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1 Introduction

- Let us recall the two crucial features of Donnellan’s distinction: whereas, in

- the attributive use, the description must be satisfied for reference to succeed,

" in the referential use this is not so. In the latter case, moreover, the speaker
has a particular object in mind, while in the attributive he does not.

As T have shown elsewhere {14], Donnellan’s distinction is used exten-
sively in arguments against the descriptive approach to reference. But opin-
ions differ sharply as to its true significance. Chastain, [4], for example,

.. thinks that the paper in which Donnellan’s distinction is introduced is “the
first significant advance beyond Russell” (196). Castafieda [3], on the other
hand, takes such enthusiasm to be “too much ado about practically nothing”
(186). Even those who accept Donnellan’s distinction simply as character-
izing interesting linguistic behavior disagree strongly among themselves as
to how it should be interpreted or represented in a computational model.
For Cohen [5], the speaker’s intention that the hearer identify the referent

~constitutes a crucial difference between the referential and the attributive.
Barwise and Perry [1], on the other hand, take the referential use to be
an instance of a definite description whose interpretation is wvalue-loaded.
That is, its denotation is a particular object in a particular sitnation that is
“accessible” to participants in the conversation. However, as is pointed out
by Grosz et al. [7], Barwise and Perry’s analysis ignores an essential aspect
of the referential use, namely, the speaker’s ability to refer to an object,
whether or not that object satisfies the description at all.l

In this paper, I provide an analysis of the cognitive structures that un-
derlie referential and attributive uses of definite descriptions. This endeavor
should be worthwhile in and of itself, but it is also intended here as a means
toward another end. As we shall see, this analysis of Donnellan’s distinction
represents an initial step toward a construction of a referring model.

-2 Donnellan’s distinction(s)

-Let us now consider a new version of an old example. John, a police investi-
gator, finds Smith’s body. 1t is an unnerving sight, but John is a well-trained
officer and, though repelled by his discovery, is determined to do his job.
Finding the murder weapon, a knife, he checks it for fingerprints. Fortu-
- nately, the apparent culprit has left clear fingerprints on the handle. At this -

_ 'n fairness to Barwise and Perry, they do acknowledge that their notion of the value- _
- loaded use of a definite description does not entirely account for the referential use {1, p.
15203} - L TP _



~‘point John utters in total revulsion: “The man whose fingerprints these are,

whoever he is, whoever he may be, is insane!”

- Asit ha.ppens Smith’s murderer is quite sane and he was careful to wear

* gloves during the murder. Morecver, the fingerprints are actually those of

‘another man, Max, who used the knife an hour before the murder, and by
a strange twist of fate, this Max (Mad Max) is known to be insane, having
spent most of his life in an asylum.

Now, does John use the description “The man whose fingerprints these
are” referentially or attributively? Let’s look at the facts. John intended
to speak about Smith’s murderer, not about Max, and what he said about

" Smnith’s murderer was that he was insane. Hence he said something true or
false about Smith’s murderer regardless of whether Smith’s murderer was in
fact the man whose fingerprints were found on the murder weapon. Thus,
John must have been using the description referentially. On the other hand,
John had no particular person in mind. He said what he said about Smith's
murderer, whoever he might be. Thus, the description must have been used

~ atiributively.

The problem is that Donnellan’s distinction between the referential and
the attributive uses of definite descriptions cuts across the boundaries of two

independent linguistic parameters:

* Sometimes an object must uniquely fit the description used if the ut-
terance is to be about anything, while, at other times, it does not.

.« Sometimes a speaker refers to a particular object he has in mind —
one that may or may not satisfy the description employed. At other
- times, the speaker has no particular object in mind at all.

These facts provide two infuitive criteria for deciding whether a particular
use of a definite description is referential or attributive. The first criterion
is based on the role of the descriptive content of the referring expression in
determining truth conditions. I shall call it the denotation criterion:

~Denotation Criterion: If the description must denote one and
oniy one object for the utterance to be about anything, its use
is attributive. Otherw:se it is referential.

The second criterion is based on an intuitive (and rather va,gue) cha,racten-

o __.zatmn of the spea,ker s menta.l sta,te N

Menta1~8tate Crltermn. If the spea.ker ha.s a pa,rtzcula,r ob Ject
*in mind when he refers, his use of the referring expression is taken
to be referential. Otherwme it is attributive.



