o .'_'.:'should be noted ‘that sich an intention has prec1se1y the Gricean qualxty__.--_.-’.'-' i

-~ we are Iookmg for. Once the hearer’ recogmzes the intention that he have"_'_-'- S

"_'f_:'a mental representation denoting the same object that the Speaker has i o
mmd the hearer does have such a representation. ‘For exa.mple ifIrecognize .

e your 1ntent1on to convey to me 2 representa.tlon of whatever obJect you
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_3' aTe ta.Ikmg a.bout then T tlo have a representa,tlon of tha.t object in ‘the « .-
' -.'.-presentatlon ‘mode: .the ob]ect the speaker is talking about. In other words, - .
- the mere recogmtzon of the intention to represent an object suﬁ‘ices to produce .

a presentation mode of that object.’ A ¢entral referring intention, therefore, is - -
the intention to invoke a Tepresentation of a particular object in the hearer

| - by means of his recognition of this intention.- The goal of satxsfymg thls e |

intention is the literal goal of referring. _
We can also describe the literal goal of referrmg dlfferently, namely, in
- terms of features of noun phrases. As Grice points out

Characteristically, an utterer intends an audience to recog-
© ‘nige ...some “crucial” feature F [of the utterance], and to think
‘of F...as correlated in a certain way with some response which

- the utterer intends the audience to produce. (Ibid., 163)

If the property of being a referring expression is taken to be a feature of
‘some noun phrases, and if this feature'is correlated with the invocation'of a
. mental representation in the hearer’s mind of whatever object the speaker

is talking about; then we can say that the literal goal of referring is to have .~ .
‘the hearer recognize that an utterance of a noun phrase is to be interpreted .-
S asa refernng expression. Of course, noun phrases that are used as referring =

. expressions have other features relevant to the act of referring. For example, -

“when used as a referring expression, the noun phrase “the gray whale” has
“a feature that'is conventionally correlated with thé act of invoking in the
- hearer a representation of a gray whale. Thus; the literal goal of referring
~ is not merely to invoke the representation the particular object the speaker
‘wishes 1o talk about, but to invoke a representation of that object with

. properties that correspond to certain features of the noun phrase.
In [13], 1 defined an individuating set a5 an exhaustive list of presenta- -
tion modes, all believed by the agent to denote the same object. Let us
- distinguish between two kinds of individuating’ sets: ‘the quasz-permanent

' '..:_type and the local type. ‘Quasi- permanent mdivxduatmg sets are those more . .-

* - or less permanent representations of objects that we cafry around in our )

“inental ‘data base. ‘They can be formed ‘and modified mdependently of any . S

'_'-"dascourse s1tua.t1on and, in: general ‘can be'viewed -as the data structures .

___-tha.t allow us to thmk of things. - Local Andlwdua.tmg sets, on the ‘otheér [
© " ~"hand, are those that are ‘constructed, modified, merged with' other individu- -

o _ating sets, or discarded during an actial discourse. ‘They are a sibset of the SR e

.'_"_.-'.class of discourse entities {12, 23], ﬁgure prormnently in partmipa,nts sTep-. i
" 1esentations of the discourse focusing-structure [9,8 ;10); and; by and large, SR

. reflect which objects are being discussed. The distinction: between quasi- - oo
_-perma.nent and Iocai md1v1duatmg sets is not necessanly sharp, and there'..'. SN
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eare obwously many hnks between the two types ‘a local mdrvrdua,tmg set '

. may turn into a quasi- permanent one when the conversation ends, and ac- ..
" cess t0 ‘a quasi-permanent set may be required while a local oneis bemg SR
- processed. Nevertheless, _the distinction is useful ‘very ‘much in- the same

sense as the distinction between long-térm and short-term memories.

