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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation is comprised of four chapters. In 

chapter 1 I examine Kaplan's theory of deictics (indexicals 

and demonstratives) and show that the very data that is used 

to support various aspects of the theory actually show it to 

be inadequate. In chapter 2 I present a variety of uses of 

deictics and argue that semantic theories in general are not 

equipped to handle them. In chapter 3 I examine two other 

views of deictic reference and show them to be inadequate. I 

then outline my own two component use-based theory of 

deictics. In my theory I combine a semantic theory of deictics 

with a theory of reference determining intentions by showing 

that the linguistic meanings of deictic terms create 

constraints on a speaker's referential intentions. In chapter 

4 I fill out a number of aspects of my theory and deal with 

the attributive use of deictics. 
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CHAPTER 1: A BRAVE NEW THEORY 

1.1 Background 

In the past few decades philosophy of language has seen 

the growth of a new theory of reference for proper names and 

for that class of common nouns known as natural kind terms 

(e.g. 'water', 'gold', 'elm'). The development of this new 

theory marks a fundamental change in how members of a 

linguistic community are thought to relate to their language. 

The traditional view held that the referents of both sorts of 

terms were determined by descriptions; to refer successfully 

with these terms, a speaker must have knowledge of those 

reference fixing descriptions. In the cases of both proper 

names and natural kind terms it has been persuasively argued 

by Kripke (1972) and Putnam (1975) that the relation between 

these words and their referents is not determined by 

descriptions that the members of the linguistic community have 

knowledge of. Instead, a speaker may successfully refer with 

such terms without having reference fixing knowledge, for the 

factors which determine the referents are non-mental causal or 

historical chains linking the terms to their referents. 

Some of the strongest support for the new theory comes in 

the form of arguments involving the truth-conditional 

contribution such terms make to utterances of declarative 

sentences which include them. Similar arguments have been 

used to extend the scope of the new theory to include deictic 
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terms (indexicals and demonstratives). Among the words in the 

class of deictics are demonstrative pronouns such as 'this' 

and 'that', personal pronouns such as 'I', 'you', and 'she', 

and other nouns such as 'now', 'here', 'yesterday', and 

'today'. What proper names, natural kind terms, and deictics 

are all thought to have in common, and what the truth-

condition argximents are thought to rely upon, is the nature of 

the propositions expressed by their use. In saying "Aristotle 

died long ago", a speaker is not saying that whoever did such-

and-such, or appeared thus-and-so died a long time ago. The 

speaker is saying of a certain person that he died a long time 

ago, regardless of what he did or how he appeared. Likewise, 

in saying "Today is sunny", I am saying something about the 

very day I utter the sentence, regardless of what I believe 

the day to be (e.g. April 21, 1996, the first day of summer, 

my birthday). 

One major difference between deictic terms and both 

proper names and natural kind terms is the fact that there 

does seem to be a fair degree of reference-fixing knowledge 

which a speaker must have in order to competently use deictic 

terms. With 'now', it seems a speaker must know that its 

referent is the moment of its utterance, with 'today', the 

referent is the day of utterance, with 'she', the referent 

must be female, with 'I', the referent must be the utterer. 

While I do not think these descriptions of a competent 
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speaker's knowledge are completely accurate, there is enough 

truth to them to reveal that deictics constitute a class of 

terms which captures both an aspect of the new theory of 

reference as well as the traditional view that held meaning to 

be "in the head". It is in large part because of this that I 

find deictic terms deserving of extended philosophical and 

linguistic study. In this I am by no means alone. David 

Kaplan has written a number of thought provoking papers on the 

subject of deictic terms. Perhaps the most influential of 

these is his essay "Demonstratives" (1977/1989) where he 

presents a theory of the semantics of deictics. Because his 

theory has been so influential, and because it is the most 

well-developed theory of deictics, I will take Kaplan's theory 

as a starting place for the development of my own theory of 

deictics. 

1.2 Kaplan's Theory 

One of the central theses of Kaplan's theory of deictics 

is that deictic terms are directly referential. Directly 

referential terms, according to Kaplan, are singular terms 

which "refer directly without the mediation of a Fregean Sinn 

as meaning" (1977/1989, p. 483). It is important to note, as 

Kaplan does, that this thesis does not imply that nothing 

mediates reference. Rather, Kaplan's thesis only holds that 

"the relation between the linguistic expression and the 
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referent is not mediated by the corresponding propositional 

component, the content or what-is-said" (1989, 586). Let us 

call this thesis 'DR' (Direct Reference). Kaplan states that 

a consequence of DR is that the propositions expressed by 

means of deictic terms are singular, "involving individuals 

directly rather than by way of the 'individual concepts' or 

'manners of presentation'" of Fregean theories (p. 483). 

Kaplan clarifies the notion of singular proposition when he 

writes 

...if the component of the proposition (or the step 
in the construction of the proposition) which 
corresponds to the singular term is determined by 
the individual and the individual is directly 
determined by the singular term - rather than the 
individual being determined by the component of the 
proposition, which is directly determined by the 
singular term - then we have what I call a singular 
proposition. [sic] (1977/1989, p. 484) 

A more formal presentation of the notion of a singular 

proposition is presented by Kaplan in "Dthat" (1978) when he 

writes that the proposition <John, P> is singular for it "will 

determine that function F which assigns Truth to w and t if 

and only if John is a member of P(w, t)", where w is a 

possible world, t is a time, and P is a property (1978, p. 

227). Let us call the thesis that sentences containing 

deictic terms express singular propositions 'SP'. Both DR and 

SP are distinct from two other theses concerning two of the 

most obvious features of deictics. The first, call it 'RCD' 

(Referent is Context Dependent), is the thesis that the 



11 

referent of a deictic "is dependent on the context of use" (p. 

490). The second is the thesis that "the meaning of the word 

provides a rule which determines the referent in terms of 

certain aspects of context" (1977/1989, p. 490). Let us call 

this thesis 'MDR' (Meaning Determines Referent). Although 

these appear as distinct theses in "Demonstratives", a careful 

examination reveals that RCD is a consequence of MDR. Because 

the referent is determined by a meaning which is sensitive to 

the context for a term which satisfies MDR, it will also be 

true to say of that term that its referent is dependent upon 

context - that is, that RCD holds of it as well. MDR might be 

modified so that it no longer entails RCD. One way of doing 

this is simply by removing the qualification that the meaning 

determines the referent in terms of certain aspects of the 

context. We could then go on to say that in the case of 

deictics, the meaning of a deictic which determines its 

referent does so in terms of certain aspects of the context, 

and as a result RCD holds of it as well. As much as I would 

prefer to generalize MDR in this way, Kaplan clearly intended 

the more specific form and for now I will stick merely to 

describing that theory; later, I will consider possible 

modifications of it. 

It is worth noting that no one of the four theses 

distinguishes deictic terms from other sorts of terms. Many, 

including Kaplan, take proper names to be directly referential 
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terms and the propositions expressed by them to be singular. 

That this is true of Kaplan is clear from Kaplan's statements 

that "Some directly referential terms, like proper names, may 

have no semantically relevant descriptive meaning, or at least 

none that is specific: that distinguishes one such term from 

another" (1977/1989, p. 497 fn.) and that a proposition 

expressed by means of a directly referential term is singular. 

Thus, proper names are terms for which both DR and SP hold. 

However, for Kaplan the referent of a proper name is neither 

context dependent nor is it determined by a rule which is 

sensitive to elements of a context: 

The contextual feature which consists of the causal 
history of a particular proper name expression in 
the agent's idiolect seems naturally to be regarded 
as determining what word was used than as fixing 
the content of a single context-sensitive word. 
(1977/1989, p. 562) 

Kaplan is here clearly denying that the referent of a proper 

name is dependent on context. Since the causal history which 

determines what word was used is also responsible for 

determining what the word's referent is, and the causal 

history is not sensitive to features of the context (it is a 

feature of the context), a proper name does not have a meaning 

which determines reference in terms of certain features of the 

context. So, neither RCD nor MDR hold for proper names. 

Definite descriptions, at least on their attributive use, 

constitute a class of singular terms for which both RCD and 

MDR hold. The referent of an attributively used description 
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is that object, if any, which satisfies the predicates of the 

description. Further, it is a matter of features of the 

context that a given object does satisfy a description. In 

the case of a rigid description, these features are the same 

across all contexts. In the case of a non-rigid description, 

these features can vary from context to context. What is not 

true of attributively used descriptions is that they are 

directly referential, for the referent of a description is 

determined by something like a Fregean Sinn. Thus, DR fails 

to hold for these terms. It is also the case that the 

propositions which attributively used definite descriptions 

are used to express are general, rather than singular. So, SP 

fails to hold as well. 

If the referential use of definite descriptions is 

semantically significant then both DR and SP would hold for 

those uses. DR would hold of referentially used definite 

descriptions in virtue of the fact that the referent is not 

determined by a component of a proposition expressed by way of 

such a description. Since the referent of such a description 

is its prepositional contribution, any proposition expressed 

by means of the description would be singular. 

Wettstein (1981) and Recanati (1989) have argued that is 

plausible to hold that the referent of a referentially used 

description is determined in a satisfactional way just as the 

referent of an attributively used description is. Even if 
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this is true of only some referential uses of descriptions, 

those uses will constitute cases in which RCD and MDR, as well 

as DR and SP, hold. However, we can conclude that Kaplan does 

not take the referential use of definite descriptions to be 

semantically relevant when he writes "...indexicals are 

directly referential, and the compound phrases which can be 

used to give their reference ('the person who is speaking', 

'the individual being demonstrated', etc.) are not" 

(1977/1989, p. 521). Should it turn out that Kaplan is in 

error on this matter, further theses might have to be given in 

order to distinguish deictics from referentially used definite 

descriptions. 

Below is a table summarizing the similarities and 

differences between deictics, proper names, and definite 

descriptions. 

TABLE 1, Kaplan's Theses 

DR SP RCD MDR 

Deictics YES YES YES YES 

Proper Names YES YES NO NO 

Definite Descriptions NO NO YES YES 

With these theses in place it is possible to understand 

Kaplan's theory as attempting to minimize the role of the 

speaker in explaining deictic reference, or to give a "heavily 

semantic" account of deictic reference. We can see that in 

none of these theses is there reference to the speaker, and 



15 

they are the major theses used to explain deictic reference. 

A theory of reference is heavily semantic when reference is 

explained without the speaker's referential intentions playing 

a role in determining reference. For Kaplan, the speaker's 

intentions are relevant to determining what deictic was used, 

but the gap between deictic and referent is bridged by that 

deictic's meaning and features of the context.^ 

1.3 Pure Indexicals and Demonstratives 

We have seen that typifying Kaplan's theory is a heavily 

semantic account of the prepositional contributions deictic 

terms are used to make. Nowhere is the semantic apparatus 

pressed into greater service than in the explanation of pure 

indexical, as opposed to demonstrative, reference. A pure 

indexical is a deictic for which no accompanying demonstration 

is needed for the determination of reference on an occasion of 

use, the reference being determined instead by elements of the 

context of use along with the term's linguistic meaning. 

Demonstratives, on the other hand, do require an accompanying 

demonstration for the determination of reference. Here, the 

relevant notion of demonstration is a theoretical one, 

allowing for "demonstrations of opportunity" such as the 

exploitation of the barking of a dog in the determination of 

^Kaplan does allow that the speaker's intentions do play 
a role in disambiguating demonstrations. This role, however, 
is fairly minor. 
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the referent of a use of 'that dog'. Because I find the use 

of 'demonstration' in this sense somewhat misleading, I will 

hereafter use 'indication' as a term for demonstrations in the 

intuitive sense (i.e., gestures) as well as for demonstrations 

of opportunity. 

This formulation of the pure indexical/demonstrative 

distinction and Kaplan's claim that indications determine 

reference have as a consequence that indications are not 

aspects of contexts of utterances. If they were, then 

demonstratives would be pure indexicals for their referents 

would be determined by their linguistic meanings and aspects 

of the contexts of utterances. This consequence is in tension 

with the claim that MDR, the thesis that meaning determines 

reference in terms of certain aspects of context, is true of 

demonstratives. Since a demonstrative term is a deictic the 

referent of which is in part determined by an indication and 

indications are not features of contexts of utterances, it is 

incorrect to say that the meaning of a demonstrative 

determines its referent in terms of certain aspects of the 

context, understanding the determination to be full 

determination, which seems to be what Kaplan intended. 

Deictics which have been placed by Kaplan and others in 

the pure indexical category include 'I', 'now', 'here', 

'today', 'yesterday', and 'tomorrow'. Placed in the latter 

category are such deictics as 'this', 'that', 'he', 'she', and 
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'it'. 

In what follows I argue that the pure 

indexical/demonstrative distinction does not divide deictic 

terms of English into two classes. The very data which is 

thought to support this division and which I believe is behind 

the general acceptance of the distinction can be used to show 

that the so called 'pure indexicals' are no different from 

demonstratives. I begin by considering how various sentences 

are thought to support the distinction in an attempt to 

explain why it is that the distinction has been so widely, and 

to my mind, uncritically, accepted. 

My focus on the pure indexical/demonstrative distinction 

should not lead the reader to think of that distinction as 

central to Kaplan's theory or that I take it to be so. While 

the distinction has received much attention by Kaplan and 

others, Kaplan's theory of deictics does not require that 

there be such a distinction. The claims made about the so 

called 'pure indexicals' can be retracted and those deictics 

could then be treated as the demonstratives 'this' and 'that' 

have been treated. I am concerned with the distinction 

because an examination of why it fails to apply in the way 

that it has been thought to reveals fundamental weaknesses of 

Kaplan's theory. 

Suppose we are in my office and I say 

(1) That pen leaks. 
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On my desk are several pens, none of them more salient than 

the others (e.g. none are smeared with ink). Further, I do 

not make clear which pen I intend to refer to by any gesture 

on my part. You cannot answer with any certainty the question 

"Which pen is leaky?". Had I made an unambiguous gesture 

toward a given pen, or had there been one pen among the many 

which had ink on its case or which was in a puddle of ink, the 

referent of "That pen" would be clear. Further, it would be 

reasonable for you to think in the latter cases that I was 

exploiting obvious clues as to which pen is leaky in referring 

to that pen. 

Here's another case involving 'he'. Suppose we are in a 

lecture hall crowded with men and women and I say 

(2) He is a dualist. 

Of the many men in the lecture hall, none is more salient than 

the others, nor do I gesture toward anyone. In this case, as 

in the last, you would not know which man it is that I intend 

to refer to. Had I whispered (2) while we were listening to 

a man giving a lecture, you could reasonably take me to be 

referring to that man. Likewise, had I made an unambiguous 

gesture toward one particular man, you could take my gesture 

as an indication of the man to whom I am referring. 

These types of cases have been taken to show that with 

both 'that' and 'he' an indication is needed in the 

determination of reference. Similar cases can be given for 
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other deictics and seem to support the conclusion that they 

are demonstratives as well. 

In contrast to the cibove cases are ones involving 

deictics where no indication seems to be needed to achieve 

reference. Suppose that we are in a lecture hall where the 

air-conditioning is set too high and I say 

(4) It's cold here. 

No sweeping gesture of the lecture hall is needed to indicate 

my intended referent. I seem to be able to refer to the 

lecture hall simply by uttering 'here' while I am in the 

lecture hall. 

Similar remarks apply to 'now'. Suppose a speaker steps 

up to the podium and says 

(5) I will now begin. 

Those in the audience understand that with the deictic 'now' 

she has referred to the time at which her utterance is made. 

No gesture on her part (such as pointing to a clock on the 

wall) is required to successfully refer to that time. Her use 

of 'now' seems to be sufficient for the determination of 

reference. 

Finally, suppose that you and I are sitting outside my 

office building when I say 

(6) It is warm today. 

In using 'today', there is apparently no need on my part to 

indicate what I intend to refer to. Nor is it the case that 
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there is an indication in Kaplan's broader theoretical sense 

which indicates the day to which I intend to refer. With 

'today', it seems that its reference is determined by the 

word's meaning and the context in which it is uttered. 

From these cases it seems possible to give a heavily 

semantic account of the reference of at least some deictics. 

All deictics have in common the fact that their contribution 

to the propositions they are used to express, their contents, 

is context-dependent in virtue of their linguistic meanings. 

In the case of a pure indexical it appears that content is 

determined by the meaning of the pure indexical plus an aspect 

of the context in a function/argument fashion. The speaker's 

role here, particularly the speaker's intentions, is minimized 

and made to be on par with her role in uttering words whose 

contents are not context-dependent in virtue of their 

linguistic meanings as is the case when someone utters a 

sentence such as 

(6') It is warm on February 10, 1996, in Tucson. 

While it may be that in order for an utterance of this 

sentence to express a proposition the speaker has to have 

certain communicative intentions, the intentions necessary for 

the expression of a proposition are fairly general. The 

speaker may intend to refer to the day of utterance, but fail 

to do so if that day is not February 10, 1996. This is in 

virtue of the fact that a speaker's meaning does not determine 
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sentence meaning. Her words make the prepositional 

contribution they do regardless of what she intends them to 

mean. Because of this, terms such as 'February 10, 1996' are 

amenable to a strongly semantic analysis with respect to how 

they contribute what they do to the propositions they are used 

to express. Likewise, it seems possible to state necessary 

and sufficient conditions for reference of utterances of such 

deictics as 'here' and 'now': 

(Herel) The referent of 'here' as uttered in a given 

context is the location of the utterance in 

that context. 

(Nowl) The referent of 'now' as uttered in a given 

context is the time of the utterance. 

Looking again at my utterance of (4), we seem to have a 

case in which my utterance of 'here' has as its referent my 

location. Further, since there does not appear to be any need 

on my part to indicate the referent, it seems as though there 

is something about 'here' that determines its reference on an 

occasion of utterance. It is a seemingly small step to 

conclude from the fact that I, the speaker, need not do 

anything to determine the referent of my utterance of 'here' 

that I cannot do anything to determine the referent of my 

utterance of 'here'. This is why the speaker's intentions are 

not mentioned in (Herel); they are seemingly irrelevant. In 

the speaker's utterance of (5), we seem to have a case in 
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which the time which is the referent of the utterance of 'now' 

is the time of its utterance, making the omission of any 

mention of the speaker's intentions in (Nowl) appear to be 

justified-

In the next section I will show that the data which 

seemingly supports a strongly semantic treatment for 'here' 

and 'now' does not in fact support it. That is, I will show 

that 'here' and 'now' are not pure indexicals. After doing 

so, I will extend my argument to 'today', 'yesterday', and 

'tomorrow'. 

1.4 A Distinction Lost 

As I mentioned earlier, Kaplan initially formulates the 

indexical/demonstrative distinction by describing indexicals 

as needing no indication to secure reference, while 

demonstratives do require such indications (1977/1989, p. 

490). That this formulation of the distinction is inadequate 

can be seen from Kaplan's very own observation that sometimes 

the referent of a demonstrative such as 'that' can be secured 

even without a pointing or any other gesture toward the 

referent (1977/1989, p. 490fn). The barking of a dog may be 

exploited by the speaker when saying "That thing is driving me 

nuts!". Kaplan describes such cases as involving indications 

of opportunity and with this broader, theoretical sense of 

indication, the pure indexical/demonstrative distinction 
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crumbles. 

The problem with the pure indexical/demonstrative 

distinction is most easily seen by reconsidering the examples 

involving 'here' and 'now'. In using 'here', a speaker may 

refer to various locations, which location it is that she is 

referring to can be indicated by a gesture on her part, or she 

may exploit features of the environment. To see this we 

should try to answer the question of why it was the lecture 

hall that I referred to in my utterance of (4) instead of some 

other location such as the region of the country where the 

lecture hall is. It seems as though I am able to refer to the 

lecture hall by using the walls of the lecture hall as an 

indication of the hall. Something that supports this is the 

fact that were there no walls or other environmental 

partitioning of an area, the referent of my utterance of 

'here' would likely be fuzzy in that the boundaries of my 

referent would not be sharply delineated. When the walls are 

present such fuzziness is eliminated. Another thing which 

seems to support the idea that the walls serve as an 

indication is the fact that I might very well have uttered (3) 

in the lecture hall, but referred to something other than the 

lecture hall. For instance, I might have referred to a small 

area inside the lecture hall. We can compare this to Kaplan's 

example where it is the environmental fact that a single man 

is running during an utterance of 
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(7) Stop that man! 

that indicates the man who is running and who is the referent 

of 'that'. While in Kaplan's example the speaker exploits a 

particular environmental feature, she might not have. She 

might have pointed to the running man, or indicated some other 

man, making him the referent of her utterance of 'that'. In 

the same way, using the walls of the lecture hall to indicate 

the lecture hall is optional. The lecture hall might be 

indicated in some other fashion, or some other area might be 

indicated. 