Whenever Donnellan’s distinction is discussed, it is tacitly assumed that
the two criteria are equivalent: any use of a definite description that is ref-
erential according to the denotation criterion should also be classified as
referential according to the mental-state criterion and similazly as regards
the attributive use. But this is simply not the case. As my example shows,
_ some uses are attributive according to one criterion, referential according to
the other. The two criteria, along with the underlying linguistic phenom-
ena, are indeed in need of elucidation, but there is no reason to lump them
together. It is therefore misleading to talk about the referential/attributive
distinction, since there is are actually two distinctions: there is Donnellan’s
distinction as interpreted by the denotation criterion, and there is Don-
nellan’s distinction as interpreted by the mental-state criterion. Each is
logically independent of the other.?

The denotation criterion itself is quite clear; what remains to be seen
is how to interpret the phenomena it characterizes within a computational
model of referring. The mental-state criterion, on the other hand, is much
less tangible. All we have at this stage is an intuition and a metaphor to
express it, namely, the metaphor of “having a particular object in mind.”
‘Definite descriptions can be used {so it is claimed) either while the speaker
is in a mental state that is directed toward a particular object, or while the
speaker is not in any such a state. But what could such a mental state be?
An answer to this question requires that we untangle two conflicting inter-
pretations that are employed indiscriminately in formal characterizations of
de re beliefs.

3 Having a particular object in mind

As I have argued elsewhere {14], there is a tendency to associate the refer-
ential use with de re propositional attitudes. If a description is used ref-
erentially to convey a belief, that belief, it is claimed, is de re. This idea
. clearly reflects the mental-state criterion: to have an object “in mind” is
_to have a de re attitude toward it. But what is it for an agent to have a
de re attitude? Many have tried to answer this question by studying the

~ conditions under which de re reporis of attitudes are true. Suppose I report
Ra.lph’s belief by sa.ying

1 Ralph belzeves that someone is a spy

©© 2A similar point is ma.de by both I.oar [16] and Wettstem [18] Thelr ana.ly51s of
.Donnellan’s distinction, however, is entirely different from mine.
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My report is open to two interpretations. I may have meant to say that
Ralph believes that spies exist, or that there is a pariicular person whom
" Ralph suspects of being a spy. The former interpretation is a de dicto
_report of belief, while the latter is de re. We can characterize the de re
interpretation by saying that Ralph has a particular person in mind whom
he suspects of being a spy. This is why we regard the study of de re reports
as being relevant for understanding the mental-state criterion.

Formally, we obtain de re reports of beliefs by a simple application of
existential generalization. From the truth of

2 Ralph believes that Saul Kripke is a philosopher,
we should be able to conclude that

3 There is a person about whom Ralph believes that he is a philosopher.,
‘which is a de re report of Ralph’s belief. But, as Quine [17] has pointed out,
constructions such as (3) lead to serious difficulties. For, although the move

from (2) to (3) is justified, a similar move from

4 Ralph believes that Santa Claus lives at the North Pole

- to

5 There is a person about whom Ralph believes that he lives at the North
Pole

is not so justified, since Ralph’s belief in Santa Claus is not enough to bring
Santa Claus into existence. Similarly, from the obviously true statement,

6 Ralph believes that Smith’s murderer is Smith’s murderer,
. we cannot derive

' 7 There is a person about whom Ralph believes that he murdered Smith,

| * since Ralph ma.y have no idea who the murderer might be. - Note that, 11’. .3

. “we substitute “Jones” for orie occurrence of “Smith’s murderer” in (6), the
-resultmg sentence, T : _ .

8 Ralph beheves that Jones is .S'mzth s murderer



may very well be false even if Jones is indeed the culprit. Thus, not only
© existential generalization fails. Substitution of coreferring terms also does
not work. '

The problem is well known. Reports of beliefs are intensional: they cre-
ate contexts in which the laws of substitution and existential generalization
are not guaranteed to be valid forms of inference. What should be ascer-
tained, therefore, is when existential generalization and substitution work in
de re reports of beliefs, and when they do not. The various suggested solu-
tions to this problem originate in two distinct ideas that should be carefully
separated.®

The first idea is that existential generalization and substitution are al-
lowable only if the agent’s conception of the referent is “vivid” enough [11].
The strongest version of this requirement specifies that the agent should
know who or what object the referent is [8]. This is supported by the fact
that the more the agent knows about the object of his belief, the more com-
fortable we feel in substituting other referring expressions for the one used
by the agent when we report his belief. As we have seen, it would be pre-
posterous, on the basis of Ralph’s belief in (6) and the fact that Jones is
the murderer, to assert (8). Yet, had Ralph known who the murderer was,
we would have then felt perfectly comfortable in asserting either (7) or (8).
Such considerations I call the epistemic intuition underlying de re reports
of belief.