- Given the concept of a local individuating set as a data’structure repre-
_sentmg a particular object during discourse, we can restate the literal goal
of referring as follows. .If we assume a speal\er s intention to refer to an
‘object by using a noun phrase, the literal goal of his referring act is to make
‘the hearer generate a local individuating set that determines that object by
_virtue of the hearer’s recognition that the noun phrase is to be interpreted
- as a referring expression. In computational terms, this means that when
it is recognized that the noun phrase is to be interpreted as a referring ex-
~‘pression, the hearer generates a local individuating set containing a single

-presenta,t;on mode, namely,

"4 The one and only z such thai 2 is the ..that the -spedk'er
wants to say somethmg about . : '

' ?The elhps1s in (4) is to ’ne ﬁlled by the descrlptwe content of the refer-
ring expression.” For example, if the noun phrase is “the gray whale,” the
o corresponchng element in the hearer’s newly created local 1nd1v1duatmg set
| .5' The one and 'only. z such that z z's the'grdy 'whale that the
speaker wants to say somethzng about. _

- :Na,turally, some noun phrases do not have’ any descnptrve content conven-
~tionally associated with them (e.g.; “this”).. In such cases, the generated .
' -"presentation'mode is 'simply the ‘object the speaker wants to say something
-about. Thus, it is important to note that the descriptive content of refer-

.~ 1ing expressions is not at all mdlspensa,ble for the initial individuation of the =
. referent. The literal goal of referring can ‘be achieved even if the descriptive

- content denotes nothmg, is apphed mcorrectly, or 1s la,ckmg altogether

3 The dlscourse purpose of referrmg

_:::"-Success in a.ch:evmg the hteral goal of refernng is hardly enough “And then AL

we'll go out, Piglet, and sing my. song to Eeyore.” says Pooh. “Which song,

S _Pooh?” asks Piglet.-“The one we’re going to sing to Eeyore™ expla.lns Pooh

T 3] Pooh' has certainly succeeded in’ achieving his literal goal, but" ey

= Prglet is stlll puzzled He is yet to za’entzfy the song Pooh 1s talklng a.hout -.: RSN
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Réferent identification is the discourse purpose of 1'éfer'r:in'g But the con-

o cept of identification itself is so vague and ambiguous that it is of little help R

S toa computatronal a.pproach Let us begm therefore wrth two amporta.nt TR
. distinctions. . PR

" First, the spea.ker s sense of “1dent1fy” is qurte drfferent fxom that of the T

" hearer. A speaker is said to identify an object for or to 2 hearer, while

‘the hearer is said to identify that object if the referring act 'is'successful.
Searle [19], paying scant attention to the hearer’s sense, bases his account
of reference as a speech act on the speaker’s sense of referent identification.
" He is, after all, interested first and foremost in showing how language use
- is a structured, rule-governed behavior, and he wants to show what it takes
~ for a speech act to be performed felicitously, i.e., according to the rules: He
is less interested in what makes a speech act a success, namely, what allows
‘it to achieve its intended effects. As regards a compiitational model within
- "the plan-based approach, on the other hand, effects on the hearer’s mental
state are really what counts. \If no intended effects ‘are formulated, there

. is little point in planning. Thus, in what follows shall concentrate on the "

- hearer’s sense, taking the speaker s sense simply to be his plan to achieve the S
- héarer’s identification of the referent. Of course, Seatle’s notion of language .~ -

’ -asaTule-governed behavior still holds: conformity to the'institutional rules '
. of referring would constitute an important step in this plan. :
-Second, identification, as the discourse purpose of referring, should be o
_. carefully distinguished from identification in the sense of kriowing who some- -
“one is. The former may be considered a pragmatic notion of identification.
* The latter is an epistemic one.” Although the pragmatic notion of identifi-

" cation is ‘also contiected with knowledge (in the sense of knowing who the -

_spéaker is talking about), the two are quite distinct. To illustrate the dif-
" ‘ference, consider the example in which the detective, referring to Smith’s
‘murderer, says “The man whose fingerprints these are, whoever he is, isin-

sane.” Neither speaker nor hearer in this case knows’ who Smith’s murderer '