Just as there is flexibility within a context as to what 

place may be the referent of an utterance of 'here' in that 

context, there is flexibility within a context as to what time 

may be the referent of an utterance of 'now' in that context. 

Suppose our speaker, instead of uttering (5) at the moment she 

did, had uttered 

(8) Now is a troubling time for universities. 

While the time she would have referred to would include the 

time of her utterance, it is clear that she is referring to a 

longer period of time. Exactly what period of time it is that 

she is referring to might be clear given an understanding of 

the source of the trouble.^ 

In isolation, the referent of each utterance of 'here' 

^This is not to say that the period of time is exact. 
With 'now', as with 'here', the referent is often fuzzy around 
the edges. 



and 'now' appears to be describable as the location of the 

speaker and the time of utterance, respectively. But together 

these cases show that there is something wrong with these 

descriptions. In the cases involving 'here' described above, 

my location has not changed (we might describe it by giving 

the exact latitude and longitude of the spot on which I 

stand), but the referents are not the same. The same is true 

of the utterances of 'now'. We can understand the source of 

the problem here by recognizing a simple fact about times and 

places: Almost any (finite) period of time is part of many 

larger periods and for pretty much any given area, it is true 

that that area is included in many larger areas. Because of 

this, there is no single place that a person occupies, nor is 

there a fixed period of time that is a person's now. Not only 

am I in my office at the time I am writing this, I am also in 

the building which contains my office, and I am in Tucson, 

where my office building is located, and many smaller regions 

and many larger regions. I am writing this very sentence not 

only during a period lasting a few seconds, but also on the 

morning of February 11, 1996, on February 11, 1996 itself, and 

in February, 1996. If asked some time in the distant future 

when I wrote this passage, I may correctly say "I wrote it in 

1996", or even "I wrote it while I was in graduate school" and 

have said something true. The phrases 'the location of the 

speaker' and 'the time of utterance', containing as they do 
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the definite article 'the', imply that there is exactly one 

place a speaker is located and exactly one time during which 

an utterance is made, but these implications are clearly 

false. 

It may appear that there is something correct about the 

descriptions, even in the face of the cases described. 

Although there are many periods of time that can be the 

referent of a given utterance of 'now', it is true of all of 

those periods that the utterance of 'now' takes place within 

them. Likewise, the many regions of space which can be the 

referent of a given utterance of 'here' are such that they 

include the exact spatial coordinates of the utterer. That 

is, all of those regions include the utterer herself. Perhaps 

the descriptions can be restated so as to capture these facts 

without including the problematic aspects. Instead of saying 

that the referent of an utterance of 'here' is the location of 

its utterance, as is stated in (Herel), we might say that 

(Here2) The referent of a given utterance of 'here' is 

a location in which the utterance occurs. 

Similarly, we might replace (Nowl) with 

(Now2) The referent of a given utterance of 'now' is 

a time in which the utterance occurs. 

Notice that with these, unlike (Herel) and (Nowl), we do not 

have necessary and sufficient conditions for the referents of 

utterances of 'here' and 'now', but only necessary conditions. 
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The sufficient conditions, that of being the period of time in 

which an utterance of 'now' is made, and that of being the 

region of space in which the utterance occurs, are not ever 

satisfiable because of the lack of uniqueness. I think that 

this is the most that can be salvaged of the original 

descriptions in the face of the types of cases they were 

originally thought to be supported by. 

This is not to say that I believe that (Here2) and (Now2) 

are correct. The notion that an utterance of 'here' refers to 

a location which includes the utterance can easily be shown to 

be false by considering another example involving (4). In 

uttering (4), I might gesture to an area of the lecture hall, 

making it clear that my referent is a small area inside the 

lecture hall. This area may be some distance away from me, 

and thus is not a location which includes the utterance.' 

It has been suggested to me that the problem this example 

poses for (Here2) might be overcome. It may be that an 

indication may determine a referent which does not include the 

location of the utterance of 'here'. However, we can 

understand that indication as overriding a default 

interpretation which provides a default referent of the 

utterance of 'here'. In favor of this proposal is the fact 

that utterances of 'here' which are not accompanied by 

^This last possibility was pointed out to me by Marga 
Reimer. 
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indications can still refer. In the absence of an indication, 

the proposal continues, the referent of an utterance of 'here' 

is a location which includes the utterance. There are, 

however, weighty objections to this proposal. One problem is 

that status of (Here2) becomes somewhat mysterious. (Here2) 

was originally intended to be a description of the linguistic 

meaning of 'here', just as (Herel) was. The example involving 

an indication given above is, to all appearances, an example 

of a literal use of 'here'. The example would then constitute 

a case in which a word can literally be used in a way 

inconsistent with its literal meaning. This problem might be 

met by modifying (Here2) to include a disjunctive meaning 

description. That is, the original description in (Here2) 

might be disjoined with a clause to the effect that the 

referent of an utterance of 'here' is the location indicated 

by any accompanying indication. Notice that this modification 

does not preserve (Here2), it replaces it. A proposal 

requiring disjunctive meaning descriptions is an avenue of 

investigation which should be followed only after other 

proposals have been rejected. 

A second problem with the proposal stems from the fact 

that (Here2) does not provide sufficient conditions for 

reference. The lecture hall examples show that reference of 

an utterance of 'here' can vary while the location of the 

utterance remains the same. This resulted in the rejection of 
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(Herel) and its replacement with (Here2). Something, other 

than the locations of utterances of 'here' and its linguistic 

meaning must be determining the referents of those utterances. 

In the example above, this something appears to be an 

indication. Since an utterance of 'here' which is not 

accompanied by an indication can have a referent, there must 

be another referent-determining element. I believe that this 

element is an intention of the speaker, but this remains to be 

shown. For now, it is sufficient to show that whatever the 

referent-determining element is, it can determine a location 

which does not include the utterance of 'here'. Below is an 

example which shows this. It is an example which exploits the 

fact that the location of the utterance may be some distance 

away from the location of the addressee. 

Suppose the commanding officer of a military base, from 

her office, utters 

(9) Assemble here at 09:00, 

over a PA system. It may be that the utterance of 'here' 

refers to an assembly area surrounding the speaker's office 

where the utterance occurs. This is consistent with (Here2). 

But, it may instead be that the utterance of 'here' refers to 

the areas surrounding the loudspeakers, none of which include 

the location of the utterance.* That her utterance may so 

refer shows both that the referent of an utterance of 'here' 

'This example was provided to me by Robert M. Harnish. 
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need not include the utterance and that there may be more than 

one location referred to by a single utterance. 

This example shows that the proposal that there is a 

default referent of an utterance of 'here' and that that 

default referent is a location which includes the utterance 

fails. The referent of an utterance of 'here' must be 

determined by something, and whatever sort of thing that is 

(indications, intentions, publicly accessible cues), an 

example can be constructed which involves a thing of that sort 

which determines a location which does not include the 

utterance as the referent of 'here'. 

Similar to this last example are examples in which an 

utterance of 'now' heard by the addressee at a significantly 

later time. Telephone answering machines often play recorded 

utterances of such sentences as 

(10) No one is here now. 

The proposition expressed by each replaying of the message 

will differ according to the time at which the message is 

played. The time referred to on a given occasion of replay is 

a time which includes the time at which the message is 

replayed, not the time of the utterance of 'now'. For those 

that believe that each replay constitutes a new utterance, 

examples can be found in which there is no recording, but 

there is a delay between utterance and audition. Consider a 

situation in which astronauts are in orbit around Saturn when 
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they view a large and brief disturbance in the atmosphere. 

Wishing to alert those on earth, the following sent is sent 

via radio 

(11) You should now see a large atmospheric disturbance. 

The time of the audition of the message is approximately 

ninety minutes after the utterance is made. The referent of 

'now' is a period of time which includes the time of audition, 

not the time of utterance, for the former time is the time at 

which the addressees will be viewing the disturbance. Such 

examples show that (Now2) fails to provide even necessary 

conditions for the referent of an utterance of 'now'.® 

The question now is whether the indexical/demonstrative 

distinction actually does any work in describing deictic terms 

in English. That is, are there deictic terms in English which 

never require an indication of any sort? I have shown that 

contrary to popular thought, the deictics 'here' and 'now' can 

receive reference-determining indications. Thus, they are not 

pure indexicals. Some other candidates for membership in the 

class of pure indexicals are the deictics 'I', 'today', 

'yesterday', and 'tomorrow'. However, to say that these 

deictics do not require indications to secure reference is 

problematic given the fairly broad notion of indication we are 

working with. Take the deictic 'today' for instance. Let's 

^here are also cases of a different kind which show that 
'now' can be used to refer to times which do not include the 
time of utterance. I will discuss these cases in chapter 2. 
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state the necessary and sufficient conditions for reference of 

an utterance of 'today' along the same lines as those for 

'here' and 'now'. 'Today', as uttered on a particular 

occasion, has as its referent the day of that utterance. Even 

here, something more than the day of utterance determines the 

referent. We are able to refer to the day of utterance using 

'today' in virtue of the fact that we have a convention 

whereby a calendar day begins after midnight and ends with the 

following midnight. This convention is no less of an 

environmental feature than are the walls of a lecture hall. 

We might just as easily have partitioned days so that they 

began at midnight, and ended just before the following 

midnight; in such a case no utterance of 'today' could refer 

to the same period of time as any actual utterance of 'today' 

refers to. This would not be a case in which 'today' means 

something different than what it actually means, rather, it is 

a case in which the meaning is the same, but where our 

calendars, and thus our days, are delineated by different 

conventions. It would be no less true in this counterfactual 

situation that an utterance of 'today' refers to the day of 

utterance, only that the environmental feature that is our 

convention concerning when a day begins and ends is different. 

One might argue that I have committed a fallacy of 

equivocation in the above argxment. My argument that 'today' 

has the same meaning in both the actual and the counter factual 
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circumstances relies on the claim that those periods of time 

which begin at midnight and end just before the following 

midnight in the counter factual situation are in fact days. 

This claim is not clearly true. While we can agree that those 

periods of time are called 'days', they are no more days than 

is a tail a leg, even though we might call it a 'leg'. Not 

only does 'day' have as part of its analytic meaning a period 

of time twenty-four hours in length, it is also true that 

'day' has part of its analytic meaning a period of time 

beginning just after midnight and ending at the following 

midnight.® As it stands, this objection has little force. 

If it were correct, then it would be false to say that days 

might have begun at midnight and ended just before the 

following midnight, but it is in fact true to say that days 

might have been partitioned in this way. Nor is this claim 

true in virtue of its really having a metalinguistic 

interpretation such as some things called 'days' might have 

begun at midnight and ended just prior to the following 

midnight. Aside from the need for evidence that what is said 

is actually about 'days' rather than days, an explanation is 

needed for why such an interpretation can be had in this case 

and not in the case of: Horses might have had one leg. The 

only reading correct here concerns the anatomy of horses, not 

®I am ignoring the sense of 'day' which can be used to 
describe any twenty-four hour period of time, regardless of 
when that period begins and ends. 
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the word 'leg' (i.e. Saying of horses that they might have had 

one thing called a 'leg' (e.g. a tail)). 

Even with this calendar dependence of the referents of 

'today', 'yesterday', and 'tomorrow' it may still seem that we 

do not have with these terms the same sort of context 

dependence that we do with 'here' and 'now'. Given that the 

calendar is what it is—that days are partitioned in the way 

they are—the referent of 'today' as uttered on a particular 

occasion is the calendar day on which it is uttered. One can 

know what the referent is merely by knowing which day is the 

day of utterance. This is not the case with either 'here' or 

'now': I may know the location of someone when she utters 

'here', but fail to know what the referent of 'here' is; it 

may be a patch of ground, the University campus, the state of 

Arizona, etc.. However, this difference is not due to a 

difference in kind for I have in the case of 'today' exploited 

our mutual knowledge of our conventions concerning the 

partitioning of days, a partitioning that does not vary from 

context to context. The information that days are partitioned 

in this way is not, as I have argued, something that is part 

of the meaning of 'today', but is information about the 

context of utterance. As such, this information is on a par 

with information about, say, which dog is barking, a 

contextual feature that can be exploited in using 'that' to 

refer to the noisy dog. 
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Whether the referent of '1' as uttered on a particular 

occasion is obtained via an opportune indication is unclear. 

What is needed in order to show that it is so obtained is the 

possibility that the utterer of 'I' is not a single 

individual, but a group whose membership may vary, or that the 

utterance of 'I' is made by someone other than the referent. 

An example of the former possibility has eluded me; cases 

involving a collective consciousness where a single person 

utters 'I', but the referent is the larger group of which the 

utter is a part are too far removed from the situation in the 

real world to lend themselves to my intuitions. The closest 

I have come to a case where the referent of an utterance of 

'1' is someone other than the utterer is one which might 

actually be realized, but my intuitions concerning that case 

are likewise indecisive.' 

Absent a clear cut case of the sort I am looking for, the 

point I am making concerning other so called (pure) indexicals 

'The case I am imagining is one where a meeting takes 
place where the attenders are representatives of individuals 
who aren't present. We can imagine that a representative says 
"This proposal is contrary to those principles which I hold 
dear" even when the proposal does is not contrary to the 
representative's own principles. Rather, the representative 
is speaking for the individual she is representing, even 
though she has uttered 'I'. I am unhappy with this case 
because it is unclear to me that 'I' has been used to refer to 
someone other than the speaker. It may be that in virtue of 
her role as representative, the speaker can in some way be 
said to have taken on the principles of the individual she is 
representing and has said something about herself and referred 
to herself using 'I'. 
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has not been made for 'I'. That is, it seems that the claim 

that the referent of 'I' as uttered on a particular occasion 

is the speaker does provide both necessary and sufficient 

conditions for determining the referent of '1' (as uttered on 

a particular occasion) which are adequate for the cases that 

are typically considered. This is not to say that those 

conditions are actually correct for all utterances of 'I'. 

The primary purpose of showing that the conditions of 

reference typically ascribed to 'here', 'now' and other 

deictics has been to provide support for my claim that the 

cases I began with (e.g., the case where 'now' is used to 

refer to a time which doesn't include the moment of utterance, 

and the case where 'here' has as its referent a location that 

doesn't include the location of the speaker) should be taken 

seriously as problems for the widely accepted view that at 

least some deictics can be handled by a strongly semantic 

theory of the sort that Kaplan has presented. There is less 

reason to accept a defense of this theory against the cases of 

the next chapter when the theory is susceptible to counter

example from the very cases it is supposed to be supported by. 
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CHAPTER 2; POINTING A FINGER AT SEMANTICS 

2.1 Introduction 

In chapter 1 we saw the failure of the pure 

indexical/demonstrative distinction to hold up under a close 

examination of the cases which have been used to support it. 

The focus of this chapter is on two other classes of cases. 

One class, which has received some attention by both Kent Bach 

and Quentin Smith, involves the use of so-called 'pure 

indexicals' to contribute a variety of objects to the 

propositions they are used to express in a way that is 

inconsistent with taking their linguistic meanings to be 

correctly, though perhaps not completely, described by the 

following: 

(Nowl) A given utterance of 'now' has as its referent 

(=content) the time of its utterance. 

(Herel) A given utterance of 'here' has as its referent 

(=content) the location of its utterance. 

The argument I used in chapter 1 to show that the above are 

inadequate was based on the observation that the descriptions 

'the time of its utterance' and 'the location of its 

utterance' imply that there is exactly one time and one 

location at which an utterance is made, which is false. One 

would expect from this that there would be an indeterminacy 

with respect to the referent of an utterance of either 'here' 

or 'now'. This is in fact the case, as the examples of 
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chapter 1 show. What I will show in this chapter is that 

there are other uses of the so-called 'pure indexicals' which 

also show that (Nowl), (Herel), and analogous meaning claims 

for other so-called 'pure indexicals' fail to be adequate. 

Unlike the cases of chapter 1, these are not cases which have 

been used to support Kaplan's theory. Below are meaning 

claims for several so-called 'pure indexicals' which are 

thought to be captured by Kaplan's theory. 

(Todayl) A given utterance of 'today' has as its referent 

(=content) the day of its utterance. 

(Yesterday1) A given utterance of 'yesterday' has as its 

referent (=content) the day prior to the day 

of utterance. 

(II) A given utterance of 'I' has as its referent (=content) 

its utterer. 

(Youl) A given utterance of 'you' has as its referent 

(=content) the addressee. 

In the first part of this chapter I will show that each so-

called 'pure indexical' can be used in a way inconsistent with 

the meaning claim given for it above. 

The second class of cases involves a very different sort 

of use of deictics, an attributive use. With both the cases 

discussed in chapter 1 and the first class of cases I will 

discuss in this chapter, the contributions that the deictics 

make to the propositions they are used to express are objects. 
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Thus, all of these cases have in common the fact that the 

deictics are being used referentially. When used 

attributively the prepositional contribution of deictics are 

properties, not objects. With these cases I will show that 

the identification of contents with referents in the meaning 

claims above is wrong, for on their attributive use, the 

contents of deictics are comparable to the content of 

descriptive terms. Cases involving attributive uses of 

deictics are not limited to the so-called 'pure indexicals'; 

they can be found for all deictic terms. So, not only will I 

show that the meaning claims above are false, I will also show 

that the following meaning claims are false: 

(Shel) A given utterance of 'she' has as its referent 

(=content) the demonstrated female. 

(Hel) A given utterance of 'he' has as its referent 

(=content) the demonstrated male. 

(Thisl) A given utterance of 'this' has as its referent 

(=content) the demonstrated object relatively near 

the utterer. 

(Thatl) A given utterance of 'that' has as its referent 

(=content) the demonstrated object relatively 

distant from the utterer. 

(Therel) A given utterance of 'there' has as its referent 

(=content) the demonstrated location which does not 

include the utterer. 
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(Thenl) A given utterance of 'then' has as its referent 

(=content) the demonstrated period of time which 

does not include the time of utterance. 

As with the other meaning claims, these meaning claims 

identify the contents of the deictics with their referents. 

While such an identification is accurate for the referential 

use of a deictic, it cannot be maintained for all uses. In 

particular, it cannot be maintained for the attributive use of 

deictics. 

The conclusion that the attributive use of deictics is 

semantically significant is, I believe, one that can more 

easily be accepted after developing the problems Kaplan's 

theory has in dealing with the referential use of deictics. 

For this reason, I will begin with the cases involving the 

referential use of deictics. 

2.2 Not Going Far Enough: Kaplan 

One example given by Quentin Smith involves the use of 

'now' to refer to a time in which the utterance does not 

occur; 

Suppose a lecture is being given sUxjut Napoleon's 

invasion of Russia and the lecturer narrates in an 

emphatic tone the sequence of events: "Napoleon's 

troops are now advancing..." (1989, pp. 170-171)® 

•Kent Bach notes this use of now when he writes "In fact, 
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'Now', as uttered in the above, refers not to the time of 

utterance, but to the time of the purported advancement of 

Napoleon's troops. 

Here's another example involving 'here'. Suppose a 

lecture is being given about a deep ocean environment and the 

lecturer says 

(1) It is cold and dark here. 

The referent of 'here' is that part of the ocean being 

lectured about. 

A similar example can be given for 'today'. Suppose a 

lecture is being given about the Japanese attack on Pearl 

Harbor when the lecturer says 

(2) It is warm and sunny today. 

The referent of 'today' in this case is not the day of 

utterance. The lecturer has referred to December 7, 1941. 

Returning to the lecture on Napoleon, let us suppose that 

the lecturer takes Napoleon's perspective at one point and 

says 

(3) I foresee a great empire. 

In uttering the above in this context our lecturer has 

successfully referred to Napoleon. 

Finally, an alteration of this last case shows that 'you' 

can be used to refer to someone other than the addressee. 

one can use 'now' to refer to other times than the time of 
utterance, as in a narrative" (1987, p. 176 fn). 
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Suppose our lecturer has her students imagine that they are 

Napoleon atxjut to enter battle. She says 

(4) You are sure of your army's ability to win. 

While the lecturer is addressing her students, she has 

referred to Napoleon with 'you'. 