In contrast to the epistemic intuition, we have what I call the modal
intuition. This idea stems from a consideration of what is logically possible:
from an intuitive standpoint, it makes sense to ask not only whether a true
~ proposition could have been false under different circumstances, but also
whether a given person could have been different from the way he or she
is. For example, Saul Kripke is the author of Neming and Necessity, but
surely he might not have been. That is, although Saul Kripke in fact has the
property of being the author of Naming and Necessity, we can easily conceive
of alternative circumstances in which he would lack this property. Note that
for any property that Kripke may possess, it makes sense to ask whether
" he might not possess it. The answers to such questions may vary: some of
Kripke’s properties are perhaps essential to his identity. Nevertheless, no
matter what the answers are, the questions themselves are not meaningless.

~ 3Intensional contexts such as belief reports give rise to a host of other problems. Why
do existential géneralization and siubstitution sometimes fail? Do words in intensional
contexts change their meaning? What values can be assigned to free variables in such .
" contexts? Tmportant as they are, these questions are not relevant to our concern, namely,
-defermining when an agent cin be said to “have a particilar object in mind.”




. When we ask such questions about Kripke, what we are doing is this:
through a mental process of abstraction, we regard Kripke not as being the
author of Naming and Necessity, or as someone named “Saul Kripke,“ or
~ for that matter, as anything else. We simply focus our attention upon him

‘and, for a while, ignore any attributes he in fact has. The ability to do this
is what I call the modal intuition, of which Kripke himself has provided an
eloquent presentation {12]. The modal intuition does not mean, of course,
that there really exists such an entity as Kripke-without-properties to whom
all of Kripke’s attributes are affixed. Although this view has a long and
respected history, I do not share it, nor does it really matter for our purpose
whether in the last analysis, it is right or wrong. My only peint is that,
when we contemplate an object, we are capable of considering this very
object without, necessarily, reflecting upon any particular property that the
object may have. It is the modal intuition that enable us to make sense of
expressions such as

9 The inventor of the light bulb might not have been the inventor of the
light bulb.

In this particular case, the first occurrence of “The inventor of the light
bulb” only fizes the reference (to use Kripke’s term). Once the reference has
been fixed, we consider Edison himself — not as being the inventor or as
being anything else — and we ask ourselves whether a possible world exists
in which Edison is not the inventor. This is the modal intuition at work,
and the way it expresses itself in natural language is through the use of
what Kripke (ibid.) has called rigid designators — i.e. referring expressions
that designate the same object in each possible world in which the object
exists. Note that the converse of the modal intuition is consideration of the
referent qua having a certain property. In some circumstances, we may be
interested not so much in Kripke himself, but in Kripke only in so far as
he is the author of Naming and Necessity. We may refer to Kripke during
~ a discussion of the causal theory of proper names, but it is obvious that,
- if Naming and Necessity had been written by Gddel, we would have been
-talking about Godel, instead of Kripke.

Now, the modal intuition plays a role similar to that of the epistemic
'intuition in interpreting de re reports of belief. To see how, note first that
~the modal notions of necessity and possibility create intensional contexts in
3 the same’ way as do behef reports For example the statement

: 10 Necessamly szth s murderer is .S'mzth s murderer

' is surely true, since notlung can fail to be identical to itself, But from- (10) '
we cannot conclude that -



11 There s a person who is necessarily the one that murdered Smith,

“since it is hardly plausible to assume that being a murderer is a necessary
property of the actual killer. Note the similarity in structure between the
failure to derive (11) from (10) and the failure to derive (7) from (6). At
the same time, as was the case in belief reports, there are occasions when
existential generalization does work. For example, from the true statement

12 Necessarily the number nine is odd,
we can certainly conclude that
13 There is a number that is necessarily odd.

Existential generalization works here for reasons that clearly have nothing
to do with the epistemic intuition. They have to do rather with our modal
intuition, i.e., with the fact that the numeral “nine” in (12) is a rigid desig-
nator. When using the numeral “nine”, we are not considering the integer
9 as being, say, the number of planets, the square root of 81, or anything
else, but are regarding it rather as a thing “in itself,” so to speak. Since
statement (12) is true, the proposition nine s odd will be true in all possible
worlds. Since. “nine” is a rigid designator, one and the same number (i.e.,
the number 9) will be odd in all possible worlds; hence (13) is true as well.