¢ is;and theéy cannot “identify” him if identification is interpreted epistemi-- 3

~cally. From a pragmatic point of view, however, thereis a clear dichotomy:

“if the hearer makes the connection’ between “the ‘man whose fingetprints

j_-these are” and: “Smrth’s murderer,” he has 1dent1ﬁed the person the speaker A

s ta.lkmg about.  Otherwisé he has not.’ : PR
oo Thes pra.gmatxc ‘and the eprstemrc senses of 1dent1ﬁcat10n are obvrously SR
Sl closely related conceptua.lly, and the'distinction between them is not as sharp L

Jas'my. example ‘might’ suggest Nevertheless, the dzstmctlon is: nnportant

" As1 have argued elsewhere [16], part of the argument against a descrip- e
" tive theory of referrmg is that the notion of identification, on which'sucha’ =/

2 descnptwe a.ccount is founded cannot be apphed umformly to both ref s
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I erentlal” and “attnbutxve” uses of deﬁn;te descnptmns In the referentlal N
- ‘use, it is argued, there is ‘an ob] ject to be identified. In'the attributive,on” = .. "
. the other hand, there is'none. But the sense of 4dentification” in this ar:
- ‘gument is clearly eplstemxc It perta.ms to the questlon of whether speaker © -
" and hearer know,.in some ‘manner, who the ‘person the speaker is talking -
about is (e.g., who murdered - Sm1th) "However, the sense of “identifica-
" “tion” that a descriptive theorist regards as being common to all successful
" ‘uses of referring expressions (be they “referential” or “attributive”) should
' be a pragmatic one. It should indicate when the hearer’s grasp of what

the speaker is talking about is adequate, relative to the speaker’s goals. In

- planning terms: if, in the course of the speaker’s attempt to achieve his
' objectives, it becomes clear that, as a precondition for further steps in the

plan, he must achieve certain changes in the hearer’s state of mind, and if
the speaker believes that, by a successful act of referring, he can effect such

‘changes, then these changes define the pragmatic notion of referent identifi-
" cation,i.e., the discourse purpose of referring. In other words, the hearer’s =
. sense of the pragmatic notion of referent identification is to be defined in
~terms of the appropriate changes in hearer’s beliefs regardmg a particular ./
. -object that the speaker has in mind. These changes are “appropriate” rela: "'
tive to the goals of the speaker. Whether the hearer should ultimately come .~
" to know who the’ referent is does not necessanly have to be part of these =
o goals (although sometimes it may be). . o

“Not having to deal with the comphcated concept of knowmg who is

' '_.certamly a relief, but ‘we are hardly in ‘the clear as yet. The pragmatic
~ notion of identification seems as eluswe as the eplstemlc one. Con51der the
ifollowmg exa.mples - - -

. ,6 (a.) Look at thiS fellow move! He must be domg at

least a five-minute mile!
" (b) Do you remember the httle playwright who used
.o 1o hang out with us in the swtzes‘? He. has _;mst
L won the Pulitzer prize. - SRR _
e) Tell me what other plays were wmtten by Sha.ke— o
RO .:spea,re e vl RN _ . S

o T(a) Your fnend has Just won $10 000

(b) My fnend has gust won $1 0, 000 i
(c) A fnend of mine has Just won $10 000

s When we- try to formula.te the condmons under whlch a hearer can be |
o smd to xdentify the referents correctly m these examples we ﬁnd that m each
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: .'..-':_ce',s'e'there isa diﬁ'éreiit standard. In. Sen'fence:'. 6".(3'-)' the hearer is asked -

Y to identify the runner wsua.lly, but visual identification ‘of Sha,kcspezue i

- clearly not required ini ‘Sentence -6 (c); although the hearer is still expected

to identify the referent in some other way. In Sentence .6 (b); Iocatmg the

L 'pla.ywrxght in ‘one’s field of vision is also not called for, but the reqmrements __: S
*for'correct identification are surely different from Shakespeare’s case. In'the . .-~