There are two objections which might be made to my claim 

that these cases are problems for Kaplan's theory. One 

response is that these cases are not the sort which Kaplan's 

theory is intended to account for; all the cases above share 

a peculiar characteristic not shared by those which Kaplan's 

discusses and that his theory is intended to handle. The 

shared characteristic is of course the fact that the speaker 

intends her audience to imagine something. This is only the 

beginning of the objection. It might further be argued that 

these cases are parallel to fiction and that the rules of 

interpretation appropriate to non-fictitious discourse are 

inappropriate for fiction. For instance, it seems plausible 

to say that proper names in works of fiction generally have no 

referents, but we interpret them as if they do in large part 

by imagining that the world is the way it has been described 

by the author. Similarly, the deictics in the cases above 

really have no referents, but the audience is asked to 

interpret them as if they do, again in large part by imagining 

that the world is the way the lecturer has asked (e.g., that 

the audience is at Pearl Harbor). 
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There is, I believe, little merit to this objection. For 

one thing, it is by no means clear that such things as proper 

names in works of fiction have no referents. I think a strong 

case can be made for taking a name such as 'Sherlock Holmes' 

as having a referent. So, the attempt to draw conclusions by 

drawing an analogy with what is a controversial subject 

results in an equally controversial conclusion. Second, and 

more importantly, our intuitions concerning these cases should 

be accounted for. As the objection would have it, there 

actually is no bearer of truth or falsity, no proposition, 

that our intuitions are about. Other things being equal, an 

explanation of those intuitions which involves the existence 

of something those intuitions are about is to be preferred 

over one which denies that there is something those intuitions 

are about. 

The second objection does not maintain as close an 

analogy to fictitious discourse as the first. Unlike fiction, 

the rules of interpretation for non-fictitious discourse do 

apply to the cases above. The deictics in these cases must, 

if they have been used successfully, have referents. But, 

their referents are not those things which I have claimed them 

to be. Rather, the deictics as uttered in the situations 

described have as their referents exactly what Kaplan's theory 

claims them to be. The referent of 'now' in Smith's example 

is the time of utterance, not the time of Napoleon's army's 



44 

advancement. The proposition expressed is the singular 

proposition which is true or false depending upon whether 

Napoleon's troops are advancing at the time of utterance. The 

referent of 'here' in the utterance of (l) is not that portion 

of the deep ocean being lectured on, but is the location of 

the lecturer and the singular proposition expressed is true or 

false depending upon whether that location is both cold and 

dark. The referent of 'today' in the utterance of (2) is the 

day of utterance, not December 7, 1941, and the singular 

proposition expressed is true or false depending upon whether 

the day of utterance is warm and sunny. The referent of 'I' 

in the utterance of (3) is the utterer, not Napoleon, and the 

singular proposition expressed will be true or false depending 

upon whether the utterer foresee a great empire. Finally, the 

referents of 'you' in the utterance of (4) are the addressees 

of the utterance®, not Napoleon, and the proposition expressed 

'Actually, it is not clear whether there are several 
referents or only one which has several members. There is no 
definitive answer to the question of what the content of a 
given utterance of 'you' is (i.e., a collection of individuals 
or the individuals themselves) as is attested to by the fact 
that with utterances of the following pair of sentences 'you' 
in one must have several referents while 'you' in the other 
must have only one referent with several members: 

(a) You should get to know each other. 
(b) You weigh three hundred pounds, (addressed to two people 

standing on a scale and whose combined weight is three 
hundred pounds) 

Since getting to know each other is a polyadic relation, 'you' 
in an appropriate utterance of (a) must have many more than 
one referent. While 'you' in the utterance of (b) must have 
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is true or false depending upon whether each addressee is sure 

of her army's ability to win. The objection continues by 

proposing that what I have claimed are the referents in these 

cases are really only elements of propositions which are 

implicated, but not expressed, by the utterances. The fact 

that the speaker intends her audience to imagine what she does 

in each case and that her audience understands that she 

intends them to do so facilitates the success of these 

implications. 

There are two things to say in response to this 

objection. The first response derives from the conclusion of 

chapter 1 concerning so-called 'pure indexicals' and 

demonstrations. There I argued that both 'now' and 'here' 

require demonstrations in order to have referents (if any 

deictics do). I also noted that what constitutes the 

demonstration must be under the control of the utterer. 

Supporting this conclusion is the fact that the sentence 'It 

is cold here' can be uttered in a single location and yet be 

used to express any one of a number of different propositions. 

This is so in virtue of the fact that 'here' can be used to 

as its referent the collection of the individuals on the 
scale, for it is only this collection which weighs three 
hundred pounds. 

I tend to favor the many referents view of 'you' in the 
utterance of (4) for the purpose of spelling out this 
objection. The reason for this is that individuals, not 
collections, are the agents of beliefs and there is more than 
one individual being addressed. 
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refer to any one of a nxomber of locations. When uttered in 

the lecture hall it may be used to refer to the lecture hall. 

The most plausible explanation within Kaplan's theory that we 

have of this fact is that the very walls of the lecture hall 

serve as an opportune demonstration of the lecture hall. 

However, it is only the case that 'here' can be used to refer 

to the lecture hall in this case, not that it must. Even with 

the demonstration (i.e., the walls of the lecture hall) still 

present, 'here' might be used to refer to a location other 

than the lecture hall. Because of this, we might say that in 

such a case either the walls of the lecture hall are not a 

demonstration, or that they are, but that the demonstration is 

dormant (i.e., plays no role in the determination of 

reference) and a different demonstration is actively 

determining reference. Whichever of these we choose, the only 

obvious reason that the walls of the lecture hall determine 

reference in one case but not in another is that the utterer's 

intentions are different in the cases. 

We can apply these observations to the objector's claim 

that the deictics have referents in the cases at hand. The 

objection must allow that there is a demonstration of the 

referent of 'now' in Smith's case. But, as was just noted, 

for that demonstration to be a demonstration or an active 

demonstration of the referent the utterer must have an 

intention (or set of intentions) which makes it a 
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demonstration or which makes this demonstration, rather than 

another, an active demonstration. So, the objection must 

allow that the utterer intends to demonstrate one time rather 

than another, and to demonstrate this time with one 

demonstration rather than another. 

The problem with this is that it is reasonable to think 

that in Smith's case the utterer has no such intention. That 

such an intention does not have to be present for the 

utterance to make sense is supported by two facts. One fact 

is that the objection maintains that there is a 

conversationally implicated proposition which has as an 

element the time of Napoleon's army's advancement. This 

proposition is conversationally implicated by expressing a 

singular proposition containing a specific time. As I argued 

in chapter 1, Kaplan must accept the fact that 'now' can be 

used to refer to any one of a great number of times during 

which its utterance is made. The same must be true of 'now' 

in Smith's case on the objector's description of that case. 

So, there are many singular propositions which even the 

objector must accept might have been expressed, each 

containing a different temporal period. No one of these 

periods seems to be crucial for the implication of the 

proposition which I claim has been expressed, but which the 

objector claims has been implicated. 

The second supporting consideration concerns the nature 
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of conversational implicature. Conversational implicature 

worKs in general the exploitation of an inferential connection 

between the proposition expressed and the conversationally 

implicated proposition.^" While it may be that the inference 

to the conversationally implicated proposition could be made 

from any of several propositions, what we have in the 

objector's alternative explanation of Smith's case is the idea 

that any time whatsoever is sufficient for the inference to 

the conversationally implicated proposition to be inferred. 

I see this as a weakness in the objection for there is then no 

way to explain how the inference to the proposition concerning 

the time of Napoleon's army's advancement can be made. In 

positing a particular conversational implicature, the theorist 

should be able to explain why one proposition rather than 

another is inferred. It would be impossible to give such an 

explanation unless the proposition expressed were relevant to 

the conversationally implicated proposition. In this case, 

the time the objector claims has been literally referred to 

should bear some relation of relevance to the time of 

^°There are, of course, conversational implicatures which 
have been standardized. In such cases the inference which is 
triggered by the apparent flouting of one of the maxims of 
conversation is short-circuited as is the case with the 
interrogative 

Can you pass the salt (pepper, poi, etc.)? 

which is standardly used to request that the salt (pepper, 
poi, etc.) be passed. 



49 

Napoleon's army's advancement. But, of the times that the 

objector allows as possible referents of the utterance of 

'now' in Smith's case, there is no time which bears such 

relation to the time of Napoleon's army's advancement. Thus, 

there is no time referred to on the objector's view which is 

relevant to the time which is claimed to be an element of the 

conversationally implicated proposition. 

The second response to the objection also has to do with 

the fact that it is doubtful that the speaker has any specific 

referential intention other than the intention to refer to the 

time of Napoleon's army's advancement. Without such an 

intention it cannot be true to say that there is a 

demonstration of any time other than the time of the 

advancement. As I have stressed, if it is to successfully 

refer, an utterance of 'now' must be accompanied by a 

demonstration as much as 'this' or any other demonstrative. 

It follows from this and the endorsement of Kaplan's theory 

that without a demonstration of some time other than the time 

of advancement there is no reference to any time which the 

objector claims is the actual referent of 'now'. Thus, even 

if the first objection could be met by showing that the 

proposition expressed could be used to conversationally 

implicate the proposition concerning the time of Napoleon's 

troops' advancement, the objector still has to show that there 

is both an intention to demonstrate a time which includes the 
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time of utterance and a successful demonstration of that time. 

The failure to refer to a time which includes the moment 

of utterance should not be confused with a case where the 

referent is extremely vague. Kaplan and others have noted 

that both 'now' and 'here' can be used to refer to times and 

places where those times and places are not sharply 

delineated. By itself, this poses no problem for Kaplan's 

theory. Though, in conjunction with the fact that 'now' and 

'here' can also be used to refer to times and places which are 

sharply delineated it does pose a problem for Kaplan's theory, 

for we should wonder how this would be possible were the 

referents of 'now' and 'here' solely determined by their 

linguistic meanings and contextual parameters. What we have 

in Smith's case is not a case where there is reference to a 

particularly fuzzy time which includes the moment of 

utterance. Rather, what we have is a complete failure to 

refer to any time which includes the moment of utterance. As 

such, it is akin to a case where someone utters 'now' with no 

intention to refer to and demonstrate any span of time, fuzzy 

or not. 

The above discussion applies mutatis mutandis to example 

(1) where 'here' is used to refer to a location which does not 

include the utterer. Added to the absence of a plausible 

explanation for how reference to this location is achieved in 

a way consistent with Kaplan's theory is Reimer's observation. 
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mentioned in chapter 1, that an utterer of 'here' may 

demonstrate an area in her proximity but which does include 

her and refer to that location in making her utterance. So, 

we already have a use of 'here' where neither the speaker nor 

hearer must imagine the world to be different from the way it 

is in order for communication to be successful but which does 

constitute a counterexample to (Herel). 

The issues surrounding the use of 'today' to refer to a 

day other than the day of utterance differ from those 

surrounding 'now' and 'here'. If the reader will recall my 

comments concerning 'today' in chapter 1, we saw that the need 

for a demonstration to accompany an utterance of 'today', if 

it is to have a determinate referent, is not as apparent as it 

is in the cases of 'now' and 'here'. The argument that an 

utterance of 'today' does so require a demonstration relied 

upon the fact that had we partitioned days in a slightly 

different way no utterance of 'today' would have the same 

referent as any actual utterance of 'today'. Though this 

argument is not conclusive, when combined with the observation 

that other so-called 'pure indexicals' require demonstrations 

on their occasions of utterance I believe it is sufficient to 

shift the burden of proof to those who would deny that an 

utterance of 'today' must be accompanied by a demonstration. 

My response to the first objection as applied to Smith's 

case and case (1) did not rely on features peculiar to those 
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cases, so that objection has been met for all of the cases 

above. The same cannot be said for my response to the second 

objection. That response relied heavily upon the fact that it 

is implausible to suppose that in either the utterance of 

'now' or the utterance of 'here', the utterer demonstrated any 

time or place other than the one which I claim has been 

referred to. This is because there is no reason to suppose 

that the utterer intends to demonstrate any time or place 

other than the one which I claim has been referred to. While 

I have argued that utterances of 'today' must be accompanied 

by demonstrations, that argument only shifted the burden of 

proof. Every actual utterance of 'today' will have one or 

another calendar day as its referent and so it is open to the 

objector to maintain that it is not clear that the utterer 

must have an intention to demonstrate a particular day. 

Unlike utterances of 'now' and 'here', one can maintain that 

the referent of 'today' is determinate on any particular 

occasion of use in the way described by (Todayl). So, case 

(2) can be explained by maintaining that in uttering 'today' 

the speaker refers to the day of utterance and 

conversationally implicates a proposition about the day of the 

attack on Pearl Harbor with the proposition she expressed in 

making her utterance. 

While this explanation does defuse the worries about the 

absence of the relevant referential intentions which I used in 
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my response to the explanation as applied to Smith's case and 

case (1), it fails to answer the worries concerning the 

intentions relevant to the conversational implicature. There 

is still the problem concerning the relationship between the 

proposition which the objector maintains is expressed by the 

utterance and the proposition purportedly implicated. The 

case will work no matter what the day of utterance is and so 

it is implausible to suppose that the speaker has an intention 

to conversationally implicate a proposition involving the day 

of attack on Pearl Harbor by expressing a proposition 

involving the day of her utterance. 

The third problem is one which I take to be the most 

telling against the proposal that the cases involve reference 

in accordance with Kaplan's theory. Let us suppose that the 

above worries concerning the conversational implicature 

explanation can be dealt with. That is, let us suppose that 

the cases I have presented really do involve conversational 

implicatures from the singular propositions which Kaplan's 

theory maintains are expressed to the propositions I claim are 

expressed. It should be that these propositions can be 

conversationally implicatured by utterances of sentences which 

do not contain deictics, but which do express the same 

singular propositions. For example, it should be that the 

utterer of (2) could have instead uttered 

(5) It is warm and sunny on June 10, 1996, 
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and thereby express the same proposition as she expressed in 

her utterance of (2)." If the objector's claim that there 

is a conversational implicature were correct, then it should 

be that the same implicature can be made in uttering (5). 

However, it is clear that uttering (5) in virtually the same 

context" as that in which the utterance of (2) was made does 

not result in the communication of the proposition that it 

is/was warm and sunny on December 7, 1941. The absence of the 

conversational implicature which the objector claims is the 

source of the proposition concerning December 7, 1941 

indicates that there is no such implicature in the original 

case. 

At this point I would like to briefly discuss the 

possible use of Francois Recanati's (1993) truth-conditional 

pragmatic theory to deal with the above cases. While I will 

^^For an argument that date neunes are directly referential 
see my paper "Compositional Names". Though, I should 
emphasize that the conclusion that date names are directly 
referential is not essential to the objection I am raising 
here. All that is needed is the replacement of the deictic 
term with a name for the object which the deictic is said to 
refer to. Contrary to what others have argued (e.g., Howard 
Wettstein (1977)), the propositions expressed by utterances 
involving deictics can be expressed by utterances of sentences 
which do not contain deictics. So, we might baptize June 10, 
1996 with the name 'Bob' and use this directly referring name 
to express the same proposition as 'Today is sunny' uttered on 
June 10, 1996. 

say virtually the same context because I take the 
words uttered to be part of context, and we are here supposing 
that different words are uttered. However, this does not seem 
to me to be a problem for there is no reason to think that the 
supposed conversational implicature relies upon anything other 
than the proposition expressed. 



55 

deal in detail with the application of that theory to the 

attributive use of deictics, it is worth mentioning why his 

theory cannot be used to defend the meaning claims against the 

cases I have presented. Recanati argues that what is said 

(i.e. the proposition expressed) by an utterance of a sentence 

containing a referential term may not contain the referent of 

that referential term. Instead, a different object may be 

contributed to the proposition expressed via pragmatic 

processes. According to Recanati, for example, it is possible 

to utter 

(6) The ham sandwich is getting restless, 

and thereby express a proposition about the person who, say, 

ordered the ham sandwich in a restaurant. This proposition is 

not, as many would claim, conversationally implicatured by the 

expression of the absurd proposition that the ham sandwich is 

getting restless. Instead, it is to be identified as what is 

said in uttering (6); that is, it is the proposition expressed 

by uttering (6). The orderer of the ham sandwich is 

contributed to the proposition expressed by bearing a relation 

to the ham sandwich which is the referent of the phrase 'the 

ham sandwich' and the occurrence of a metonymical shift from 

the ham sandwich to its orderer. So too might it be claimed 

that the referents of the deictics in the cases above are as 

Kaplan would have it. Where Recanati's theory diverges from 

Kaplan's is that these referents are not themselves 
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contributed to the propositions expressed. Instead, other 

objects are contributed by bearing relations to the referents 

of the deictics. 

It should be clear that the objections I raised above to 

the implicature account are appliceible here as well. First, 

we can point out that the proposition expressed in, for 

instance, Smith's case could have been expressed by uttering 

the very same sentence at virtually any time. So, there is 

nothing peculiar to the supposed referent of 'now' (i.e., the 

time of utterance) because of which it bears a relation to the 

time of Napoleon's troops' advancement that other times do 

not. So, there is nothing to trigger a metonymical shift from 

the supposed referent of 'now' to the time of Napoleon's 

troops' advancement. Second, as I have shown, in order for 

'now' to have the referent Kaplan claims it does, there needs 

to be a demonstration of that time, and the same is true for 

the Recanatian account. But again, there is nothing about the 

case as described which makes it plausible to suppose that 

there is a demonstration of any other time than the time of 

Napoleon's troops advancement. 

2.3 Going Too Far; Smith 

In this section I will address Smith's discussion of the 

many uses to which deictics can be put to. With Kaplan we 

have seen a failure to recognize the significance such uses 
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have with respect to a semantic theory of deictics. With 

Smith we have what can be described as the opposite problem, 

that being the problem of failing to recognize that not all 

uses of deictics are significant with respect to a semantic 

theory of deictics. Below are some of the cases Smith 

considers along with his comments. 

(A) In the course of writing an article I inscribe the 
sentence "Now I am going to prove the bundle theory 
of objects is false". "Now" is used as an adverb 
of "going to prove" but it is not used to indicate 
the time at which I am going to prove the theory 
false. Rather, it is used to indicate the point in 
my argument at which I am going to undertake the 
proof. ...after inscribing this sentence I could 
put down my pen and retiarn to writing out the proof 
a week later, without falsifying the inscription. 
(1989, p. 175) 

(B) "I will stop here" is sometimes used to indicate 
that I will cease my motion at the place I am 
presently occupying. But on other occasions it is 
used to indicate that I will cease my lecture with 
these words, or that I will stop reading my book at 
this passage, or that I will stop playing the music 
at these bars. (This latter example shows that 
'here' and 'now' in some uses can refer to the very 
same item—a point in a musical composition.) In 
none of the above described instances does "here" 
refer to a spatial region... (1989, p. 181) 

(C) Vallicella's examples [of the use of 'I' to refer 
to impersonal items] are "I am out of gas" and "I 
am out of ammunition", which refer respectively to 
a car and a gxin. ... I-sentences like "I am out of 
gas" can only be used (literally) to refer to 
something other than the speaker. This is because 
the predicates of these sentences are applicable 
only to items of an impersonal sort; only machines 
can be literally out of gas and only guns can be 
literally out of ammunition. (1989, p. 185) 

Smith concludes from such examples not only that the 
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going theory of deictics is inadequate, but also that there 

are different semantic rules governing the various uses of 

deictics. That is, for a given deictic there is not a single 

rule by which reference is achieved from context to context. 

Rather, there are several rules, each appropriate to a type of 

use. Which rule it is that applies to a given utterance is 

determined by a metarule that applies in all contexts. 

I think that there is little to be said in defense of 

Smith's approach, for it seems to me to be a grave error in 

theorizing to posit what amounts to a different meaning for 

each type of use that a word, deictic or otherwise, has. The 

suggestion that there is a single metarule governing which 

meaning it is that is selected for in a given case is an 

attempt to satisfy Grice's modified Occam's Razor (Do not 

postulate meanings beyond what is necessary) through ad hoc 

means. Ultimately, the metarule is nothing more than a list 

of the different rules Smith has postulated. 