Thus, two distinct ideas are employed to justify applying existential gen-
eralization within intensional contexts. The epistemic intuition requires that
the agent have knowledge of the object if a de re report of his belief is correct.
The modal intuition requires that a rigid designator be used if existential
generalization is to be allowed. Characterized in this manner, the two no-
tions appear to exhibit a natural “division of labor.” The modal intuition
is applied to the explication of necessity and possibility, while the epistemic
intuition is applied to beliefs. But as the logic of modal concepts and the
logic of belief are both couched in terms of possible-world semantics, both
_ intuitions serve as a basis for applying existential generalization to reports
-of beliefs. Consider the formula

4 (Elz)BELL(RaIph Insane(z)),

- ‘which roughly sta.tes that there is ‘someone - Ralph believes to be insane.
Under the standard possible-world interpretation, (14) is true just in case
_there is a person (at least one) such that, in each possible world compatible
- with Ralph’s beliefs, that very same person is insane. Now suppose that the
following statement is a correct report of Ralph’s belief:



15 Ralph believes that Smith’s murderer is insane.

If Ralph knows who the murderer is, then, in each possible world compatible
with Ralph’s beliefs, Ralph can identify the man who actually murdered
Smith, and in each such world that man is insane — which means that
the conditions under which (14) is true are satisfied. Obviously, this is a
manifestation of the epistemic intuition. But now consider the statement

16 Rualph believes that Jones is insane.

If Kripke is right, the name “Jones” is a rigid designator. That is, it picks
out the same individual in every possible world in which that individual
exists, independently of any property he may have. This, of course, is the
modal intuition at work. Suppose that Ralph does not know who Jones
is. Nevertheless, since “Jones” is a rigid designator, it denotes the same
~ individual (i.e., Jones) in each possible world in which Jones exists. Since
- Ralph believes that Jones exists, it follows that Jones does indeed exist in
every possible world compatible with Ralph’s belief, and that, in each such
world, Jones (i.e., whoever the use of the name “Jones” in (16) designates)
* is insane. Thus, we can again conclude that (14) is true, even though Ralph
does not know who Jones is. The move from (15) to the formula in (14)
is justified on epistemological grounds, while the same move from (16) is
- justified on modal grounds.

Let us first consider the modal intuition and its relation to Donnellan’s
distinction. The class of referring expressions most frequently associated
with the property of rigid designation is the class of proper names, but
- Kaplan [9,10] has argued that demonstratives are also endowed with this
property. Moreover, we can use a definite description as a verbal mode
of pointing the sole purpose of which is to help “fix the referent.” This
stratagem turns definite descriptions into rigid designators; consequently,
-when a definite description is employed in this manner, we can report what
is said by using the de re form. Kaplan introduces the artificial operator
. DTHAT to mark a definite description that is used merely as a verbal way
of pointing For exa,mple, the sentence

' 17 The mventor of the hght bulb was a gemus
- _:1s about whoever mvented the hght bulb But the sentence

18 D‘I‘HAT( “The m’uentor of the Izght bulb” ) was a gemus _



is about Edison. The difference between the two is this: in a possible world
- in which the light bulb was invented by Einstein and in which Edison was
‘the village idiot, (17} is true, whereas (18) is false.

~ As Kaplan acknowledges [10, 234, 238], there is a close relation between
the referential use and his treatment of definite descriptions as demonstra-
tives. When a speaker uses a description referentially, he uses it as a rigid
designator. But which of the two criteria of Donnellan’s distinction should
- be so characterized? In the fingerprint example (p. 3 above), the description
“The man whose fingerprints these are” is classified as referential according
_to the denotation criterion. Since it is not being used as a rigid designator
(in every possible world the referent is the murderer, whoever he or she may
be in that world), the analysis of the referential use in terms of rigid desig-
nation is not an explication of the denotation criterion. Hence it is somehow
connected to the mental-state criterion (which is not surprising, given the
close relation between rigid designation, the modal intuition, and the seman-
tics of de re reports of belief). But the epistemic intuition is surely relevant
to the mental-state criterion as well. According to the epistemic intuition,
knowledge of the referent is a necessary condition for having the referent
“in mind.” Note that one cannot simply decide to possess knowledge, so
that the question of whether a given definite description is used referentially
(in the original, intuitive sense of “referential”) is not entirely a function of
the speaker’s intention. At the same time, Kaplan’s DTHAT, shows that a
speaker is always free to decide whether or not to use a referring expression
as a rigid designator.?