"latter situation, the hearer needsto associate the name with a'store of shared - -

- cultural knowledge. In the case of the talented playwright, a connection
- between the description and, perhaps, a memory image is essential.
© .. Not only do methods of identification differ from utterance to utterance,

' but there are also differences in expected degrees of identification (analogous,
‘perhaps, to variations in degrees of illocutionary force). In Sentence .7 (a),

- the speaker would usually expect the hearer to know (or inquire) which
“friend the speaker is talking about. In uttering .7 (c), on the other hand,

. the speaker usually signals that the hearer need not know which friend the =
! 'speaker means.” All that the hearer is expected to'doistonote the existence = -
"of a particular individual, a friend of the speaker, who is lucky enough ‘to " -

- have won such a large sum of money. The identification requirements in

"7 (b) may be similar to éither .7 (a) or .7 (c), depenchng on conte\tual
' ._.__.factors and on the pulpose of the conversation. :

Obwously, there is not Just one “correct” method of referent Jdentlﬁca-' o

3 tion. Still; we can look for a way to express the differences as variations in S
- - applying a single mechamsm ‘If the reason for referent identification is the

need to establish riutual agreement as to which objéct is being talked about,
then a necessary precondition for successful referrmg is that the hearer un-
“derstand the ground rulés for reaching such an agréement. In general, such

“ground rules follow from the propositional content ‘of the illocutionary act
- itself, general knowledge about the discourse (in particular, the speaker’s

. ‘goals), and principles of rational behavior. For example, accordinig to any

. theory of action, if the speaker asks the hearer to pick up an object, it would - o

‘have ‘to follow tha.t the hearer can comply ‘with the request only if he can . -
" ‘perceive the object he is about to manipulate.” This fact implies a rather =~
- specific mode of identification: locating the ob Ject in one’s immediate vicin- ..

e :-1ty ‘Different’ ways to ident1fy the referent are sxmllariy derived ‘in: other T
. circumstances.’ However, if we accept the descriptive. a,pproa.ch [16], ‘we ‘are R

" _-'.;committed to expressing or formalizing the rules for pragmatic 1dent1ﬁcat10n': CHER A e
“in'terms of presentation modes. In other words, ‘the' assumption is that @ T
necessary and sufficient condltlon fora hearer to’ ldentxfy who or what the_- LA

. speaker is talkmg a.bout is that the hearer ‘comeé to think of the Teferent in

" ‘terms of one or more appropna,te presentation modes. For now, let'us not .~

g "trouble ourselves as to wha.t an- appropna,te presentatlon mode is. The_' S
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S _Jmportant pomt is tha,t pragmatlc 1de11t1ﬁcatxon is 1ega,1ded ‘as entzrel ¥ a

- matter of having a representa,txon whose desciiptive content denotes theref- 17

‘erent and’ whlch is appropriate in a sense to be e\plamed 'Of course; thls Sl

' does mot ‘mean that- the. appropriate p1esentat10n mode requlred for ‘prag- _
- . matic identification can always be verbalized as a definite description. When
-1 want you to locate an object in your \_uc:mty,l want you to see it {(or'touch

- it,’etc.). Now, perception is as good a'source of presentation modes as any,

but obviously, I do not necessarily expect you to translate what you see into
- words. _
-~ How can we begm to represent such a view in our model? If the hearer is
‘ cooperative, his pragmatic identification of the referent commences once the
literal goal has been achieved. At this point,the hearer thinks of the referent -
in terms of a single presentation mode that is guaranteed to denote whatever
the speaker has in mind. What happens next depends on circumstances, but
-1t would be wrong to assume that there is always a unique representation

~upon which alone the hearer’s identification succeeds or fails. For example,. .
-suppose that during a discussion of German theater I mertion Bertolt Brecht - -