Happily, the issues Smith raises need not be settled on 

methodological grounds alone. The reason for this is that his 

comments concerning the uses of 'now', 'here', and 'I' in the 

above cases are misguided. Looking at case (A) we can wonder 

whether 'now' is being used to refer to something other than 

a time. Smith's own description of the referent, "the point 

in my argument at which I am going to undertake the proof" 

seems to me to be a description of nothing other than a time. 
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Argxunents and proofs are expressed over time, so there is no 

difficulty in understanding reference to a point in an 

argxoment as being a reference to a point in time. That there 

is an abstract notion of proofs and argiaments which lacks this 

temporal element is no help to Smith, for were this the notion 

at work in (A) the use of 'now' would be inappropriate. The 

evidence that Smith offers to support his claim that 'now' is 

being used to refer to something other than a time, that being 

that there could be a lengthy break between the inscription of 

'now' and the mentioned proof, is both weak and puzzling 

coming from Smith. It is weak because in his argiament Smith 

considers only one particular period of time as a candidate 

for a temporal referent of "now". Implicit in Smith's 

argxment is the assumption that if "now" refers to any time, 

then it refers to the time of utterance. But as I have shown, 

this assumption is false. What is puzzling about Smith's 

argument is that the assumed premise is the very claim he is 

concerned with arguing against, so one would expect that Smith 

would consider other temporal periods as possible referents of 

"now". Smith spends several pages discussing uses of 'now' to 

refer to times other than the time of utterance (remember that 

the first example of this chapter is Smith's) and is in a good 

position to appreciate the flexibility with which 'now' can be 

used to refer to temporal periods. 

The guestion which now must be answered is what temporal 
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period is referred to in (A). I think Smith is right in 

saying it is not the immediate time of the inscription of 

'now'. It is also the case that it is not the lengthier 

period of time which includes the inscription of both 'now' 

and the mentioned proof. While it is true that the original 

inscription involving 'now' would be true were this the time 

referred to, it would be ad hoc to suppose that it is, 

particularly since the inscriber might just as easily have 

returned earlier or later and we would not want to say that 

the referent of "now" varied accordingly. In fact, I think 

the referent of 'now' is the time of reading. That 

reference to the time of reading is possible in this way can 

be seen from the following example: Suppose I buy a tape 

recording of relaxation techniques. A few minutes into 

listening to the tape, the soothing voice of the instructor 

says "Close your eyes now". Obviously, the referent of "now" 

on this particular playing of the tape is not the time at 

which the recording was made. The instruction being given 

certainly couldn't be that I am to make it the case that my 

eyes are closed at some time which has already passed. It is 

perfectly clear that I am to close my eyes upon hearing the 

recording. If I should not do so within a few moments of 

"This description is, of course, indefinite for the same 
reason the description 'the time of utterance' is. The period 
of time referred to is, in this case, not sharply delineated, 
but we can understand that it is only a few moments long. 
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hearing the instruction, I will have failed to comply with the 

instruction. 

Smith is also wrong to describe case (B) as a case where 

'here' is used to refer to something other than a spatial 

location. Just as there is a temporal component to our 

conception of arguments and proofs, there is a spatial 

component to our conception of such things as lectures. We 

often thinJc of time in spatial terms, so it should come as no 

surprise that something which occurs over time, such as a 

lecture, is also thought to have spatial segments. Perhaps 

the ordinary conception of time which allows us to speak of 

such things as time lines is inaccurate (though, the 

identification of space and time is not exactly alien to 

physical theories), but even if it is, we do not have a reason 

for altering our semantic framework. It would be bizarre to 

think that empirical facts as what the nature of time is 

(e.g., whether spatial notions apply to it) have a bearing on 

the semantics of deictic terms. 

Smith might object by pointing out that the utterances he 

describes are literally true or false regardless of whether 

time is spatial, and so I am wrong to think that the fact that 

we think of time in spatial terms is relevant. It is 

^*Here, I am only making a claim about character. What 
the referent of an utterance of 'that' is is certainly an 
empirical matter. What I am denying is that an utterance of 
'here' can be intentionally used to refer to something which 
is recognized as non-spatial. 
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important to see that such an objection makes a mistake which 

I think is fairly common in theorizing about language. The 

main body of data the philosopher of language works with are 

our intuitions concerning the truth and falsity of various 

claims. A theory of language should model those intuitions; 

whether a particular utterance of a sentence expresses a truth 

is irrelevant to the question of whether the theory is correct 

or not. To see this, consider what the proper approach is to 

the language of the alchemists who made claims about the 

world, many of which turned out to be false. A theory of the 

meanings of the alchemists' utterances should be evaluated 

according to how well it models the alchemists' intuitions 

regarding the truth of those utterances and not according to 

whether it entails the actual truth of those utterances. 

Likewise, it may be that the utterances described in (B) are 

false, but this is consistent with our intuitions that they 

are true and it is those intuitions which are based upon a 

spatial understanding of time. 

As far as Smith's comments in (C) are concerned, I am in 

complete disagreement. It is perfectly acceptable to take 

utterances of 'I am out of gas' and 'I am out of ammunition' 

to be claims about the utterer to the effect that she is out 

of gas and that she is out of ammunition. Both gas and 

ammunition are things that people, not just machines, can be 

out of in a literal sense. Compare these sentences to 'I am 
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out of money'. If we were to carry Smith's comments over to 

utterances of this sentence, we should say that in uttering it 

a speaker is not referring to herself, but to her wallet, for 

wallets are where money is stored and only wallets can 

literally be out of money. The fact that 'I am out of gas' 

can be used literally to express a proposition about the 

utterer, to the effect that she is out of gas, is supported by 

the fact that a gas station attendant can utter this sentence 

in reply to a request for gas. Smith might claim that the 

attendant is referring to the gas station tanks. But suppose 

the attendant were to utter this sentence when the station's 

tanks were empty, but there were barrels containing gas at the 

station. Our motorist could, if she were to discover this, 

rightfully complain that the gas station attendant has not 

told the truth. This is not because the gas station attendant 

conversationally implicates that there is no gas available by 

literally expressing the proposition that the tanks are empty, 

but because the gas station attendant has literally denied 

that he has any gas whatsoever (at least at the gas 

station"). 

While I do not think that the "I-sentences" Smith 

"It is possible to truthfully utter such sentences as 'I 
am out of money' when one does not have any money on one's 
person, but when one does have money in one's bank account. 
Likewise, the owner of an oil refinery may truthfully utter 'I 
am out of gas' when she has millions of gallons of gas at her 
refinery. 



64 

discusses are, when taken to be claims about the utterer, 

literally absurd, there are other cases which are more 

suitable for the point Smith is attempting to make. One such 

case is discussed by Geoff Nunberg (1993, pp. 39-40). It 

appears that someone may utter 

(7) I am parked out back 

and thereby say that his car is parked out back. From his 

remarks in (C) I think it is safe to say that Smith would 

claim that in making his utterance, our speaker has not 

referred to himself with 'I', but to his car, for only cars 

can be parked. I might add that even if people could 

literally be parked, where the speaker is is irrelevant to the 

truth of his assertion, which is true or false depending upon 

where his car is. However, I think Nunberg is correct when he 

denies that there is reference to a car in this case. There 

are two reasons that Nunberg gives that I agree support this 

denial. One reason is that if '1' were used to refer to the 

utterer's car, then it should also do so in an utterance of 

(8) I, who am a good tipper, am parked out back. 

But it can't be that 'I' is so used to refer to a car, for a 

car cannot be a good tipper. Obviously, the speaker is saying 

of himself that he is a good tipper and is doing so by 

referring to himself with 'I'. The second reason is that it 

is possible to express the same proposition as an utterance of 

(7) expresses using a proper name. Suppose Nunberg utters 
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(7); I can express what Nunberg expressed by uttering 

(9) Geoff is parked out back. 

Unless we are willing to allow that 'Geoff is used to refer 

to a car, we should take this the utterance of (8) to express 

a singular proposition which contains Geoff Nunberg, not his 

car. 

Without going into too much detail, Nunberg suggests that 

instead of taking 'Z' to refer to a car in an utterance of 

(6), the speaker, in virtue of having a car which is parked 

out back, inherits a secondary property, that of being-parked-

out-back, and predicates that property of himself. I am 

sympathetic to this explanation, for it, unlike Smith's 

suggestion that 'I' is being used to refer to something other 

than the speaker, is able to deal not only with utterances of 

(6), but with utterances of (7) and (8) as well. 

So ends my discussion of the variety of referential uses 

"Notice that both of these considerations can be used to 
show that the referent of 'I' in the utterance of 'I am out of 
gas' is the utterer, not a car. I can utter the following 

(i) I, who am out of money, am out of gas, 
and (ii) Stephan is out of gas. 
In both cases the referent is clearly myself, not my car. The 
ability to sensically utter (i) shows that the referent of 'I' 
is probably myself, if I am the utterer. The utterance of 
(ii) shows that Smith's theory concerning the meanings of 
deictic terms is faulty, for that theory makes a meaning claim 
concerning deictics which cannot be applied to proper names. 
So, even if Smith were correct in his claim that gas is 
something only cars can be out of, we have good reason to 
reject his explanation for how it is that 'I' can be used to 
refer to a car for (ii), which involves a proper name, 
parallels one of the cases which is used to motivate that 
explanation, an explanation which cannot be applied to (ii). 
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Of deictic terms. I have tried to show that the cases I have 

presented should be explained by a semantic theory of 

deictics, rather than swept aside with the promise of being 

explained (at some later time) in terms of conversational 

implicatures. I have also shown that Kaplan's theory, which 

is often defended against such cases with a passing reference 

to Gricean mechanisms of communication, is unable to account 

for such cases. Finally, I have shown that Smith, who 

recognizes the relevance that such cases have upon a theory of 

deictics, fails in his attempt to present a plausible theory 

of how it is that deictics can be used in the way they can. 

This failure is perhaps in part due to Smith's failure to 

distinguish uses of deictics which should be handled by a 

theory of deictics from uses which should be handled within a 

broader theory of communication. My next task is to discuss 

another set of cases which have been for the most part 

overlooked in the literature (Smith's discussion of deictics 

is, surprisingly, not an exception). This is the attributive 

use of deictics mentioned in the introduction to this chapter. 

2.4 The Examples 

(10) Suppose that Jim introduces himself to Melanie, 
saying, "Hi, I am Jim"...The information which 
Melanie gets, and which Jim intends to convey, is 
not that Jim is Jim,, but that the person talking 
to Melanie is Jim. (Barwise and Perry 1983, p. 200) 

(11) I once called a colleague at his home at a time 
when he was expecting a call from his mother. He 



67 

was surprised to hear my voice: "Oh, I thought you 
were my mother." <...> It is clear that my 
colleague did not hold a de re belief of me that I 
was his mother; the content of you can be 
paraphrased as "the person calling." (Nunberg 1990, 
p. 38) 

(12) In the Movie The Year of Living Dangerously, Mel Gibson 
plays a reporter in Sukarno's Indonesia who is looking 
for a shipment of arms destined for the local communists; 
who will kill him if they find out he is on to them. He 
is interviewing a warehouse manager, who tells him, ^I 
have seen no such shipment. And you should be careful; 
I might have been a communist'...The content of I...^is 
^the person to whom you are addressing these questions 
(whoever that may be)'. (ibid.) 

(13) When we see a sign at the side of the road that says YOU 
ARE ENTERING BEDFORD FALLS, for example, we take the 
token of you as equivalent to a description of the form 
"whoever is reading this under certain presumptive 
conditions". (Nunberg 1991, p. 18) 

(14) Suppose that a New Yorker at a cocktail party learns that 
the person he is talking to comes from Montana and says 

(X) Youse are incapable of understanding why somebody 
would want to live in a big city. (^Youse' here is 
the plural *you'.) 

The most reasonable interpretation of (X) is one in which 
the pronoun contributes a property. Of course this is 
not the same property contributed by the meaning of the 
expression. We couldn't paraphrase (X) by (Y): 

(Y) People including the addressee of this 
utterance are incapable of understanding why 
somebody would want to live in a big city. 

Rather, the property is some other property that is 
independently exemplified by the addressee—say of 
being a Montanan or Westerner or hick or whatever. 
...we could offer a paraphrase of (X) without using 
an indexical expression: 

(X') Montanans are incapable of understanding why 
somebody would want to live in a big city. 

(15) John is giving me my first chess lesson; I have just made 
a dubious move. He says: ^According to Horowitz, you 
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often get in troxible with that move.'...It is improbable 
that Horowitz has said anything about what often happens 
to me when I play PxP in this position... [The pronoun 
*you'] has the interpretation ^whoever makes that move 
that you have just made when in this position'. 
(Nunberg, 1991, p. 16) 

These examples have been extensively discussed by 

Francois Recanati (1993) in his attempt to meet the challenge 

that they pose for his theory, which is a direct reference 

theory, of deictics. Recanati's discussion is both 

sophisticated and thought-provoking, and it is for this reason 

that I will deal in detail with his attempts to accommodate 

the attributive use of deictics within a direct reference 

framework. 

2.5 De Re Modes of Presentation 

So that the reader is able to fully understand the 

analyses presented so far, it is necessary to describe his 

theory of de re modes of presentation. It is to this which I 

now turn. 

Recanati spends a good deal of effort developing his 

notions of de re modes of presentation. The following is his 

summary of just what these notions are: 

... the general category of de re modes of 
presentation is best characterized in terms of the 
notion of information: for something to be thought 
of under a de re mode of presentation, the subject 
must possess information about it. This 
information may be purely descriptive, provided it 
is information. (Here I rely on standard accounts 
of information, according to which there is no 
information without a causal link between the 
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information-bearer and that which the information 
concerns.) A de re mode of presentation may thus 
be conceived of as (a pointer to) an information 
file. De re modes of presentation so characterized 
have two properties: their reference is determined 
(in part) relationally, as that from which the 
information derives, and the reference-determining 
condition is not among the truth-conditions of the 
thought (truth-conditional irrelevance).. .There is, 
however, a stronger notion, corresponding to a 
particular species of de re modes of presentation 
whose non-descriptive character is overdetermined: 
they are non-descriptive in the sense that they 
essentially involve non-descriptive (iconic) 
information. Since iconic information is typically 
information derived from perception, the stronger 
notion is that of a ^perception-based' mode of 
presentation ...the psychological modes of 
presentation expressed by indexicals. (p. 119) 

Recanati calls the weaker notion of a de re concept an 

^encyclopedia entry'. The notion of an encyclopedia entry is 

similar to Grice's notion of a dossier, and in fact Recanati 

seems to use the terms interchangeably. Here is an example of 

how a dossier is formed: Suppose I am interested in obtaining 

information about the inventor of the zip. Before I start 

collecting information, I create a file named, appropriately 

enough, *the inventor of the zip'. In it I put information 

allegedly about the inventor of the zip. When he was born, 

what color his hair was, who he married, etc. 

Given the nature of the descriptions which go into the 

dossier (they are intended to be informative, not 

satisf actional) there is a sense in which the dossier is about 

the object which the information is information about. 

Recanati argues that such dossiers, when they contain 
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information about some object, are de re concepts in a weak 

sense. Thus, my dossier "the inventor of the zip" may contain 

information which is about a person who did not in fact invent 

the zip. In this case, the dossier is a de re concept of that 

person in virtue of containing information about him. It is 

information about him in virtue of its having been passed 

along an appropriate causal chain from him to me and the fact 

that it is supposed to be about a specific individual who is 

not determined in virtue of satisfying the descriptions. 

Because the descriptions came to me along an appropriate 

causal chain, they are related to a certain person. Because 

the descriptions are supposed to be informative about a 

certain person (as opposed to satisfied by someone or other), 

my concept of him is non-descriptive. 

This story of how non-descriptiveness is achieved via a 

multiplicity of descriptions does indeed have some 

plausibility. The following are the conditions sufficient for 

an agent, X, to have a dossier as quoted by Recanati: 

X has a dossier for a definite description 8 if 
there is a set of definite description which 
includes S, all the members of which X 
supposes... to be satisfied by one and the same 
item. (Grice, 1969, p. 140) 

There is one last aspect of Recanati's theory of de re 

concepts which I need to present here since he makes use of it 

in his analysis of (11). It is the notion of a tentatively de 

re concept. A de re concept is a tentative de re concept when 



it is opened with the expectation that information will be 

added soon and "it becomes a genuine de re concept as soon as 

information is added to it". (p. 305) 

2.6 Recanati's Analyses 

Recanati's analysis of (10) is that although a concept is 

involved, it is not a descriptive one as Nunberg claims, 

rather, (10) involves a de re concept. The speaker, he says, 

intends that Melanie think the (informative) thought "That guy 

is Jim". In this thought occurs the de re concept under which 

Melanie thinks of the man who is talking to her. This concept 

includes the descriptive concept "the person talking", but it 

is not identical to it. 

In the case of (11), Recanati claims that there are four 

different concepts associated with ^you'; (i) the descriptive 

concept ^person to whom this utterance is addressed', 

conventionally expressed by ^you'; (ii) the de re concept 

^Nunberg', which includes (i) as a constituent; (iii) the de 

re concept *maker of this phone call', which includes (ii) as 

a constituent; and finally (iv) the ancestor of (iii), namely 

the tentative de re concept ^maker of this phone call' which 

occurred in the speaker's thought at t^ [the time at which the 

phone starts to ring], (p. 305) When the telephone begins 

ringing, a dossier "maker of this call" is opened. In it is 

expected to go the information "is my mother". After hearing 
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the caller's voice, "is Nunberg" is added to the dossier 

instead of "is my mother". Recanati then suggests that "the 

pronoun ^you' straightforwardly expresses the speaker's de re 

concept of Nunberg (i.e. the de re concept under which the 

speaker thinks of the addressee), and metonymically expresses 

the de re concept "maker of this phone call", which includes 

the speaker's concept of Nunberg. 

In the case of (12), Recanati suggests that ^might' 

should be given an epistemic interpretation. What is said 

could then be paraphrased as ^For all you know, I might be a 

communist'. * I' need not be taken as anything but 

interpretively singular. 

In the case of (13), Recanati claims that the descriptive 

material which Nunberg claims is part of what is said is 

actually a condition for being the addressee of the utterance 

and as such this condition is no more part of what is said 

than is the condition of being the person addressed by any 

other utterance of *you'. The only thing which this implies 

is that the reader of the sign must understand that she is 

reading it under the appropriate circumstances in order to 

understand that what is said is the singular proposition which 

contains herself and the property of entering Bedford Falls. 

Recanati also criticizes Nunberg for making the false 

assumption that the speaker, in order to express a singular 

proposition, must be able to grasp the utterance, (p. 306) 
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Recanati does not actually offer an analysis of the 

utterance in (14). He points out that the deictic involved is 

plural, while his theory is concerned only with singular 

reference to particulars, not a group. He does suggest that 

direct reference to the class of Montanans may be possible 

without referring to the individual members of Montanans. 

Recanati finds that a modification of his theory is 

needed in order to analyze (15) within a direct reference 

framework. I will discuss Recanati's modified theory in a 

later section of this chapter. 

2.7 The Inadequacy of Recanati's Analyses 

I can find no problem specific to Recanati's analysis of 

(10). This does not mean, however, that I am in agreement 

with it. In the next section, I will develop general 

criticisms of Recanati's analyses, some of which will show 

that his theory of de re modes of presentation is implausible. 

In his analysis of (11) Recanati uses the notion of a 

tentatively de re concept. This concept is used to explain 

why it seems that a descriptive concept other than ^the person 

to whom this utterance is addressed' is involved in the 

example. Upon hearing the phone ring, the speaker thinks the 

descriptive thought ^This must be my mother' about whoever 

satisfies the descriptive concept ^the person making the phone 

call'. And as Recanati states in his analysis of (11), it is 
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this tentatively de re concept which the speaker ascribes to 

his former self. 

The problem is that there is no reason why there would be 

any delay between the time a tentatively de re concept is 

formed and the time when information is added to it, if that 

information could be the title of the dossier. In the case of 

the dossier "the maker of this call", the information is the 

maker of this call should, even in the absence of any other 

information, go into the dossier. The sufficient conditions 

given above for having a dossier allow for the possibility of 

a dossier having as an entry the information in its title and 

nothing Recanati says rules this possibility out. If the 

information is the maker of this phone call, readily at hand 

at the time of the dossier's formation, is entered into the 

dossier at that time, then it is doubtful that there would 

ever be such a descriptive concept as "the person making this 

phone call" as Recanati claims there is in (11). 

I agree with Recanati that in the case of (12), the 

warehouse manager could be expressing a proposition about what 

could be true about himself given the epistemic state of the 

reporter. (12) cannot, I think, be taken as a counterexample 

to the general claim that deictics are directly referential. 

However, given Recanati's theory, it could also be that the 

description Nunberg claims is expressed is involved in the 

utterance. That is, given Recanati's theory, it could be that 
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the utterance involves a synecdochic shift of the sort which 

he claims takes place in (11). Thus, the example is still a 

problem for Recanati's theory since the interpretation which 

Recanati must allow as a possible one cannot actually be 

accounted for by his theory due to problems which I will 

discuss in the next section. 