Thus, the mental-state criterion has two separate aspects. According to
the epistemic aspect, knowledge of the referent is essential for a description
to be used referentially. According to the modal aspect, the intention to
use a definite description as a rigid designation is the defining feature of
referential usage. If we add these two aspects to the denotation criterion,
we get three aspects of Donnellan’s distinction — the epistemic, the modal,
and the denotational — that are conceptually independent of one another.
They can be expressed in terms of three dichotomies:

s Mental State Criterion {epistemic aspect) — Knowing who or
~ what the referent is, or at least having knowledge of the referent (ref-
“erential use), in contrast to lacking such knowledge (attributive use).

*In distussions about the formal repre'sent'étioh"of'knd'w'lé:dge,' it'is sometimes argued
that an agent knows who a certain person is if the agent possesses a referring expression
" that rigidly designtates that person. This view confuses the epistemic with the modal

- . intuition: as Kaplan’s DTHAT shows, any referring expression can be turned into a

rigid designator, but this has nothing to do with knowing who the referent is.

10




» Mental-State Criterion (modal aspect) — Intending the referring

expression to be interpreted as a rigid designator (referential use) in

~ contrast to considering the referent qua having a particular property
* (attributive use).

e Denotation Criterion (denotational aspect) — Using a definite
description “the so-and-so,” to refer to whoever is the so-and-so; if
- nothing is, the speech act cannot succeed (attributive use). This is in
contrast to using a definite description to refer to an object , whether

or not z is indeed denoted by that description (referential use).

These three aspects are summarized in Figure 1.

4 A three-tiered model of referring

The three aspects of Donnellan’s distinction — the epistemic, the modal,
and the denotational — are conceptually independent of one another. Yet
they must all be bound together in an obvious way, or else Donnellan’s
distinction would not have such a persuasive ring to it. What needs to be
explained, therefore, is the intuitive immediacy of the distinction, given its
complexity. How is it that there is in fact a single referential/attributive
 distinction and not three? :

The answer, no doubt, must lie in the way the three aspects interact with
one another. To show how this is done, I propose to correlate aspects of Don-
nellan’s distinction with the logical components that a plan-based model of
referring must possess. Any such model must contain the following elements:
(1) a database that includes representations of objects, (2) a planner that

- constructs strategies for carrying out referring intentions, and (3) an utter-
ance generator that produces referring expressions. I show how each aspect

N Donnellan’s Distinction

Mental-State Criterion Denotation Criterion
Epistemic Aspect Modal Aspect Denotational Aspect
‘| Referential | Attributive|] Referential | Attributivel|l Referential { Attributive
| Knowledge | No  knowl- || Rigid desig- | Nonrigid . || Reference . | No reference
| of the refer- | edge of thé || nation - - | designation '|| without de-'| without ‘de-
ent - refersnt et o7 U notation | notation .-

1

- Figure 1: 'Aspects of Donnellan’s distinction.




of Donnellan’s distinction could be represented in the corresponding compu-
" tational component. Then, by demonstrating how each component interacts
with the others in the course of a speech act, we can see how mind and lan-
‘guage cooperate to produce what we call the referential and the attributive
uses of definite descriptions. Then, leaving Donnellan’s distinction behind
us, we can concentrate on each of its aspects and the emergent referring
model.

4.1 Individuating sets

According to the individuation principle [14], if an agent has a belief about a
particular object under a presentation mode, the latter determines a unigue
object in all possible worlds that are compatible with the agent’s beliefs. It
is not yet clear what, precisely, presentation modes are supposed to be. Yet,
given the fact that, whatever they are, they must satisfy the individuation
principle, the most plausible accounts take them to be some sort of internal
representations. Such internal representations serve as a mechanism through
‘which an agent can individuate objects within his conceptual scheme. This
- is done, under such an interpretation, by the relation of denotation: each
presentation mode is believed by the agent to denote one and only one
object.