‘to you. I believe that you have an individuating set of presentatlon modes

' associated with the name “Bertolt Brecht” that allows you to understand |

‘whoit is I am talking about. But, although I hope that a s;gmﬁcant segment_
_' of your individuating set would be rather similar to mine, there is usually no
- particular presenta.t;on mode that must be there, nor, of course, do I expect

your 1nd1v1dua.t1ng set to be identical to the one I have ‘What I expect, ': _
" rather, is that your mdxwduatmg ‘set’ satisfy certain constraints: it should -
: '_mclude for example, a 'sufficient number of individuating facts concerning -

~important plays that Brecht wrote, but the list does not ha,ve to correspond _
-~ exactly to my list {nor does it have to be exhaustive). o
< Thus, instead of representing pragmatm 1dent1ﬁcat10n as a relatxon be-:

n *tween a hearer and a presentat:on mode, it is better to represent it as a rela-
- tion'between a hearer and a pair of formal entities: ‘an individuating set and .

" a'set of identification conistraints. T the literal goal of referring is to make ..
© . the hearer generate an individuating set that contains'a presentation mode = .~ .
" of the referent, then the discourse purpose of refernng is'first, to make the .- - -

: . hearer. understa,nd what identification constraints are operative,and second, . :
. to make him’ apply. these constraints to'the’ newly generated md1v1duatmg" e
% 'set P0551ble ldentlﬁca,tlon constra.mts may mdude the followmg SO

) A reql.urement tha.t the relevant mdwlduatmg set should contam_ a,:f e

perceptual presenta.tlon mode, to be a.cqmred now or 1ater

':' o A reqmrement that the hearer should be able to merge the newly genw':-' . L
erated local mchv;duatmg set mth a pre ex.lstmg, qua,&u permanent one RS
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(add;tlonal 1dent1ﬁcmt10n constramts ma,y be requlred $0'as to ensure o ]
tha.t the Ia.tter Set Wlll be a,clequa.te for current purposes - see below) PRI

e A reqmrement tha,t the hearer be able to connect the new local indi- e
vxduatmg set ‘with ‘an existing local one. “In’ partlcula,r, this includes = .

'~ such cases és “An-old girlfnend of ‘mine got ma,rned yesterday The: S
iucky man met her only three weeks ago.’ "z SR

¢ ‘An indication that 1dent1ﬁcat1on is not etpected yet but that the
- hearer should “stay tuned”:  “Although the lucky bastard does not
- deserve it, John got a raise la.st week.”

e A requlrement that the relévant mdlwdua.tmg set contain one or more' '
.- ptesentation modes that are privileged with respect to the goals of the o
speaker. Suppose Art asks Ben: “Do you think Ronald Regean will S SRR
" send ‘the marines to invade Nicaragua?” Ben may have a very rich AR
. individuating set for Regean.” He may know, say, each and every detail - . .
- of Regean’s Holywood career. But if this mdlwdua,tmg set does not -
© contain ‘a presentation ode such’ as current ‘president of the Uniled
- States or commander in chzef , pragmatxc 1dent1ﬁcat10n has not been =
'-accomphshed S "

o The null identification constra.mt under thch success of the hteral S
-goal is' already sufficient for pragmatlc identification. “An old friend
" .of :mine once ‘told mie that .:.” is'an ‘example. ‘Since the speaker
- -merely 1nd1cates ‘the existence of an old friend whose actial identity e
- © s irrelevant, no further 1dent1ﬁcat1on is necessary once the htera.l goal IR

= ha.s been ach;eved

T.’ms view of pragmatic 1dent1ﬁca.t10n in terms of md1v1dua.tmg sets and
: constrmnts upon them'is but a tentative’ suggestion .at this stage. From a -

~theoretical standpoint, such a view depends-on an aforementioned central S

o -'descnptxve thesis — namely, that to alarge extent mdw;duatmg representa—-':--'_f L
" tion is both necessary and sufficient for a belief to be de re.' A defense of this . =
‘i . thesis can be found in [15]. From a'computational standpoint, this approach. .