Recanati's analysis of (13) may also create a problem for 

his theory. While I agree with Recanati when he says that a 

speaker can express a proposition which she does not 

understand, I do not see how Recanati can consistently say 

this given his claim that "what is said ...[is] consciously 

accessible", (p. 248) Perhaps this is due to a naive 

understanding of what conscious accessibility amounts to, but 

I can find nothing Recanati says which qualifies this notion 

in such a way that the sign (or the creator of the sign) can 

both be unable to grasp the proposition expressed and have 

conscious accessibility to that proposition. I will not 

pursue this problem any further, however, since its source 

lies too far outside of the scope of this chapter. 

As I said earlier, Recanati does not offer an analysis of 

(14). There are two possible problems with his suggestion 

that a group is referred to without reference to its members. 

The first is that the plural ^you' should have a plural 

referent, but it does not seem that a group individuated 

intensionally is plural. The second problem is that if a 
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group is an intensional object, it would be strange to say of 

it that it can or cannot understand why someone would want to 

live in a big city. 

2.8 Recanati's Refined Theory 

In order to account for cases like (15), Recanati adds 

another level of interpretation to his theory. The original 

theory had the primary level of linguistic meaning followed by 

a second level arrived at by the application of primary 

pragmatic processes which contributed an individual. Recanati 

identified this second level with what was said by an 

utterance containing a deictic. So, the following picture 

emerged: 

Level 1: linguistic meaning (=character) 

primary pragmatic process 

Level 2: what is said (=content) 

In this picture, the linguistic meaning of a deictic, in 

conjunction with the primary pragmatic processes, provides an 

object as the referent of the deictic, which is part of what 

is said. In the case of deictic utterances, level l and level 

2 are always distinct. In the case of descriptive utterances, 

they may collapse into a single level, since the primary 

pragmatic processes are not obligatory as they are in the case 

of deictic utterances. 

The picture which under Recanati's modified theory looks 
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like this: 

Level 1; linguistic meaning (=character) 

primary pragmatic processes 

Level 2: basic level of interpretation ( object 

directly referred to in the case of 

deictic terms) 

Level 3: 

optional primary pragmatic processes 

optional level of interpretations 

Under the modified theory, what is said cannot be 

straightforwardly identified with level 2. Level 2 can be 

identified with what is said if no optional primary pragmatic 

process applies to level 2 to derive level 3. In a case in 

which level 3 is derived, what is said is to be identified 

with level 3, not level 2. 

It may help to understand this picture better by working 

through an actual utterance. In the case of the sentence 

uttered in (15) 

(H) According to horowitz, you often get in trouble with that 

the character of the entire sentence could be identified with 

level 1. Because of the presence of the deictic ^you', 

however, no proposition, singular or general has yet been 

expressed, since the character of ^you' cannot be part of what 

is said. Primary pragmatic processes must apply to obtain an 

object so as to be able to interpret ^you'. When the above 

move. 
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sentence is uttered in (6), the person who has just made the 

problematic move is contributed by the character of ^you' and 

the operation of obligatory primary pragmatic processes to the 

level 2 interpretation. Once level 2 is reached, optional 

primary pragmatic processes can be applied to this level in 

order to derive level 3. Recanati claims that in the case of 

(15), optional primary pragmatic processes have been applied 

so that what is said is the general proposition which Nunberg 

claims it is. 

Recanati's modified view no longer maintains that 

deictics cannot be used attributively. They can be used to 

refer, in cases of deferred reference, to properties, not 

objects. However, such deferred reference is possible only 

after a deictic first contributes an object to the level 2 

interpretation. It is because deictics must contribute 

objects at some point that Recanati maintains they are devices 

of direct reference. 

I will return to this modified theory later, in the 

section where I present general problems with Recanati's 

theory. First, I will discuss two counterexamples of my own, 

how Recanati might try to account for at least one of them, 

and problems with this account. 

Case 1: 

I am planning a vacation and have several travel 

brochures in front of me. Unable to decide where to go. 
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I close my eyes and say: 

(A) I'll go to the place pictured in that, and 

blindly point to a brochure of Hawaii.^' 

It seems to me that the proposition expressed by my utterance 

of (A) contains some descriptive concept such as whichever 

brochure I am pointing to which is contributed by my utterance 

of ^that'. The reasons for this are my intuitions about 

counterfactual evaluations of the proposition expressed by my 

utterance of (A). Let be the name of the general 

proposition 

(G) Stephan will go to the place pictured in whichever 

brochure Stephan is pointing to. 

which I think is expressed by my utterance of (A). According 

to Kaplan, the proposition I expressed in uttering (A) is the 

singular proposition, call it ^S', 

(S) <Stephan, the brochure of Hawaii, will go to the 

place pictured in> 

Both views agree that in the actual world the truth-values of 

G and S will coincide wherever I go. However, there are two 

counter factual evaluations where the trtath-values of G and S 

"Kaplan is aware that such indications occur. He writes 
"Though most pointings are teleological (the finger is aimed 
at a preconceived individual), blind demonstrations (as in 
spin-the-bottle) are also possible..." (1973, p. 500). 
However, his concern is with the relation a dubbor (i.e., 
someone who is naming something) must bear to a dubbee (i.e., 
something that is being named) and does not take up the issue 
I am concerned with here. 
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differ: 

CFl) In a counterfactual situation where I point to Belgium, 

but go to Hawaii, G is false while S is true. 

CF2) In a counterfactual situation where I point to 

Belgium and go to Belgium, G is true while S is 

false. 

It is my intuition that the proposition expressed by my 

utterance of (A) would be false in (CFl) and true in (CF2); 

these are the values that G has in those situations. S has 

just the opposite values, so S cannot be the proposition 

expressed by my utterance of (A). Nor can any other singular 

proposition capture these intuitions. There is yet another 

covmter factual evaluation where the truth-value of G coincides 

with my intuition concerning the truth-value of the 

proposition expressed by my utterance of (A), while the truth-

value of S does not: 

CF3) In a counterfactual situation where I neither point to 

any brochures nor utter any sentence about where I will 

vacation but do go to Hawaii, G is false or, at best, 

indefinite, while S is true." 

Case 2: 

Jones is scheduled to meet Smith on the corner of 

^®It is important to note that even if others have 
intuitions which only coincide with mine on one of these 
situations, this is enough to show that there is a problem 
with taking ^that' to be directly referential in my utterance 
of (A). 
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First and Main in the tovm of Essex. On route to 

Essex Jones teikes a wrong turn without realizing it 

and ends up on the corner of First and Main in 

Sussex. Smith calls Jones on his mobile phone half 

an hour after the meeting time and asks, "Where are 

you?". Jones answers, "I'm here", to which Smith 

replies, "No, you're not". 

The defender of the direct reference view might point out 

that the declarative sentence Smith uttered is elliptical, 

^here' being the obvious candidate for the phrase which has 

been omitted. Given this, the direct reference theorist might 

claim that the proposition expressed by Smith is the singular 

proposition 

(16) <Jones, Essex, is not in>, 

which, consistent with my intuition, is true. Further, the 

proposition expressed by Jones is the singular proposition 

(17) <Jones, Sussex, is in> 

The problem with this explanation is that (16) and (17) are 

consistent with each other, thus there would be no 

disagreement between Smith and Jones. But this is not true of 

the case described. Smith is fully aware of the fact that 

Jones is not in the agreed upon meeting place and has 

expressed his disagreement with his utterance. So, the fact 

that we can fill in an omitted phrase cannot be used to defend 

the direct reference explanation. 
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Nor can the direct reference theorist argue that Smith's 

reply is in disagreement with something Jones conveys by way 

of a conversational implicature since on the direct reference 

account there is no singular proposition from which such an 

implicature can be derived. Suppose that the proposition 

expressed by Jones is (17), as the direct reference theorist 

claims. To be in disagreement with Smith, Jones must use (13) 

to implicate the proposition 

(18) <Jones, Essex, is in>. 

The problem is that there seems to be no plausible way in 

which (17) can be used to implicate (18). With no explanation 

of how (18) can be implicated by (17), we must search 

elsewhere for the source of disagreement. 

Let us consider a slightly different example where 

instead of saying "I'm here", Jones says 

(19) I'm in Essex, 

expressing (17)." Smith still replies "No, you're not". 

Once again, Smith has said something true. The sentence he 

uttered in this case is elliptical for *No, you're not in 

Essex'. I think this case involves a disagreement which 

parallels the disagreement in Case 2, but for the reasons 

^'I realize that Kaplan's direct reference theory of 
deictics has a framework which is, as he points out 
(1977/1989, p. 562), unsuitable for proper names. However, 
the counter-factual arguments Kaplan uses to support his 
theory can be, and have been, used equally well to motivate a 
direct reference theory for proper names. 
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mentioned, it does not parallel Case 2 with respect to what 

propositions have been expressed. I suggest that the parallel 

lies in the fact that the propositions expressed in both cases 

are contradictory. In the above case those propositions are 

singular, while in Case 2 those propositions are general. 

Smith's utterance in Case 2 is elliptical for the sentence 

^No, you're not here', but this is not used to express (16). 

Instead, it is used to express the general proposition 

(20) [Jones, the designated meeting place, is not in]. 

What proposition is this contradicting? The very proposition 

which Jones has expressed. This is the general proposition 

(21) [Jones, the designated meeting place, is in]. 

It has been assumed that Kaplan's direct reference theory 

of deictics can withstand such examples by maintaining that 

the utterances do in fact express singular propositions and 

that general propositions are arrived at by way of 

conversational implicature. My goal is to place the burden of 

proof on those who give such a defense by showing that there 

is no obvious way that the proposition expressed according to 

Kaplan's theory can be used to implicate the general 

propositions involved. Absent such an account, the general 

propositions should be taken to be the propositions expressed. 

As I mentioned, Recanati's modified view does not entail 

that deictics cannot be used attributively. They can be used 

to refer, in cases of deferred reference, to properties, not 



84 

objects. However, such deferred reference is possible only 

after a deictic first contributes an object to the level 2 

interpretation. It is because deictics must contribute 

objects at some point that Recanati maintains they are devices 

of direct reference. 

In the next two sections, I will show that like Kaplan's 

theory, Recanati's theory fails to adequately handle both Case 

1 and Case 2. 

2.9 Recanatian Analyses of the Cases 

There is no Recanatian analysis of Case 1, as explained 

in the next section. 

There are two possible candidates for a Recanatian 

analysis of Case 2. 

Analysis 1: 

When the meeting is scheduled, Jones opens a dossier 

titled "the designated meeting place". The information is 

Essex is then added to this dossier. Jones uses the indexical 

^here' to straightforwardly express his de re concept of Essex 

and metonymically express his de re concept of the designated 

meeting place. 

Analysis 2: 

When the meeting is scheduled, Jones opens a dossier 

titled "Essex" into which he puts the information is the 

designated neeting place, which is a descriptive concept. 
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When Jones arrives in Sussex, the descriptive concept "the 

designated meeting place" becomes a de re concept of Sussex 

since in it is placed perceptual information of Sussex. A 

consequence of this is that the dossier "Essex" becomes a de 

re concept as well. Jones uses the indexical *here' to 

straightforwardly express his de re concept "Essex" (which is 

a concept of Sussex), and metonymically express his concept 

"the designated meeting place". 

2.10 The Inadequacy of These analyses 

In Case 1, I need not have a de re concept of the 

brochure I am pointing to. The result is that the optional 

primary pragmatic processes cannot apply and thus there can be 

no metonymical shift from this concept to the de re concept 

"the brochure which I am pointing to". 

Analysis 1 of Case 2 fails for a reason similar to the 

reason for the failure of Kaplan's theory to handle the case. 

On Recanati's view, the deictic ^here' is directly referential 

and has a character which will have as its level 2 

interpretation the place of utterance. In the case of Jones' 

utterance, that place is Sussex. This being so, the only de 

re concept which is a candidate for use in optional pragmatic 

processes is a de re concept of Sussex. The descriptive 

concept the designated meeting place is not a member of this 

concept, and so cannot be reached by a metonymical shift from 
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the concept of Sussex. 

Analysis 2 is inadequate since our goal is to explain how 

a general proposition is expressed. By the time of Jones' 

utterance, the relevant concept "the designated meeting place" 

is de re, not descriptive. Because of this, it cannot be used 

to obtain a general proposition. 



87 

CHAPTER 3: A USER-FRIENDLY THEORY 

3 -1 Introduction: Himpty Dumpty v. Wittgenstein 

In chapters 1 and 2 I presented a number of cases which 

I argued could not be handled by Kaplan's theory of deictics. 

Absent from my discussion was an explanation of just how it is 

that the deictics in those cases could be used to make the 

prepositional contributions I argued they made. In this 

chapter I will present a partial explanation of how the gap 

between the linguistic meanings of deictics and their 

prepositional contributions is bridged. My discussion will 

center on the debate concerning the role which indications and 

the speakers' intentions play in the determination of 

reference. I will argue that indications do not themselves 

determine reference, though they do play a role in the 

determination of reference. I will also argue that it is the 

speaker's intentions which are the determiners of reference. 

Much of my discussion will take place in the context of 

how communication takes place when deictic terms are involved. 

The reason for this concerns the way in which the debate 

between contextualists and intentionalists has progressed. In 

his essay, "Afterthoughts" (1989), Kaplan rethinks his earlier 

position, which he held in "Demonstratives" (1977/1989) and 

"Dthat" (1978), on the role which indications play in 

determining the referents of deictics. His initial position 

had it that indications were semantically significant. 
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Intentions are needed in order to disambiguate indications and 

to determine the indicata of slightly wayward indications. 

The need for something to fill the former role stems from the 

fact that there are usually many objects in the path of a 

given indication such as a pointing. The need for something 

to fill the latter role derives from intuitions surrounding 

cases where, were one to closely examine a given indication 

such as a pointing, one would discover that the intended 

indicatum does not lie in the path of the indication. In such 

cases we often have the intuition that reference to the object 

is successful, indicating that the indication is somehow good 

enough. In contrast to the relatively minor roles which 

intentions played in Kaplan's earlier theory, the role of the 

indication in determining reference was crucial in all cases 

of demonstrative reference. The character of a demonstrative 

term, being insufficient by itself to determine a referent in 

a context of utterance, must be completed by an indication. 

Indications are then, in virtue of their role in completing 

the characters of deictics, semantically significant. 

Kaplan, in his later theory, abandons this view of the 

role of indications.^" It is the speaker's intentions, which 

^°At least he abandons it for cases of perceptual 
indications. These are cases where the speaker perceives the 
intended referent and focuses her attention on it. I am 
unsure why Kaplan takes the speaker's perception of her 
intended referent as relevant to the guestion of what 
determines the referent of the demonstrative she utters. 
Kaplan does not offer any reason for limiting the emendation 
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formerly played a relatively minor role in the determination 

of the indicata, that determine the referents of demonstrative 

terms. It is this sort of theory which has been labelled 

'intentional' and has been criticized for both its unintuitive 

consequences in cases where the intended referent and the 

indicatvim diverge and its unappealing view of the nature of 

language, a view which Humpty Dumpty voices in the following 

passage from Lewis Carroll's Through the Looking-Glass: 

"There are three hundred and sixty-four days when you 
might get un-birthday presents." 
"Certainly," said Alice. 
"And only one for birthday presents, you know. There's 
glory for you!" 
"I don't know what you mean by 'glory,'" Alice said. 
Humpty Dumpty smiled contemptuously. "Of course you 
don't—till I tell you. I meant 'there's a nice 
knockdown argument for you!'" 
"But 'glory' doesn't mean 'a nice knockdown argument,'" 
Alice objected. 
"When I use a word," Humpty Dumpty said, in a rather 
scornful tone, "it means just what I choose it to mean— 
neither more nor less." 
"The question is," said Alice, "whether you can make 
words mean so many different things." 
"The question is," said Humpty Dximpty, "which is to be 
master—that's all." (1976, pp. 213-214) 

In reaction to the intentional theory, Howard Wettstein 

(1984) and Marga Reimer (1992) have put forth their own 

theories of how the gap between meaning and reference is 

bridged. The theory Wettstein proposes is a contextual theory 

in that a demonstrative will have its referent, on a given 

occasion of use, determined by one or more public features of 

of his earlier theory. 
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the context of utterance. An indication may alone determine 

the referent of a demonstrative, but it may also be that other 

features of the context, including linguistic features, 

determine reference. 

The qualification that the reference determining features 

are public is important for understanding the distinction 

between intentional and contextual theories. Wettstein argues 

that his theory retains the social aspect of reference, in 

keeping with the Wittgensteinian view of language as a social 

institution. The intentional view which takes intentions to 

be the determiners of reference is thought to be more in 

keeping with the Humpty Dumpty view of language whereby a 

speaker may mean with his words whatever he wishes to mean. 

In the case of demonstrative reference, the Humpty Dumpty view 

is the view that what a demonstrative refers to on a given 

occasion of utterance is whatever object it is that the 

speaker intends to refer to. I agree with Wettstein in that, 

other things being equal, a view which respects the social 

nature of language is to be preferred over one which does not. 

Obviously, the Humpty Dumpty view does not, when that view is 

taken as bearing on the semantics of words in a public 

language. 

In what follows I will argue both that the data actually 

support an intentional view of reference over Wettstein's 

contextual view and that the intentional theorist is not 
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committed to the Humpty Dumpty view of language. I will begin 

with an examination of the criticisms which Reimer and 

Wettstein have presented for the intentional view. We will 

see that those criticisms only show that certain versions of 

the intention view fail. After, I will discuss Wettstein's 

theory and Reimer's theory. I will show that Wettstein's 

theory does not adequately explain deictic reference. 

Reimer's theory, on the other hand, does succeed in explaining 

deictic reference. However, I argue that an intention theory 

which explains reference equally well is to be preferred on 

methodological grounds. Finally, I will outline an intention 

theory which does explain how deictic reference is determined. 

3.2 The Best and Worst of Intentions 

Before discussing Reimer's criticisms, it would be 

helpful to distinguish between two theses. The first is a 

thesis which both Reimer (1992) and the earlier Kaplan (1979, 

1977/1989) endorse. It has it that intentions play a limited 

role in the determination of deictic reference. The second is 

a thesis endorsed by Kent Bach (1987, 1992a, 1992b), the later 

Kaplan (1989), and myself. 

Weak IT The referent of an utterance of a given 

deictic is in part determined by the 

intentions of the utterer and the linguistic 
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meaning of the deictic. 

Strong IT The referent of an utterance of a given 

deictic is solely determined by the intentions 

of the utterer and the linguistic meaning of 

the deictic." 

The discussion that follows will be put in terms of one or 

another of these theses. 

3.2.1 Reimer 

In her paper "Three Views of Demonstrative Reference" 

(1992), Reimer discusses cases of deictic reference which she 

presents as counter-examples to Strong IT. The first example 

is Reimer's own: 

You realize that you have left your keys on a 
colleague's desk. You return to her office, and 
spot your keys on her desk (which happen to be 
alongside her keys). And then, while reaching for 
your keys (on which you have 'focused'), you come 
out with an utterance of "These are mine". 
However, when you look at the keys in your hand, 
you see that they are not yours - but your 
colleague's. Though you perceived and 'focused' on 
your keys - the keys which you intended to 

"Some Weak IT theorists (e.g., Kaplan and Reimer) argue 
that the referent of an utterance of a deictic is only 
partially determined by the speaker's intentions and the 
linguistic meaning of the deictic. The way I have formulated 
Weak IT does not take this qualification to be an element of 
Weak IT. Instead, I have taken the qualification as denying 
the truth of Strong IT. The result of this is that the theses 
are not independent; Strong IT entails Weak IT. 

^^e have already, with these formulations, moved away 
from Hvimpty Dumpty's view of language, for notice that Humpty 
Dvimpty does not qualify his view in terms of linguistic 
meaning. 
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demonstrate, and say something of - your 
demonstration was slightly off-target, resulting in 
the unexpected acquisition of your colleague's 
keys. (1992, pp. 386-387) 

A few words of explanation concerning Reimer's use of 

this example are in order. Reimer presents the above as a 

counter-example to Kaplan's (1989) theory of demonstrative 

reference, which is said by him to be a theory of perceptual 

demonstratives (ones which involve a perceived object on which 

the speaker has focused) (1989, p. 582). However, Reimer has 

bigger game in her sight in presenting this example, intending 

it to be a counter-example to Strong IT, for her larger 

project is the criticism of "a view like Kaplan's - a view 

according to which it is the intention, and not the 'cues', 

that determine the reference of a demonstrative" (1992, p. 