Such a view sounds very much in line with the descriptive program of
reference, but it need not be. First, as I have argued elsewhere [14], the
causal theorist can accept such an account of presentation modes while in-
sisting that they alone do not determine the actual referent. Second, it is
still left open to question whether every belief must contain a mode of pre-
sentation. All that the individuation principle entails is that, whenever a
mode of presentation is needed, the agent must believe that it individuates
an object. A causal theorist can still claim that some de re beliefs are special
in that they do not require presentation modes. Third, to say that modes
‘of presentation should be interpreted as internal representations still does
not tell us what kind of representations they are. They need not individuate
"objects, for example, by means of general terms alone. Some modes of pre-
sentation may very well individuate objects only relative to other objects.
- Thus, as far as I can see, nothing prevents a causal theorist from accepting
an account of modes of presentation as internal representations. Doing so,
- however, does not mean that presentation modes can always be articulated

‘as linguistic descriptions. Nor should the claim ‘that a presentation modeis = ==~ .

- believed by the'agent to denote a unique object be taken too literally. It
doés not ‘mean, for example, that we are always aware -of the presentation
modes under which we have beliefs about particular objects. Sometimes we

12



are, but certa.mly not always

We thus have modes of presentation, each believed by the agent to de- '
- note a particular thing. Let an individuating set be an exhaustive list of
_ presentation modes, all taken by the agent to denote the same object. For
“ example, the set

{author of the Odyssey, author of the lliad}

is an individuating set for me, since (1) I happen to believe that one and
only one person composed both the Odyssey and The [liad, and (2) I must
admit that I do not know of any other fact that individuaies that Greek
author.®
Individuating sets vary a great deal in informational content. The single-
ton {shortest spy} is an individuating set representing the shortest spy for
'me. On the other hand, the rich cluster of images and definite descriptions
representing my mother for me is also an individuating set, although I could
not even begin to enumerate all the presentation modes it contain. When
all is well, and the presentation modes in a particular individuating set do
denote a unique object, I shall say that the individuating set determines
"that object. But many things can go wrong. A speaker may possess two
distinet individuating sets that, unbeknownst to him, determine the same
object (e.g., Oedipus’s distinct conceptions of his mother and his wife). On
the other hand, an agent may possess an individuating set containing two
presentation modes that actually denote different objects (e.g., when a per-
son mistakenly thinks that the author of Sense and Sensibility also wrote
How to Do Things with Words). Of course, some individuating sets may
include presentation modes that do not denote anything (e.g., an individu-
ating set containing present king of France), while some individuating sets
may determine nothing at all (e.g., a child’s conception of Santa Claus).
Whether or not an agent can have knowledge of an object, or knows
‘who or what the referent is (the epistemic aspect of Donnellan’s distinction)
depends on the relevant individuating set. On first approximation, the richer
. in content the individuating set, the more likely it is that the agent knows
who or what the referent is. This, however, is far from being universally true.
Some modes of presentation may be privileged, depending on circumstances
f2]. For the purpose of discussing computation theory, I can say that I know
' Who Stephen Cook 15' he is the person who proved that the satlsﬁabihty

5_Th15 is not “éntirely accurate. - I do, in fa.ct ha.ve other modes of presentatlon for

o _t;he Greek Homer: for example, - person believed by my mother to have composed both the

. dliad and the Odyssey. My concern here, however, is with an abstract data structure for
modes of presentation, whatever they are. I am not interested at this point in the correct
enumeration of presentation modes.
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_problem is NP-complete. For most other purposes (e.g., introducing him
. at a party), I cannot claim to know who he is, since I have never made
" his acquaintance. Nevertheless, as we shall see, the different contextual
. requirements can be expressed as constraints on the relevant individuating
set.

Individuating sets are part of the database, and this is where the epis-
temic aspect of Donnellan’s distinction should be represented. It is useful to
distinguish between the quasi-permanent individuating sets that represent
relatively stable knowledge of objects and what may be called local individu-
ating sets that are constructed and discarded in the course of a conversation.

4.2 Referring intentions

Individuating sets, per se, have nothing to do with speech. Nevertheless,
they become involved when a speaker plans to make a hearer recognize what
the speaker is talking about. We should distinguish, though, between two
ways in which individuating sets are employed in the process of such plan-
ning, corresponding to two types of referring intentions. First, a speaker may
select a mode of presentation from the relevant individuating set, intending
that this particular preseniation mode be recognized by the hearer. Second,
the speaker may intend to refer to an object determined by an individuating
set, but without at the same time intending that any particular presentation
mode from the set be part of the proposition he wishes to express. Consider,
for example, the following two statements:

19 The author of Othello wrote the best play about jealousy.
20 Shakespeare was born in Straiford-upon-Avon.

In making both statements, a speaker would normally be referring to Shake-
speare. But note the difference between the two referring intentions. In
statement (19), the speaker selects a particular presentation mode of Shake-
- speare, namely, that he is the author of Othello, and intends to make the
hearer think of Shakespeare in terms of this presentation mode. If the hearer
fails to do so, he will miss the whole point. In statement (20), on the other
hand, the speaker does not select any particular presentation mode of Shake-
.speare from the relevant individuating set. Indeed, he may not care at all
- -how the hearer makes the connection between the name “Shakespeare” and
. the referent as long as he a,ppropna,tely identifies who the speaker is ta.lkmg
- about.” :
In [13] the djﬂ"erence between these two types of refernng intentions is
'spelled out more precisely. It should be clear, however, that the two types
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of intentions result in two distinct types of propositions that a speaker may
~ express. In (19), the presentation mode is a constituent of the proposition ex-
- pressed. In (20), no particular mode of presentation is meant; consequently,
we may say that the proposition expressed is a singular one, involving,
as it were, (1) the property of being born in Stratford and (2) Shakespeare
himself. This seems to me the most natural interpretation of singular propo-
sitions in terms of speech act theory.®
The two types of referring intentions correspond to the modal aspect
of Donnellan’s distinction. In {19), Ralph’s hearer is supposed to think of
Shakespeare qua being the author of Othello. In (20), the hearer is expected
to interpret the referring expression as a rigid designator. Since the planner
is where referring intentions (as well as the procedures for carrying them out)
are represented, this is where the modal aspect belongs. Note that the two
types of referring intentions can be described as intentions to impose various
constraints (including the null constraint) on the way the hearer should think
of the referent. In [15], this is generalized to other referring intentions —
for example, to the intention that the hearer identify appropriately what is
* being talked about.

4.3 Choice of referring expressions

Once the speaker knows what particular mode of presentation (if any) he
means, he must pick out a referring expression to be used in the speech act.
. It is natural to assume that if, say, the mode of presentation is author of
Othello, the definite description “the author of Othello” would be a natural
choice; if no particular presentation mode is relevant, a proper name would
be most appropriate. But this, obviously, is not at all necessary. It would
be very tiresome for the speaker to keep saying “the author of Othello” over
and over again whenever reference to Shakespeare is called for. Conversely,
~ even if it makes no difference to the speaker how his audience comes to think
of the referent, he may surmise that no one around is familiar with any of
the names he might offer, and that a definite description would better serve
his communication goals. In any case, whether or not a definite description
must denote one and only one object for the speech act to succeed (the de-
“notation criterion) depends on the relation between that description and the
particular presentation mode (if any) that the speaker regards as important.

o Ifthe descnptlon expresses tha.t same presenta.mon mode umque denotatxon

8 A hard-core descriptive theorist Imght be tempted to say that the mode of presentatlon

. associated with “Shakespeare” in Statement (20) is the entire individuating set. But a

speaker cannot mean such a mode of presenta.uon, since the mdwldua.f.mg set is not
"accessible to the hearer. : : :
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is required. If the relevant presentation mode is only implied (as was the
. case in the fingerprint example), or if no particular mode of presentation is
‘meant, denotation is superfluous.

As the choice of the actual referring expressions to be used is made
within the utterance generator, it is there that the denotational aspect of
Donnellan’s distinction should be represented.

4.4 Donnellan’s distinction: final chord

We end up with a correspondence between Donnellan’s distinction and an
outline of a referring model. The nature of the relevant individuating set,
the type of referring intention, and the actual choice of a referring expression
correspond to the-epistemic, modal, and denotational aspects, respectively.
Such a correlation is not a magical coincidence, of course. It is another re-
fiection of the three tiered structure of beliefs, propositions, and expressions
[14] It should not be too surprising, then, that the epistemic aspect of Donel-
lan’s distinction is concerned with representations of objects in the mind,
that the modal aspect is manifested by the structure of the proposition that
a speaker intends to express, that the denotational aspect is concerned with
utterances of referring expressions, and that Donnellan’s distinction itself is
‘an ambiguous formulation of two natural ways in which mental representa-
tions, propositions and utterances are interrelated in the course of a speech
act. We can now utilize this correspondence among Donnellan’s distinction,
cognitive elements in the production of a speech act, and the computational
components in explaining the structures underlying typical referential and
attributive uses of definite descriptions.