. to pragmatic identification awaits careful specification and formalization.of
i -ident1ﬁcat1on constraints‘and their derivation and’ satisfaction by a‘hearer .~ 0
— not an ea.sy ta.sk by a,ny means But an 1mporta.nt adva,nta.ge of th]S view " . Iy

: 2I mtentlonaliy refrain {xom usmg the term a.naphora. here Although anaphora. S
it :_resolutlon is essential ‘for’ pra.gma.t.lc identification, it belongs . Yo the internal. perspechve;_;f; pnire
*.-/7" (see [14]) and is'a much mor€ general phenomenon.’ ‘The twoshould be kept apart; at least .07 " e
"1 conceptually.” The same goes for cataphora {11], ies “backward a.naphora., ‘as’ shown L
S .the next example of an 1dent1ﬁcat:on constramt - i T S
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.'ca.n a,lrea,dy be pomted out 1t enables s to ehrmna.te the standard name
R assumptzon Pt - - - i

Al natural- la,nguage systems I am aware of assume that every ob Ject _' S

©in ‘the domain has a standard name that is known to everyone.” In’these o
o systems “referent identification i is accomphshed when (arnd only when)the = =
. .system-associates the’ referrmg expression ‘that is’ ‘being processed with the "~

- - right standard name. - This is undoubtedly ' quite useful if ‘the system 'is
~expected to handle only a'small number of objects in a 'very limited way;
‘as a general principle, however, the standard-name assumption is obviously

"'_'too strong. It is unreasonable to assume that every object that can be '

talked about has a universally known standard name. A doctor and a'nurse,

- for éxample, can discuss a patient’sleft ear without bothering to giveita -~

- standard name. Similarly, we all know that the number 25¢ has a standard
.- name, but few of us know what it is. This does not prevent us from referrmg
“to this number — as, in fact, I just did. 3

" ‘Moreover, within the fra.mework of the logxc of knowiedge and behef the :

'.:'_'-'standeud -name’ a.ssumptmn ‘has a rather nasty consequence, namely, that e
" dgents can never be wrong about the identity of objects they talk’ about: -

- For example, under thé standard-name assumptmn, it would hiave been im=
-~ possible for Oedlpus not to know tha.t his mother was his wife.' Since he could -
. identify both, he must have had a standard name for each. The two names-
‘- denoted the same ‘thing i ini all possible worlds, including, of course, all possi- -
. ble worlds compatible with what Oedipus knew.: Hence, Oedipiis could not

" fail to know that his wife and his mother were one and the same: But'surely =

~an agent can’be confused about the identity of an object while being per-

" fectly: ca,pa.ble of 1dent1fy1ng it pra,gma.tlca.ﬂy Representmg pragmatic iden- | -

tification in terms of individuating sets and identification constraints solves

~ “this problem and; in general, eliminates the need for the standard-name as-- -

o -__.sumptlon (a.lthough it does not ezclude standard names). The question, of .
. “course, is whether the mterpreta,tlon of pragmatzc identification in terms of -~ =
- identification constra.mts can rea.Hy be made to work computa.tlona.lly ThJs EERRT

.-:rema.ms to be seen

To sum up, here are the goals tha,t motwa,te an a.ct of referrmg (1) the L

S .hteral goal is to actlva.te in’ the ‘hearer’s mind; by means of the hearer’s =

©is achieved, if the ‘hearer is. cooperative, in two steps:. ‘first, the hearer de-

S presentatmn mode N

: :'_fj-recogmtzon of this goal, a presentation’ mode denoting the referent; (2) the = . ._ i e
;ﬁchscourse purpose of referring is pragma.tm 1dent1ﬁcatmn “This 1atter goal . i

| ;':nves the a,ppropna.te zdentlﬁca.tmn constra.mts he then attempts to 1dent1fy'_:_ s s tas
- -the’ referent by applymg those constra.mts to the set conta.imng the 1mt1a,1---'_ e
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