387). My discussion of this case will ignore the application 

of the example to Kaplan's theory and deal with its use as a 

counter-example to Strong IT. 

A second example which is sometimes thought to be a 

counter-example to Kaplan's (1989) theory is Kaplan's own 

picture of Carnap example (1978, p. 239). Although Reimer 

rightly points out that it does not constitute a counter

example to Kaplan's later view, as the example does not 

involve a perception of and focusing upon the intended 

referent, she does suggest that it is a counter-example to 

more general intention theories: 

...Kaplan imagined a scenario in which he wrongly 
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supposed himself to be pointing to a picture of 
Carnap (the intended demonstratum), while uttering, 
"Dthat is a picture of one of the greatest 
philosophers of the twentieth century". We were to 
suppose that Kaplan wasn't looking where he was 
pointing, and that he was actually pointing to a 
picture of Spiro Agnew. (The picture of Carnap had 
recently been replaced with one of Agnew, 
unbeknownst to Kaplan.) The intuition was that 
Kaplan had just said something about the picture of 
Agnew - despite his intention to say something 
about the picture of Carnap. (1992, pp. 373-374) 

A straightforward application of the intentional 
view would yield the counterintuitive claim that 
when Kaplan uttered "Dthat is a picture of one of 
the greatest philosophers of the twentieth 
century", while pointing at the picture of Agnew, 
he actually said something about the picture of 
Carnap (the intended demonstratum). (1992, p. 380) 

Contrary to Reimer, in neither of these cases can a 

decisive counter-example to Strong IT be found. This is not 

to say that I think we should reject our intuitions 

surrounding these cases. With respect to the first example I 

agree with Reimer that something false has been said because 

the keys which have been referred to are not the speaker's 

keys, but the keys of her colleague. I also agree with Reimer 

that something false has been said in the second example, not 

because the picture of Carnap does not picture one of the 

greatest philosophers of the twentieth century (it does), but 

because the picture of Agnew does not picture one of the 

greatest philosophers of the twentieth century. The point on 

which I am in disagreement with Reimer is that even a 

"straightforward" application of the intention view yields the 

counter-intuitive claim that the propositions expressed in 
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these cases are true. It is by no means a component of either 

Weak IT or Strong IT that the intentions mentioned in the 

examples are the ones which determine reference. All that the 

intention theorist is committed to is the claim that the 

speaker's intentions determine reference. It is an open 

question as to whether any intention whatsoever can play a 

role in the determination of reference. In fact, the examples 

that Reimer presents are exactly the sort of example which the 

intention theorist can use to discover just which intentions 

do not play a reference determining role. What is shown by 

these examples is that the intentions described in them cannot 

be the ones which determine the referents of the uttered 

deictics. It may be that the earlier Kaplan's particular 

intention theory is so formulated that these examples do pose 

serious problems with that theory, but it is a mistake to 

conclude from this that the examples pose problems for all 

intention theories. 

It is plausible to suppose that the speaker in each 

example has, in addition to the primary referential intention 

mentioned by Reimer, a secondary referential intention. 

Accompanying the utterances of "These are mine" and "Dthat is 

a picture of one of the greatest philosophers of the twentieth 

century" are indications performed by the speaker. The 

performance of these indications is explicable by noting that 

the speakers believe that they are indicating the objects to 
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Which they primarily intend to refer. In the examples given, 

these beliefs are mistaken. But, the falseness of the beliefs 

does not bear on the fact that the speakers have in some way 

committed themselves to bringing the objects which they are 

indicating into the picture. This indicates that in each 

example there was an intention to indicate the object which 

intuition has it is the referent of the uttered deictic. 

Further, when we consider the fact that the speaker in each 

case believes that the object she primarily intends to refer 

to is the object she is indicating, we can plausibly say that 

she has the secondary referential intention to refer to the 

object she is indicating. Her indication is meant to pick out 

a certain object of her primary referential intention as the 

referent of the uttered deictic. It is true that she believes 

that in indicating and referring one object, she is indicating 

and referring to another. But what this shows is that someone 

can unknowingly refer to one object and believe she is 

referring to another. 

The intention theorist must answer two questions in order 

to show that her theory is a viable one for explaining the 

above examples. She must first explain what the intentions 

are which do determine reference in a way consistent with our 

intuitions in these examples. Second, she must explain why 

those intentions, rather than others, play a role in the 

determination of reference. These requirements go hand in 
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hand for it is plausible to suppose that in many cases of 

deictic use there are multiple intentions concerning reference 

which the speaker has. Among these intentions in a given case 

will very likely be one which coincides with what our 

intuitions tell us is the referent. If her explanations are 

to avoid being ad hoc, there must be a principled explanation 

of why it is that she uses the intentions she does in her 

explanation of how referents are determined. In response to 

Reimer's counter-examples, I have suggested that the intention 

theorist can, in her explanation of deictic reference, make 

use of the secondary intentions speakers have. These are the 

intentions to refer to those objects which are being 

indicated. In doing so, the intention theorist will satisfy 

the first requirement. The second requirement has also been 

partially satisfied, but only partially. Although the 

intention theorist can formulate her theory in terms of 

secondary intentions and argue that the ability to accommodate 

our intuitions concerning cases of deictic reference is all 

that is needed to show that the theory is correct, her theory 

would be incomplete. What is needed to complete her theory is 

an explanation of why the secondary intention, rather than any 

of the other intentions which we might plausibly suppose a 

speaker has when using a deictic, plays a role in determining 

reference. In the last section of this chapter, I will 

present such an explanation. We will see that the reason that 
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secondary intentions play such a role has to do with the fact 

that language is essentially public in that its primary 

purpose is communication. This fact results in constraints on 

what a speaker can express with her words and how she can use 

words to express what she intends to communicate. 

3.2.2 Wettstein 

Howard Wettstein has argued that there are intuitions 

which support his context theory over intention theories by 

using examples similar to the ones which Reimer used to argue 

against the intention theory. However, in replying to 

Wettstein I will not simply reiterate the points I made in 

reply to Reimer, for Wettstein does consider and reject the 

idea that secondary intentions play a role in the 

determination of deictic reference. 

Wettstein's formulation of the intention view has it that 

a deictic has the referent it does in virtue of "the fact that 

the speaker utters the indexical with the intention of 

communicating about a particular item he has in mind" (1984, 

p. 71). Wettstein's statement of the intentional view is 

incomplete, for no one who holds a version of that view would 

fail to recognize that many or even all deictics have 

something like what Kaplan has called 'characters' which in 

part determine their referents on occasions of use. The view 

as Wettstein states it does not take this into account and can 
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be shown to be false through such observations as the 

observation that 'I' cannot be used to refer to any item the 

speaker has in mind and intends to communicate something about 

but instead must refer to a person. Were one to be an 

advocate of Wettstein's version of the intentional view, one 

would be committed to the claim that there is no semantic 

difference between any of the members of the class of 

deictics. Because of this, I will discuss Wettstein's 

examples not in the context of his version of the intentional 

view, but in the context of Weak IT. As Strong IT entails 

Weak IT, should any of Wettstein's arguments effectively show 

that Weak IT is false, it will also show that Strong IT is 

false." The reason I have for taking Wettstein to be 

arguing against Weak IT (and thus Strong IT as well) as 

opposed to Strong IT alone is the fact that his own 

contextualist view is one where the reference determining 

factors are p\iblic contextual features and Wettstein takes the 

speaker's intentions to be private. With this in mind, let us 

turn to Wettstein's examples. 

We are to suppose that an insane historian, Ahern, who 

believes that he is de Gaulle is giving a lecture on de 

"As I have described his later view, Kaplan adheres to 
(Strong IT). Kaplan's earlier view, allowing as it did for 
intentions to play a minimal role in the determination of 
deictic reference, is a version of (Weak IT). Unfortunately, 
Kaplan does not actually present either argximents to support 
his later view or a theory which explains exactly how it is 
that intentions determine reference. 
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Gaulle. Ahern says, 

(1) ... and then I marched triumphantly into Paris. 

Suppose Ahern utters (1) with de Gaulle in mind, but slips and 

utters 'I' instead of 'de Gaulle'. According to Wettstein, 

what we have is a case in which a speaker utters a deictic 

(i.e., 'I'), intends to refer to an object (i.e., de Gaulle), 

but refers to a different object instead (i.e., Ahern). As 

such, the case constitutes a counter-example to the claim that 

the referent of deictics are determined by the speakers' 

intentions. Wettstein concludes that having an object in mind 

(i.e., intending to refer to an object) is neither necessary 

nor sufficient for deictic reference to that object. 

As Wettstein says, Ahern has referred to himself with his 

utterance of 'I' while intending to refer to de Gaulle. But 

the very fact that Ahern uttered 'I' indicates that it is not 

only de Gaulle he intends to refer to, but himself as well. 

So, while this case may show that some clarification of why 

one intention determines reference rather than another, it 

does not show that an intention to refer to a given object is 

not necessary for deictic reference to that object. All that 

Wettstein has perhaps shown is that not all referential 

intentions determine deictic reference. 

Wettstein does recognize that Ahern does intend to refer 

to himself and labels this a 'subsidiary intention' (what I 

have called a 'secondary referential intention'). He 
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dismisses the import of this secondary referential intention 

by arguing that it is the intention to refer to de Gaulle, 

Ahern's primary referential intention, which is the referent-

determining intention theorist's view. The reason for this is 

that it is de Gaulle whom Ahern intends to communicate 

something about. But as I understand it, Wettstein has 

reversed the import of the intentions. It is the secondary 

referential intention to refer to himself, not the primary 

referential intention to refer to de Gaulle, which plays a 

role in the determination of Ahem as the referent of 'I'. 

That this is so should be clear from the fact that the 

communicative intention to refer to an object is the one which 

is satisfied or not depending upon whether the words used to 

refer to that object do refer to that object. Wettstein's 

example is similar to a case where the utterer uses a proper 

name or definite description which fails to refer to the 

object she has in mind. Although she intends to communicate 

something about the object she has in mind, that intention is 

not the communicative intention which is of interest to the 

philosopher of language when concerned with the referents of 

uttered deictics. The utterer, in using the words she does, 

also has an intention to refer to the object which her words 

refer to. It is this latter intention, an intention involving 

the language the speaker is using to communicate, which is of 

interest. The interesting difference between communicative 
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intentions involving proper names and definite descriptions 

and the intentions involving deictics is that the latter 

intentions cannot be described by either the intention 

theorist as intentions to refer to what the uttered deictics 

refer to. To do so would be circular, for these theorists are 

attempting to explain how the referent of a deictic utterance 

is determined, at least in part, by the utterer's intentions. 

It is the failure to distinguish between the various 

intentions a speaker has which has led David Kaplan to present 

his later and intuitively implausible view of how the 

referents of demonstrative terms are detemnined. It is also 

what lies behind Marga Reimer's inference from the 

implausibility of that view to the outright rejection of 

Strong IT. Reimer herself, like the earlier Kaplan, is an 

advocate of a version of Weak IT which is supported by 

intuitions surrounding a variety of cases of deictic use. 

Before discussing Reimer's and Wettstein's own views, I will 

deal with one more example which Wettstein uses to argue 

against Weak IT. 

A speaker wishes to say something about a certain 
man, Jones, whom he mistakenly thinks he sees in 
the distance. Jones recently had open-heart 
surgery, and the speaker has heard that Jones has 
foolishly been exerting himself raking leaves. He 
says, pointing to the man whom he takes to be Jones 
but who is actually Smith, "That is a self-
destructive man. He has been raking leaves against 
his doctor's order." Here the speaker actually has 
Jones, rather than the man he sees, primarily in 
mind. He intends to refer to "that man over there" 
only insofar as he takes him to be Jones. Were he 
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to learn of his mistake, he could still accomplish 
his communicative end by substituting 'Jones' for 
'that'. (1984, p. 77) 

I believe it would be most helpful to begin by examining 

the primary/secondary referential intention distinction which 

Wettstein makes use of in this case as he did in the Ahern 

example. I think Wettstein is right to say that in some sense 

it is Jones whom the speaker primarily has in mind. It is 

also true that it is Jones whom the speaker intends to refer 

to and communicate something about. The error that Wettstein 

makes is taking this intention as primary in the determination 

of reference. To see the error clearly, consider the 

following case which does not involve language. Suppose I ask 

the speaker in the above example to point to Jones. He knows 

what Jones looks like and it is Jones which he has in mind and 

intends to point to. He also has the intention to point to a 

man, whom he has mistaken for Jones, off in the distance. 

This latter intention would not be present were it not for the 

speaker's having the intention to point to Jones. The 

satisfaction of the intention to point to the man in the 

distance is intended to satisfy the intention to point to 

Jones. The pointer then attempts to point to the man in the 

distance. Now, it is important to realize that the intention 

to point to the man in the distance does not ensure that that 

man will be pointed to. Should the pointer not be looking in 

the direction of the pointing, his pointing may go astray and 
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he may succeed in pointing to another object. It is for this 

reason that it is the pointer's intention to point to the man 

in the distance which is his primary pointing intention. For 

it is that intention which gives rise to another intention, 

one which is criterial in the determination of what gets 

pointed to. This is the secondary pointing intention to point 

to the object in the general direction of the pointing 

gesture. The pointer believes that this object is the man in 

the distance and thus believes that in satisfying his 

secondary pointing intention, he will thereby have satisfied 

his primary pointing intention. Let us suppose that in this 

case, the man in the distance is the object in the general 

direction of the pointing gesture. Because of this, the 

satisfaction of the secondary pointing intention will satisfy 

the primary pointing intention. However, the result of the 

misidentif ication of the man in the distance (Smith) as Jones 

is that it is Smith, not Jones, whom our speaker points to. 

Which person it is that our speaker ends up pointing to is not 

determined by his primary pointing intention. Although the 

primary pointing intention is the intention which caused him 

to form the secondary intention to point to the object in the 

general direction of the pointing gesture, that is not the 

intention which we need to use to explain why it was Smith who 

was pointed to. The intention which we need to use to explain 

this is the secondary pointing intention itself. 
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What Wettstein has done is commit the intention theorist 

to the view that because an intention gives rise to another 

intention, it is only the original intention which plays a 

role in the determination of reference. This is analogous to 

saying that if one wishes to explain an action, such as the 

speaker's pointing to the man off in the distance, in 

intentional terms, then one is committed to taking the 

intention which originates later intentions, in our example 

this would be the intention to point to Jones, as the only 

intention which can be used in the explanation. But, such an 

explanation will not explain why it was Smith, not Jones, who 

was pointed to. While it may seem that the explanation that 

our speaker intended to point to Jones and believed that the 

man off in the distance was Jones is a complete explanation, 

it is not. It appears complete only because we fill in the 

missing pieces of information that our speaker intended to 

point to the man in the distance (who happened to be Smith) 

and, because he believed that the man in the distance would be 

the object in the general direction of the gesture, had the 

further intention to indicate the object in the general 

direction of the gesture. By insisting that this latter 

intention not be used in the explanation, it becomes 

impossible to adequately explain the action. It is premature 

to conclude that because such an explanation is inadequate, 

there are no intention-based explanations of action which are 
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workable. 

In limiting the explanans of the intention theorist to 

the primary referential intention, Wettstein has created an 

unworkable intention theory and has concluded that all 

intention theories are unworkable. There is something even 

more revealing about Wettstein's argiament to be learned from 

the pointing analogy. Notice that were we to ask why it is 

Smith that the speaker pointed to, a complete explanation 

could be given in terms of the secondary pointing intention 

without mentioning the primary pointing intention whatsoever. 

The explanation that our speaker intended to point to the 

object in the general direction of the gesture and that man 

was Smith, is complete, unlike the earlier explanation in 

which the secondary intention was omitted. In a sense, the 

secondary intention is really primary where the pointing is 

concerned, because it, unlike the primary intention, is 

essential to an explanation of why one object, rather than 

another, was pointed to. If we want to explain why our 

speaker intended to point to the object in the general 

direction of the gesture, then the information that he wanted 

to point to the man in the distance and he believed that the 

object in the general direction of the gesture is the man in 

the distance is needed. But, notice that this is not an 

explanation of the pointing itself, it is an explanation of 

why the pointer has the secondary intention. 



107 

By applying these observations to Wettstein's remarks, we 

can see that the primary referential intention, along with the 

mistaken belief that the object in the general direction of 

the gesture is the man in the distance, results in the 

secondary referential intention to refer to the object in the 

general direction of the gesture. Wettstein makes the mistake 

of taking this fact about why the speaker has the secondary 

intention he does to indicate that it is the primary 

referential intention which must be used by the intention 

theorist in explaining reference and that the secondary 

referential intention plays no role. In fact, the situation 

is just the reverse. It is open to the Intention theorist to 

say that the secondary referential intention, but not the 

primary intention, plays a role in the determination of 

reference. The primary referential intention, she might say, 

is irrelevant.^' 

^'Though, a case can be made that it is relevant in 
certain situations, such as those involving slightly 
misdirected indications. Suppose that I intend to point to my 
dog, Fido, who is among several other dogs and refer to him 
with an utterance of 'that dog'. Should I end up pointing a 
little to the left of Fido, so that were we to follow a line 
from the tip of my finger, we would find that it is another 
dog which I actually point to. It may still be that while I 
intended to refer to the dog I pointed to, the referent of 
"that dog" is Fido. I agree that this sort of thing can 
occur, but I do not think it poses a serious problem for the 
intention theory. Rather, it shows that the intention theory 
must be tempered by an understanding that our language allows 
for some slack in its use because its users are less than 
perfect. I will discuss such issues in more detail in chapter 
4, where I present a full theory of deictic use. 



108 

As a final point in support of the reply to Wettstein's 

criticisms of the view that it is the secondary intention 

alone which the intention theorist can make use of in her 

explanation, consider the following example of deictic use 

inspired by David Kaplan (1973): Suppose a group of children 

are playing spin-the-bottle. One of them is up for her turn 

at spinning the bottle and she says "I am going to kiss him" 

and gives the bottle a spin. She fully realizes that she has 

no idea where the bottle will come to a stop and thus she 

fully realizes that she has no idea which of those boys 

present she will kiss. In this case, our speaker has no 

primary referential intention. That is, she has no intention 

to refer with her utterance of 'him' to a particular boy that 

she has in mind. The intention she does have is the secondary 

referential intention to refer to the boy which the bottle 

points to. If the bottle points to a boy, this intention will 

be satisfied and reference will be achieved. If the bottle 

points to a space between two boys, or points to a girl, her 

intention will have failed to be satisfied and there will be 

no referent.^'' 

^=My description of what is occurring in this case ignores 
certain complexities having to do with the linguistic meaning 
of 'him'. In the example, I have implied that reference will 
fail to be achieved should the bottle point to a girl because 
the speaker's secondary intention includes the property of 
being a boy. In fact, the source of reference failure in such 
a case would be due to the linguistic meaning of 'him' having 
a character which determines that its referent on an occasion 
of use be a boy. I will deal with this and related issues in 
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In this example, there is no particular object which the 

speaker intends to refer to or indicate. That is, the speaker 

has no primary referential intention. But this is not a case 

where the speaker has no intention to communicate a 

proposition. Rather, what this case shows is that in uttering 

a deictic, a speaker may have only a secondary referential 

intention. Further, the speaker does not know what 

proposition she is expressing. In this respect it is like 

Wettstein's examples. Where this example differs is that in 

this case the speaker is aware of her ignorance and so she 

does not have a primary referential intention. 

From this discussion, I hope it is clear that Reimer's 

and Wettstein's criticisms of intention theories in general 

are based on an underappreciation of the resources at the 

intention theorist's disposal. Reimer's examples fail to show 

that no Strong IT theory will work, and Wettstein has failed 

to show that Weak IT theories of deictic reference are 

unworkable. Reimer and Wettstein have shown, however, that 

certain versions of Strong IT are inconsistent with our 

intuitions. In defending the intention view against 

Wettstein's and Reimer's criticisms, I have not, of course, 

shown that it is to be preferred over other theories of 

deictic reference. I believe that the intention view is to be 

preferred and more specifically, the correct theory of deictic 

chapter 4. 
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reference is a Strong IT theory. In order to motivate 

acceptance of my ovm intention theory, it is necessary to show 

why it is to be preferred over its competitors, context 

theories and quasi-intentional theories. 