In the paradigmatic examples of attributive usage, the speaker selects
‘a particular mode of presentation (the modal aspect) and, not surprisingly,
chooses a definite noun phrase that expresses that presentation mode (hence
the denotational aspect). As Donnellan himself notes [6], lack of knowledge
concerning the referent (the epistemic aspect) is not a prerequisite of at-

REF/ ATTRIB THEORETICAL COGNITIVE COMPUTATiONAL

ASPECT INTERPRETATION ELEMENT COMPONENT
Epistemic | Type of individuatingset | . Attitude . Database
~Modal .- . | Type of referring intentions Proposition . - . Planner .

Denotation . Choice of noun phrase Expression Utterance generator

‘Figure 2: Donnellan’s distinction and its computational interpretation.
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- tributive usage. One can know who murdered Smith, but still insist that

- anyone who would have murdered Smith in such a brutal way must be in-
sane. Nevertheless, the attributive use typically occures when the identity
of the referent is not known, because, under such circumstances, the inten-
tion to refer to an object qua being the such-and-such is easier to recognize.
When the identity of the referent is well known to all participants in the
conversation, the speaker must frequently make his intention to refer to the
object qua having a certain property more explicit. Moreover, when the
speaker has no knowledge of the referent whatsoever, his use of a definite
description is not likely to be intended as a rigid designator. Now we can
see why the attributive side of Donnellan’s distinction encompasses a nat-
ural category of uses of definite descriptions. Nonrigid designation tends
to accompany a particular choice of a definite description, usually when
knowledge of the referent is lacking.

In the paradigmatic examples of referential usage, on the other hand,
knowledge of the referent must be possessed; at the same time, the speaker
does not take any particular mode of presentation to be of importance. The
speaker’s goal is simply to have the hearer identify appropriately what is be-

‘ing talked about, a task for which any well-suited referring expression will be
acceptable. Moreover, when knowledge (including mutual knowledge) of the
referent exists, identification can be achieved, to a large extent, apart from
the descriptive content of the referring expression. Hence, strict denotation
is frequently unnecessary.

This completes my analysis of Donnellan’s distinction. Figure 2 shows in
condensed form the correspondence between Donnellan’s distinction and the
proposed outline of a referring model. The first column lists the three aspects
of Donnellan’s distinction; the second summarizes how these aspects are to
be interpreted; the third enumerates the corresponding cognitive elements
that contribute to the production of a speech act; the fourth shows the
computational components of the model.

In [14], I have used Donnellan’s distinction as a methodological tool in
presenting objections to the descriptive program. The role its analysis plays
in the present chapter is twofold. First, because of the attention accorded

-to Donnellan’s distinction in both computational linguistics and philosophy,
* an understanding of its underlying cogmtlve structure is valuable in itself.
~Second, the process of dissecting the various aspects of referential and at-
* tributive usage provides ‘an outline of a computational model of referring
‘whose main data structure is that of an individuating set and in which the o
. three aspects of Donnellan’s distinction can be répresented. - _ -
From the standpoint of this study, however, Donnellan’s distinction can--

17



- not be regarded as an end in itsell. We do have bigger fish to fry. The
real point is not to represent a complex distinction, but rather to {formulate
general principles of a computational model of referring. We must there-
fore shift our perspective; instead of assigning central stage to referential
“and attributive usage, we can treat Donnellan’s distinction as a test case
for a putative theory of referring as a speech act. Any such theory must
take Donnellan’s distinction into account. That is, it must at least specify
(1) what it takes for an agent to have de re beliefs, (2) what makes an agent
express a general proposition rather than a singular one (or vice versa), and
(3) what the reasons are for preferring one referring expression to another.
If & theory of referring as a speech act cannot handle these questions, it
stands little chance of being adequate.
My contention is that the three tiered structure proposed in this chapter

is a suitable outline for such a computational theory of referring. That a
theory based on this structure is likely to handle Donnellan’s distinction
correctly may not be very surprising. After all, the foregoing questions are
precisely the ones that motivated the three tiered structure in the first place.
Nevertheless, answering these questions is far from being a trivial matter:

once the complexity of Donnellan’s distinction is understood, it is clear
~ that accommodating it is a challenging objective for any theory of referring.
Thus, it may be methodologically advantageous to proceed with the three
aspects of Donnellan’s distinction kept constantly in mind. Of course, the
theory must account for numerous other issues as well. There is much more
to using a referring expression than simply choosing between the referential
and the attributive.
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