3.3 Mot All Roads Lead to Reference 

I will begin with the context theory presented by Howard 

Wettstein (1984). While his is not the only context theory of 

deictic reference to have been developed, it is to my 

knowledge the most detailed and well thought out such theory. 

I will follow my discussion of Wettstein's theory with a 

discussion of Reimer's quasi-intentional theory, for her 

theory is designed to avoid the various problems she presents 

for Wettstein's theory. Reimer's theory can be best 

understood in light of those problems. 

3.3.1 Wettstein's Context Theory 

As I mentioned earlier, Wettstein's context theory has as 

its backdrop a Wittgensteinian view of language as public in 

nature and his context theory is intended to be in line with 

this view of language as a social institution. The way this 

is accomplished is by maintaining that the items which 

determine the referent of an utterance of a deictic are 

themselves publicly accessible. This rules out a speaker's 

intentions from playing a role in the determination of 
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reference as those intentions are not public. Further, the 

publicly accessible items which do determine reference are 

"the cues that the competent and attentive addressee will 

reasonably take the speaker to be exploiting" (1984, p. 80). 

Examples of such cues are such contextual elements as 

ostensive gestures, uttered predicates, and salience of the 

intended referent. It may also be that the cues the speaker 

can reasonably be taken as exploiting are such items as 

subjects of previous discourse between the speaker and the 

addressee or the fact that something has been a prominent 

object of the speaker's and addressee's attention. 

The qualification that the cues which determine reference 

are those that the addressee will reasonably take the speaker 

to be exploiting is intended by Wettstein to deal with the 

following sort of case: 

Suppose that our speaker walks up to Smith, stares 
straight at him, extends his finger right in 
Smith's face, and says, "That is a self-destructive 
man." No one, as I imagine the scene, could have 
any doubt that the speaker intends to ostensively 
indicate Smith. Unfortunately for all concerned, 
however, our speaker was merely stretching, his 
mind was elsewhere, and he intended to convey his 
reference by more siabtle background cues, cues that 
indeed identify Jones, his intended referent. In 
such a case, I am strongly inclined to suppose that 
the speaker is responsible for his apparent 
pointing gesture and that Smith, the individual 
apparently pointed to, is the referent. (1984, pp. 

"While Wettstein considers such items to be outside the 
context of utterance, I favor a broader view of what can be 
included in a context of utterance, one which allows for 
virtually anything to be included. 
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79-80) 

Wettstein notes that his intuition concerning reference in the 

above case is not universally shared, but he states that the 

view of language as a social institution makes it implausible 

to take the reference determining cues to those which the 

speaker intends to exploit in communication. 

Another feature of Wettstein's theory that is important 

to note is that who the addressee is is a matter which is also 

not determined by the speaker's intentions. Wettstein writes: 

If a speaker gives every indication that he is 
speaking to a particular person, then the latter is 
the addressee even if the speaker actually intends 
to be speaking to someone else. The addressee is 
the individual whom it is reasonable to take the 
speaker to be addressing. (1984, pp. 80-81) 

A final feature of Wettstein's theory that is important 

to note concerns cases where the cues the speaker can 

reasonably be taken as exploiting may be insufficient for the 

determination of reference. In such cases, there will be no 

referent. For example, it might be that to all appearances 

the speaker is relying on a gesture which fails to indicate 

one object amongst several while uttering 'that'. If there 

are no other cues that disambiguate the gesture which the 

addressee can reasonably take the speaker to be relying on, 

the utterance of 'that' will be without a referent. Wettstein 

mentions that in such cases "the addressee will typically ask 

the speaker which item he was speaking about" (1984, p. 82), 

but we should take the addressee's interest as being in what 
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the speaker meant, for that is what the speaker wanted to 

communicate. 

Marga Reimer (1992) has offered a forceful objection to 

Wettstein's theory. I will first briefly present her 

objections, following them with two objections of my own. 

Together, these objections decisively show that Wettstein's 

theory fails as a theory of deictic reference. Reimer's 

objection has us consider a situation in which someone is 

looking at two dogs. Spot and Fido, who look similar at a 

distance. Mistaking Spot for Fido, she gives a vague nod in 

the direction of both Fido and Spot, a nod which fails to 

indicate either dog, and says to Fido's owner "That's your dog 

Fido". Reimer points out that the predicate 'is your dog 

Fido' would, on Wettstein's view, determine Fido as the 

referent of "that", for it is a cue that the addressee, Fido's 

owner, can reasonably take the speaker to be exploiting. This 

is so even if the speaker has no intention to so exploit the 

predicate. In this case, the speaker intends to indicate 

Spot, a dog she has mistaken for Fido, and say of Spot that it 

is her addressee's dog. Reimer's intuition and mine have it 

that the speaker has said something false about Spot, while 

Wettstein's theory entails that the speaker has in fact said 

something true about Fido. 

It is important to distinguish this case from one where 

the cues the speaker can reasonably be taken to be exploiting 
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do not determine a referent. However, some of Wettstein's 

remarks concerning intuitions in the latter sort of case might 

be used to defend his theory against Reimer's counter-example. 

Wettstein admits that it may be that while the cues the 

speaker can reasonably taken to be exploiting by the addressee 

may fail to determine a referent, we may have strong 

intuitions that the speaker has said something determinate, 

indicating that she did successfully refer. Suppose that the 

speaker in Reimer's example, instead of saying 'That's your 

dog Fido', says 

(2) That's a lovely dog. 

In this case, there are no cues which determine one dog rather 

than the other as the referent of "That". My intuition is, 

however, that the speaker has said something false about Spot, 

his intended referent, just as she has in Reimer's example. 

Wettstein attempts to deal with intuitions such as mine by 

claiming that they are intuitions about the speaker's referent 

and meaning, and are not about what is semantically referred 

to and said. While Spot is the speaker's referent, Wettstein 

claims, there is no semantic referent of "That". My intuition 

that something false has been said is an intuition concerning 

the speaker's meaning and reference, not the semantic 

referent. 

One might attempt to apply the speaker reference/semantic 

reference distinction to Reimer's example in the same fashion 
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that Wettstein has applied it to cases where the cues 

underdetermine reference. Reimer herself anticipated a reply 

to her objection along these lines and foxand it to be lacking. 

The reply, recast to fit Reimer's example, has it that while 

the speaker's referent is Spot, the semantic referent of 

"That" is Fido. Reimer says of this reply that it fails to 

adequately account for the intuition that the speaker's 

utterance is false. Unfortunately, I do not think that 

Reimer's criticism works for she is in effect claiming that 

our intuitions can distinguish between speaker meaning and 

semantic meaning. This distinction is a theoretical one, and 

the intuition that Reimer and I share is not. 

What then, can be said of the possible use of the speaker 

meaning/semantic meaning distinction to defend Wettstein's 

theory? First, there is what I will call the absent intuition 

problem. According to the reply, the referent of "That" is 

Fido. As a result, something has been expressed, this 

something being the proposition that Fido is X's dog. Since 

the addressee in Reimer's example is Fido's owner, this 

proposition, unlike the proposition concerning Spot that the 

speaker intended to express, is true. The problem is that 

while the reply can account for the intuition that something 

false has been said by maintaining that that intuition is 

really about what the speaker intended, but failed, to 

express, it cannot account for the absence of the intuition 
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that something true has been said. Were the reply correct, 

such an intuition would be present, but it is not. The only 

intuition that I and Reimer have concerning her example is 

that something false has been said. 

A second point to be made is that if Wettstein were able 

to deal with the absent intuition problem, the speaker 

meaning/semantic meaning distinction could be equally well 

used to defend Wettstein's version of the intention theory 

against his counter-examples. A reply to the problem posed by 

the Ahern example discussed above could be given by 

maintaining that the semantic referent of "I" in the utterance 

of (1) is de Gaulle, while the speaker's intended referent is 

himself. Our intuitions to the contrary, it might be claimed, 

stem from a confusion of speaker referent and semantic 

referent. I have already shown that Wettstein's argument 

concerning the primacy of the intention to refer to de Gaulle 

is defective, so that argximent cannot be used to block this 

reply. Similarly, it could be maintained that in the Smith 

and Jones example the semantic referent is Jones, rather than 

Smith. The intuition that it is Smith that is the referent of 

"That" is an intuition concerning the speaker's referent, that 

being the man the speaker is perceiving. 

It will do no good for Wettstein to point out that his 

theory, unlike the intention theory, better accommodates our 

intuitions in these cases. To do so would be to undermine his 
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defense of his theory against the apparent problem our 

intuitions pose for it in the indeterminacy cases. There, 

Wettstein denied that our intuitions are intuitions concerning 

the semantic referent. If he allows that there can be a pre-

theoretical identification of an intuition as an intuition 

concerning speaker meaning or as an intuition concerning 

semantic meaning, his must withdraw his reply to the problem 

of indeterminacy cases. The further point can be made that 

his version of the intention theory might be filled out in 

such a way so that it accommodates our intuitions in the 

indeterminacy cases. Leaving no reason to prefer one theory 

over the other. 

A third and final point is that the reply works by noting 

the possibility that "That" in Reimer's example refers to 

Fido. No further support for this claim is available other 

than how well Wettstein's theory works in other cases. So, 

the greater variety of cases Wettstein's theory fails to 

handle, the weaker is the reason for accepting the claim that 

"That" in Reimer's example refers to Fido. The natural next 

step is then to examine how well Wettstein's theory handles 

the cases it is purported to handle. 

Contrary to Wettstein's claim, at least some of the cases 

where the cues underdetermine reference are a problem for his 

theory. The absent intuition problem is also a problem in 

some of these indeterminacy cases. We should, if Wettstein 
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were correct, have an intuition that the words that the 

speaker's utterance failed to express any proposition, which 

we do not. To see this, consider the following case in which 

the speaker is hallucinating. The particular hallucination 

the speaker is having is an hallucination of Rene Descartes. 

The speaker lifts his hand and points to empty space saying 

(3) That is one of the greatest philosophers of the 

seventeenth century. 

Here, while the speaker intended to communicate a proposition 

about Descartes to the effect that he was one of the greatest 

philosophers of the seventeenth century, he has failed to 

express this proposition, for his utterance of 'that' fails to 

refer. As such, this is a case in which the speaker intended 

to communicate a proposition and failed to express any 

proposition whatsoever. It is also a case where I have the 

strong intuition that the speaker has failed to say anything. 

This intuition is absent in the case discussed above where the 

speaker utters (2) in the absence of cues that are sufficient 

to determine either Spot or Fido as the referent of "That". 

Another, general problem with the theory is that it is 

difficult to see how Wettstein's claim that who the addressee 

is will also be a matter independent of the speaker's 

intentions. In a quote given above, Wettstein claims that the 

addressee will be that person whom it is reasonable to take 

the speaker to be addressing. This is analogous to his claim 
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that what the reference determining cues are are those that 

are reasonably taken by the addressee to be the ones that the 

speaker is relying upon. There is, however, a crucial 

disanalogy between these claims. In the latter claim we are 

told whose reason it is that determines what the cues are, 

while in the former claim we are not told whose reason it is 

that determines who the addressee is. 

The claim that the cues are those that the addressee can 

reasonably take as cues is, in part, meant to settle the 

problem which arises when there are two or more sets of cues 

which determine different referents. The speaker might be in 

a position such that one set of cues can reasonably be taken 

as determining a certain object as the referent of her 

utterance of a deictic, but the addressee's position might be 

such that a different set of cues determines a different 

object as the referent. It might even be that we can say that 

the very same set of cues determine different objects, 

depending upon whose point of view is taken, if cues are 

individuated independently from vantage points.^' 

Now, the same problem is present when the matter of who 

the addressee is is at issue. It would be in line with 

Wettstein's view were we to say that the addressee is that 

^'Kaplan, in his discussion of demonstrations (1977/1989), 
touches upon this issue when he notes that the a single 
gesture may indicate different objects in a given context 
because of the differing vantage points of those viewing the 
gesture. 
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person who the hearers can reasonably take to be the 

addressee. But, just as the speaker and addressee can take 

different features of the context (as well as non-contextual 

features) to be the cues which determine a referent because of 

differing vantage points, so too can we expect that on 

occasion the hearers will have differing vantage points. They 

will, on some of these occasions, reasonably disagree as to 

who the addressee is. The result is that there will be either 

that there will be an underdetermination with respect to who 

the addressee is, or there will be multiple addressees. 

Consider the following scene from Animal Crackers. 

Captain Spalding (Groucho), has been wooing a wealthy woman 

(Margaret Dumont). While Dumont's back is turned, Groucho 

turns his attention toward another wealthy (of course) woman 

and says 

(4) I want to marry you. 

Since Groucho has just been expressing his undying love for 

Dumont to Dumont, it is reasonable for her to take herself to 

be Groucho's addressee when he utters (4); this is essential 

to the comedy of the scene. However, at the moment he utters 

(4), he is facing the other woman in such a way that it is 

reasonable for her to take herself to be the addressee. It is 

also reasonable for those who are watching this scene to take 

the second wealthy woman to be Groucho's addressee. 

This example shows that the first option, taking the 



121 

matter of who the addressee is to be underdetermined when the 

hearers reasonably disagree about who that person is, would be 

incorrect. Groucho is clearly addressing the second wealthy 

woman when he utters (4). The second option, that of allowing 

multiple addressees, is also ruled out by the example. Just 

as it is clear that Groucho is addressing the second wealthy 

woman, it is also clear that the referent of his utterance of 

'you' is that woman rather than Dvmont. If we were to say 

that both women are addressees, then the utterance of 'you' 

would have two referents, which is not the case. 

It is also a significant feature of this example that 

Groucho realizes, as we do, that Dumont will believe that she 

is his addressee, and thus the referent of his utterance of 

'you', but this does not imply a doiable entendre on Groucho's 

part. Thus, the example also shows that it is possible for a 

speaker to intentionally mislead her audience with respect to 

the referent of an utterance of a deictic. This indicates 

that Wettstein's picture of language is not quite right. That 

picture is inconsistent with the idea that a speaker may 

successfully use words to refer to something that she 

knowingly realizes her audience will not reasonably take to be 

the referent. In other words, Wettstein's picture of language 

is incompatible with an uncooperative use of language. 

Given these problems, it is clear that taking the 

addressee to be the person whom the hearers take to be the 
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addressee is not an option. Another answer must be given to 

the question of what the factors which determine the addressee 

are. It might be suggested that the addressee is that person 

whom it is reasonable for an omniscient observer of the 

context of utterance to take as the addressee. This is 

consistent with our intuitions in the Groucho example (in 

fact, it is necessarily consistent with our intuitions), for 

those viewing the scene are aware of all that is going on and 

we take Groucho's addressee to be the second wealthy woman. 

The suggestion is, however, in conflict with Wettstein's 

remarks concerning the cues which determine reference. For, 

it may be that an omniscient observer would take the referent-

determining cues to be something other than what the addressee 

takes them to be, but it is still the addressee that decides 

what the reference-determining cues are. This is a 

consequence of Wettstein's view of language, a view which 

rejects the relevance of the opinions of those outside the 

arena of communication when it comes to the determination of 

how the words work, which the omniscient observer is. If this 

view of language were correct, it would be equally 

incompatible with taking the omniscient observer's view of the 

addressee to be definitive. Nor is it possible for Wettstein 

to retract his remarks so that the reference-determining cues 

are those cues which are those which the omniscient observer 

can reasonably take as determining reference. This is because 
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there are cases where there may be two sets of cues which 

determine different referents (or one set of cues which fails 

to determine a unique referent), where we have the intuition 

that there is a single referent. 

Consider a case in which a speaker says to her addressee 

(5) That is a really annoying dog. 

Suppose that there is a dog barking which the addressee can 

hear. The speaker, being hard of hearing, is unaware that 

there is a barking dog nearby. Further, the speaker, when she 

utters (5), is indicating a different dog that is in the 

process of destroying her garden with its digging. Finally, 

the addressee fails to see this indication because her vision 

is poor. The speaker can reasonably take the cue which 

determines reference to be her gesture. The addressee can 

reasonably take the cue which determines reference to be the 

barking of the dog. The omniscient observer who has knowledge 

about both of these cues cannot reasonably either dog to be 

the referent. But the intuition is clear that the referent of 

the utterance of 'that' is the dog the speaker is indicating. 

We have this intuition because we are also privy to the 

non-public intentions which the speaker has, and we take these 

intuitions into account when deciding what the referent of an 

uttered deictic is. Neither Wettstein nor any other context 

theorist can account for this intuition, deriving as it does 

from knowledge of the non-public intentions of the speaker. 
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3.3.2 Reimer's Quasi-Intentional Theory 

In developing her quasi-intentional theory, Reimer 

attempts to account for cases where intentions seem to be 

decisive in determining the referents of demonstrative 

utterances (e.g., her Spot and Fido example given above) and 

for cases where indications seem to be decisive (e.g., 

Kaplan's picture of Carnap/Agnew example). According to 

Reimer, both intentions and indications are semantically 

significant to the determination of the referent of a 

demonstrative utterance. Rather than being an atypical 

indication with respect to its indeterminacy, the indication 

in Reimer's Spot and Fido example makes large what is true of 

all indications: indications alone never determine their 

indicata. In order for any given indication to have a 

determinate indicatum, something more than the gesture itself 

is needed. That something, according to Reimer, is a 

disambiguating intention. In Reimer's Spot and Fido example, 

the speaker's indication is disambiguated by her intention to 

indicate Spot, a dog she is perceiving and has focused her 

attention on. The referent of the demonstrative utterance is 

Spot, the indicatum. 

In the Spot and Fido example, the disambiguating 

intention is similar to the primary referential intentions 

discussed above in that it is an intention concerning an 

object that the speaker has in mind. In fact, Reimer calls 
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the disambiguating intention a 'primary intention'. However, 

the disambiguating intention is not in all cases an intention 

concerning the object which the speaker has in mind. In cases 

where the speaker is not perceiving the intended indicatum, a 

different intention, one which Reimer calls a 'secondary 

intention', disambiguates the indicatum. This is the 

intention at work in Kaplan's picture of Carnap example where 

the speaker is indicating a picture he is not perceiving. In 

this example, it is the intention to indicate "the picture in 

the general direction of the gesture" which determines the 

picture of Agnew as the indicatum, for that is the picture in 

the general direction of the gesture. The referent of the 

demonstrative utterance is, as in the Spot and Fido example, 

the picture of Agnew, which is in accord with our intuitions. 

To summarize Reimer's view, in a case where the speaker 

is perceiving the object of her primary intention, and that 

object is in the range of the indication, it is the primary 

intention which disambiguates the indication. The indicatum 

(and thus the referent of the demonstrative utterance) is the 

object of the primary intention. In a case where the speaker 

is not perceiving the object of her primary intention, it is 

the secondary intention to indicate the F (where F is a 

predicate) in the range of the indication which disambiguates 

the indication. The indicatum (and thus the referent of the 

demonstrative utterance) is the object of the secondary 
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intention, which may be different from the object of the 

primary intention. Since both intentions and indications play 

a role in determining the referents in both sorts of cases, 

intentions and indications are said by Reimer to be 

semantically significant. 

While Reimer describes her theory as one in which both 

intentions and indications are semantically significant, I 

think it is more accurate to say that indications alone are 

semantically significant. The reason is that the referent of 

the demonstrative utterance is in all cases determined by the 

indication. Intentions, being necessary for the 

disambiguation of the indications, indirectly determine the 

referents of demonstrative utterances. On Reimer's theory, we 

can think of the characters of demonstratives as in part 

comprised of the description the indicatum. Since indications 

never have determinate indicata in the absence of 

disambiguating intentions, these intentions are essential for 

determining the indicata. Since the indicata will, in virtue 

of the characters of demonstratives, be the referents of the 

demonstrative utterances, the disambiguating intentions can 

then be said to determine the referents of the demonstrative 

utterances. The intentions are then significant for 

determining the objects which satisfy the characters of the 

demonstratives, but they are no more semantically significant 

than are the genetic and environmental factors which determine 
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height semantically significant because they determine the 

referent of the description the tallest person in the world. 

Reimer's theory does handle the cases of demonstrative 

reference discussed in this and previous chapters. However, 

we can wonder whether the distinction between perceptual 

demonstratives and non-perceptual demonstratives is one which 

might be handled in a uniform manner. No explanation is given 

of why it is primary intentions that disambiguate indications 

in some cases while secondary intentions disambiguate 

indications in others. One wonders why it is that perceiving 

an object should make a difference as to which sort of 

intention plays the disambiguating role. Further, one can 

wonder whether the primary intention really can do the work 

that Reimer claims it does. 

Consider again Reimer's Spot and Fido example. There, we 

can assume that the gesture is directed to a point midway 

between the two dogs. On Reimer's theory, because it is Spot 

which the speaker both has in mind and is perceiving, and Spot 

is in the range of the indication, it is Spot which is secured 

as the indicatum. If the primary intention determines Spot in 

this case, why should it not determine Spot in a case in which 

the gesture is directed not at a point between the two dogs, 

but at Fido? (We can suppose that the speaker intended to 

gesture toward Spot, but was careless and gestured to Fido 

instead.) In such a case intuition would have it that Fido is 
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the indicatum. While it is not clear that on Reimer's theory 

Spot must be the indicatum in this case, it is also not clear 

that on Reimer's theory Fido would be the indicatum. Perhaps 

Reimer might spell out what it is for an object to be in the 

range of the indication in such a way that in the original 

Spot and Fido example, both dogs are in the range of the 

indication, while in this alteration of the example, only Fido 

is. I am not optimistic about the success of such an 

endeavor, but even were it successful, the following point 

would still remain: A theory which explained demonstrative 

reference in terms of only one sort of intention would be 

simpler than Reimer's theory. Other things being equal, such 

a theory should be preferred on methodological grounds alone 

over Reimer's theory. In the next section, I will present 

just such a theory. I see it as one which combines 

Wettstein's insight that a theory of deictic reference should 

respect the fact that language is a social institution and 

Reimer's insight that demonstrative reference cannot be 

explained without appeal to the speaker's intentions. 

3.4 Paving the Road to Reference with Intentions 

Let us begin by again considering the variability of 

reference in the lecture hall cases discussed in chapter 1. 

I carefully described those cases as showing that a use of the 

so-called 'pure indexical' 'here' was as much in need of a 
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reference-determining indication as the demonstratives 'this' 

and 'that'. The argioment relied on the fact that the referent 

of an utterance of 'here' is not fully determined by its 

linguistic meaning and the context of utterance. This is 

clear from the fact an utterance of 'here' in those cases 

could refer to a number of different locations without a 

change in the location of the utterer. If one were to accept 

either Kaplan's (1977/1989) or Reimer's (1992) quasi-

intentional theory, the natural explanation of the variability 

of the referent of an utterance of 'here' is that it, like 

other demonstratives, must be accompanied by a referent-

determining indication. So, for example, the walls of the 

lecture hall might serve as an indication of the lecture hall, 

thus determining the lecture hall as the referent of an 

utterance of 'here'. I also noted that this explanation is 

incomplete, for something must be said about why the walls of 

the lecture hall determine reference in one case, but not in 

another. A natural suggestion is that what counts as the 

reference-determining indication is somehow dependent upon the 

intentions of the speaker, for the contexts of utterance can 

be described in such a way that it is only the speaker's 

intentions that vary from case to case. 

We can apply this suggestion to the utterance of 

(6) It's cold here, 

made in the lecture hall. Suppose our speaker wishes to say 
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that the lecture hall is cold, referring to the lecture hall 

with "here". In order for reference to be successful, our 

speaker must indicate the lecture hall. Supposing she is a 

competent language user, she is aware that an indication of 

the lecture hall must accompany her utterance of 'here' in 

order to secure the lecture hall as the referent. So, we can 

suppose that our speaker has the intention to indicate the 

lecture hall. Now, as I have already pointed out, the sort of 

indication which the speaker makes use of need not be an overt 

gesture such as a sweeping hand gesture of the lecture hall. 

Suppose that the speaker and her audience have just entered 

the lecture hall on a hot svunmer's day in Tucson. Let us say 

that the temperature outside the lecture hall is 110 degrees 

Fahrenheit, while the temperature inside the lecture hall is 

65 degrees Fahrenheit. Such a contrast will have as an effect 

the sensation of cold for those entering the lecture hall. 

Our speaker can exploit the fact that those in the lecture 

hall are having sensations of cold in the following way: Upon 

uttering (6), our speaker believes that the audience will 

attempt to discern the referent of "here". Under the 

suggestion we are pursuing, an obvious means to discerning the 

referent is by noting what is being indicated, for it is the 

indication which determines reference. Both the speaker and 

audience are aware that the other is experiencing the relative 

coldness of the lecture hall, and both are aware of the 
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other's awareness. The lecture hall then constitutes a 

location which is, for the audience, an obvious candidate for 

the referent of "here". Since the lecture hall is 

conveniently partitioned from surrounding locations by its 

walls, ceiling, and floor, an obvious (to both the speaker and 

the audience) way of indicating the lecture hall is by means 

of those very walls, ceiling and floor. The speaker can then 

reasonably intend to indicate the lecture hall by means of its 

walls, and reasonably expect the audience to take those walls 

as an indication of the intended referent of 'here'. 

Above we have a description of how it is that our speaker 

may intend to indicate and refer to a location by means of an 

opportune indication. But, suppose our speaker did not have 

an intention to refer to the lecture hall. Suppose instead 

that she intended to express a proposition about Tucson, to 

the effect that it is cold. One reason she might want to do 

so is in order to ironically communicate the proposition that 

Tucson is hot by expressing what she takes to be the absurd 

proposition that Tucson is cold. The question now is how she 

can indicate Tucson, as opposed to the lecture hall. She may 

make it plain that she is speaking ironically by the tone with 

which she utters (1). In this case, she will have made it 

plain to her audience that she take the proposition she is 

expressing to be obviously false. Since the lecture hall is 

in fact cold, it will not be taken by the audience to be a 
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plausible candidate for the referent of "here". Since Tucson 

is hot, and the speaker and audience are still feeling the 

effects of that heat, Tucson itself is a plausible candidate 

for the referent of "here". Tucson is, like the lecture hall, 

conveniently partitioned from surrounding locations. Because 

of this, there is a ready indication of Tucson which the 

speaker can make use of and which the audience can be expected 

to recognize as an indication of the intended referent. 

Care should be taken in understanding what is being 

described in the above cases. In many cases, an indication is 

used by the speaker to make clear to the audience what the 

speaker's intended referent is. This is not what is occurring 

in the above two cases. In neither case can the audience 

plausibly be expected to understand what the indication is 

without first understanding what the speaker intends to 

indicate. This description must be distinguished from one 

where the audience is required to know what the referent of 

the deictic is prior to its being indicated. Under the 

proposal at hand, this is impossible for the indication is 

essential in determining the referent of the deictic. So, 

there is no referent prior to the indication. The way I have 

described the cases, the audience is required to know what the 

speaker's referent, not the semantic referent, is in order to 

be in a position to understand what the indication is. Thus, 

successful communication relies on the speaker being able to 
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count on the hearer to start from the object which will be the 

semantic referent and then search for the indication of that 

object. 

The problem with this suggestion is that it provides a 

needlessly complex explanation of deictic reference. In the 

explanation, the intentions of the speaker are relevant to the 

determination of what is being indicated and to the 

determination of the indication itself. Both of these 

determinations are necessary in order to arrive at a referent 

which is determined by the indication. Thus, the theory 

acknowledges that the speaker's intentions are crucial in 

indirectly detennining a referent due to their role in 

determining a referent-determining indication. While Reimer 

presents her theory after examining the intention theory and 

finds it to be lacking, I have shown that her criticisms are 

not decisive, so they cannot be used to motivate the 

acceptance of the view that indications are necessary for the 

determination of reference. A careful examination of the 

quasi-intentional theory reveals that the very intention which 

is needed to disambiguate an indication in effect determines 

what the indicatum is. The natural next steps are to 

eliminate the indication as it has been used in the quasi-

intention theory's explanation and to explain reference in 

terms of the speaker's intentions and the linguistic meanings 

of deictics. In what follows I develop the framework for my 
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intention theory of deictic reference, beginning with a 

taxonomy of the speaker's intentions. 

3.4.1 A Taxonomy of Intentions 

A speaker's intention is a primary referential intention 

if it is an intention to refer to an object independently from 

her intention to use words in accordance with the conventions 

governing their use. Thus, a primary referential intention is 

an intention to refer to an object the speaker has in mind. 

A speaker's intention is a secondary referential 

intention if it is an intention to refer to whatever object is 

being indicated and satisfies the linguistic meaning of the 

deictic she has uttered. 

It is the secondary referential intention, not the 

primary one, which plays a role in the determination of the 

referent of an utterance of a deictic. To maintain that the 

primary referential intention determines reference would be to 

run head on into the problems which both Wettstein and Reimer 

have presented for intention theories. The primary 

referential intention is relevant to the secondary referential 

intention in that the secondary intention is formed in order 

to satisfy the primary intention. The satisfaction of the 

secondary referential intention is, in most cases, intended by 

a speaker to satisfy her primary referential intention, though 

it may fail to do so. In some cases, such as the spin-the-
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bottle example discussed earlier, there is no primary 

referential intention. In such a case, the satisfaction of 

the secondary referential intention is not intended to satisfy 

any communicative intention (which the primary referential 

intention is), though it may be intended to satisfy another 

intention (e.g., the intention to participate in the game). 

The secondary/primary referential intention distinction 

is intended to parallel the distinction made by Austin (1953) 

and Anscombe (1957) concerning the direction of fit between 

words and the world. Certain utterances are intended by their 

utterers to describe the world. The distinction is drawn 

clearly in the following example of Anscombe's: 

Let us consider a man going round a town with a 
shopping list in his hand. Now it is clear that 
the relation of this list to the things he actually 
buys is one and the same whether his wife gave him 
the list or it is his own list; and that there is a 
different relation when a list is made by a 
detective following him about. If he made the 
list, it was an expression of intention; if his 
wife gave it him, it has the role of an order. 
What then is the identical relation to what 
happens, in the order and the intention, which is 
not shared by the record? It is precisely this: if 
the list and the things that the man actually buys 
do not agree, and if this and this alone 
constitutes a mistake in the man's performance (if 
his wife were to say: 'Look, it says butter and you 
have bought margarine', he would hardly reply: 
'What a mistake! We must put that right' and alter 
the word on the list to 'margarine'); whereas if 
the detective's record and what the man actually 
buys do not agree, then the mistake is in the 
record. (1957, p. 56) 

The list that the detective has made of the man's purchases is 

intended to describe, or fit, the world. The man, however. 
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intends that his purchases fit the words. The distinction 

between primary and secondary referential intentions parallels 

this distinction in that in uttering the words she does, a 

speaker intends those words to fit (or satisfy) her primary 

referential intention. It is also the case that a speaker, in 

using the words she does, has an intention to refer to 

whatever her utterance of those words refers to. The 

direction of fit in the case of secondary referential 

intentions is from intentions to words. The case of deictic 

terms complicates this matter, for deictic terms do not have 

referents independently from the speaker's intentions, so it 

is insufficient to describe the secondary intention in a case 

of an utterances of a deictic as an intention to refer to 

whatever the utterance refers to. It is for this reason that 

I have described the secondary intention in terms of the 

indicatum and indication. 

However, Kaplan and Reimer are correct when they point 

out that indications do not, by themselves, have determinate 

indicata. An analogous claim holds for indications and their 

indicata. Further, as the lecture hall cases show, what the 

indication is is dependent upon the speaker's intentions. 

Thus, describing the secondary intention as sensitive to the 

indication and indicatum is not sufficient, for an account 

must be given of both how one thing rather than another comes 

to be an indication and how that indication is an indication 
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of what it is. Here, as in Reimer's theory, intentions play 

the determining role. A speaker, when uttering a deictic, has 

what I shall call a 'primary indicative intention'. A primary 

indicative intention is an intention to indicate an object 

independently from what object is in fact indicated. In 

uttering a deictic, the primary indicative intention is an 

intention to indicate the object which it is her primary 

referential intention to refer to. 

Just as the primary referential intention does not 

determine what the referent of an utterance of a deictic is, 

the primary indicative intention does not determine what the 

indication is nor does it determine what the indicatum is. 

Further, just as the primary referential intention gives rise 

to a secondary referential intention, the primary indicative 

intention gives rise to a secondary indicative intention. A 

secondary indicative intention is an intention to indicate 

whatever object it is which the agent of the intention can 

reasonably expect the audience to discern by way of elements 

of the context of indication.^® The satisfaction of a 

secondary indicative intention is, in most cases, intended by 

an indicator to satisfy the primary indicative intention, 

though it may fail to do so. It may also be that there is no 

'"This definition is intended to be only a first 
approximation. It does not take into account cases where the 
agent intends to mislead her audience with respect to what is 
being indicated. I will deal with these sorts of cases in 
chapter 4. 
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primary indicative intention. This is the case in the spin-

the-bottle example where the spinner does not intend to 

indicate any particular person. 

It should be noted that the determination of the 

indicatum is independent from the reasonableness of taking the 

indicatum to be the object of the indicator's primary 

indicative intention. It may be that it is clear to an 

audience that the indicator intended to indicate a certain 

object, but instead indicated another. That is, it is 

possible for an indicator to indicate an object which the 

audience can reasonably (and perhaps correctly) take to be 

other than the object which the speaker intended to indicate, 

in the primary indicative sense. Likewise, it may be 

reasonable (and correct) for the audience to believe that the 

speaker has failed to indicate the object she intended to 

refer to, in the primary referential sense, and has indicated 

another object instead. 

The relationship between primary referential and 

secondary referential intentions is mediated by the agent's 

beliefs. For instance, it may be that a speaker sees a man, 

whom she believes is a man named 'Jones', the owner of the 

house, working in his garden. Suppose she wants to say of the 

man that she sees that he loves gardening. Her primary 

referential intention is to refer to the man whom she has 

visual contact of. She believes that in uttering 
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(7) Jones loves gardening, 

she will thereby express her belief that the man she sees 

loves gardening. She has the secondary intention to refer to 

the referent of her utterance of 'Jones'. She has this 

intention because she believes that her utterance of 'Jones' 

refers to the man she is viewing. This belief is due to her 

beliefs that the man she is viewing is the owner of the house 

and that the owner of the house is named 'Jones'. From these, 

she forms the belief that reference to the man she is viewing 

will be achieved by reference to the referent of her utterance 

of 'Jones'. It may be that any one or all of these beliefs is 

false. It may be that the man she is viewing is not Jones, 

the owner of the house. In this case, she will have failed to 

satisfy her primary referential intention by uttering 'Jones'. 

It may be that the man she is viewing is the owner of the 

house, but the owner of the house is not named 'Jones', In 

this case, the speaker will also have failed to satisfy her 

primary referential intention, and may or may not have 

succeeded in referring to another individual, depending upon 

whether her utterance of 'Jones' is connected by a reference-

preserving causal or historical chain. 

Similar remarks apply to the relationship between primary 

indicative and secondary indicative intentions as the non-

linguistic example involving an indication given above makes 

clear. There, the indicator has the primary indicative 
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intention to indicate the man in the distance. He has this 

intention because of another intention to indicate Jones and 

his belief that the man in the distance is Jones. He also 

believes that the object in the general direction of the 

gesture is the man in the distance. Because of this, the 

indicator forms the belief that by indicating the object in 

the general direction of the gesture, he will have thereby 

indicated the man in the distance. He then forms the 

secondary indicative intention to indicate the object in the 

general direction of the gesture. As it turns out, the belief 

that the man in the distance is Jones is false, and his 

intention to indicate Jones is not satisfied by the 

satisfaction of his primary indicative intention. He has 

indicated the man in the distance, but has failed to indicate 

Jones. 

I will end with an account of how the referent of the 

demonstrative utterance in Wettstein's Smith and Jones example 

is determined. The speaker in that example has an intention 

to refer to Jones. The speaker believes that the man in the 

distance is Jones. Because of this identity belief, the 

speaker believes that by referring to the man in the distance, 

he will satisfy his intention to refer to Jones. The speaker 

then forms the primary referential intention to refer to the 

man in the distance. He attempts to satisfy his primary 

referential intention with an utterance of 'that'. He has the 
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secondary referential intention to refer with his utterance of 

'that' to the object he indicates. The speaker primarily 

intends to indicate the man in the distance, his primary 

intended referent. Because of his identity belief, the 

speaker believes that by indicating the object in the general 

direction of the gesture, he will satisfy his primary 

indicative intention to indicate the man in the distance. The 

speaker then forms the secondary indicative intention to 

indicate the object which the audience can reasonably be 

expected to discern by way of elements of the context of 

indication. The speaker then points to the man in the 

distance in order secure that man as the reasonably 

discernable indicatum. The man in the distance is Smith, so 

Smith is the indicatum. Smith is thus the referent of the 

demonstrative utterance. The primary referential intention 

and the primary indicative intention are both satisfied. But, 

since the speaker's belief that the man in the distance (the 

object of his primary referential intention) is Jones is 

false, his intention to refer to Jones is not satisfied. 

In the next chapter, this picture of how intentions play 

a role in the determination of deictic reference will be 

developed in detail. We will see that several modifications 

are needed both to handle deictic reference and to deal with 

the attributive use of deictics discussed in chapter 2. 
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CHAPTER 4: MEANING AND INTENDING 

4.1 Introduction 

The intention theory outlined at the end of chapter 3 

needs to be filled out so as to account for how the reference 

determining intention interacts with and is constrained by the 

linguistic meanings of deictic terms. In this chapter, I will 

discuss how secondary referential intentions, secondary 

indicative intentions, and the linguistic meanings of deictics 

interact to determine indicata and referents. Also, I will 

outline an account of how deictics may be used attributively. 

Before moving on to these matters, I will clarify and 

highlight certain aspects of the outline of my theory so that 

it is clear exactly what distinguishes it from other intention 

theories. 

4.2 Determining Intentions 

While my discussion in chapter 3 of my intention theory 

mentioned a number of intentions, only two of them, the 

secondary referential intention and the secondary indicative 

intention, are essential for the determination of reference. 

Neither the primary referential intention nor the primary 

indicative intention are needed for reference to be achieved. 

This should be clear from the fact that there are cases of 

deictic reference in which neither sort of primary intention 

is present such as the spin-the-bottle example of chapter 3. 
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Other examples are not difficult to come by. It might be 

thought that these cases merely show that deictic reference 

can occur without the existence of primary intentions; they do 

not show that those intentions, when present, do not play a 

reference-determining role. Though this possibility is not 

ruled out by the existence of cases in which deictic reference 

occurs without primary intentions, it would be odd to think 

that the explanation of how reference is determined in those 

cases does not generalize to other cases of deictic reference. 

Language, though, can be an unaccommodating topic of study. 

Our concern for generalizability of explanation does not 

concern language and it may be that intentions other than 

secondary ones, when present, play a role in determining 

reference. However, there are other reasons for taking 

primary intentions to be inconsequential to the determination 

of reference. 

In my discussions of Wettstein's Smith and Jones example 

I argued, in effect, that a complete explanation of reference 

could be given without mentioning the primary intentions. The 

nonlinguistic case of pointing presented in chapter 3 in which 

someone intended to point to Jones was intended to show that 

only the secondary indicative intention is relevant to the 

determination of the indicatum. In that example, the 

indicator had the intention to indicate Jones. This 

intention, along with the belief that the man in the distance 



144 

was Jones, resulted in the intention to indicate the man in 

the distance. The belief that the man in the distance would 

be the reasonably discernible object, in this case because of 

the pointing gesture, gave rise to the intention to indicate 

the reasonably discernible object. It is this last intention 

which determined as the indicatum the object which was 

gestured to. Without this intention, the gesture would have 

as much bearing on what the indicatum is as would the barking 

of a dog. Absent the secondary indicative intention, the 

situation would be similar to one in which someone appears to 

be pointing, but in actuality is having a muscle spasm. This 

runs directly counter to Wettstein's comment concerning the 

case in which a speaker points directly in the face of 

someone, without intending the gesture to indicate that person 

as the referent of "that". Wettstein claims that the speaker 

is responsible for this wayward gesture, and so that gesture 

plays a role in the determination of reference. But to my 

mind, pointings and indications in general essentially involve 

intentions. A particular pointing could not have been a 

pointing had the pointer not intended it to be such. 

It may seem strange to say that all indications involve 

intentions. After all, in chapter 1 I discussed a number of 

examples of indications not involving a gesture on the 

speaker's part. Concerning one example I argued that the 

walls, ceiling, and floor of a lecture hall served to indicate 
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that lecture hall. Further, I introduced the term 

'indication' intending to capture both a pre-theoretical 

notion of demonstration and Kaplan's theoretical notion of 

demonstration. The latter notion allows that such things as 

the barking of a dog and a man's running may serve to 

demonstrate the barking dog and the rionning man. I argued 

that in order for such things to be indications of what they 

are, there must be appropriate intentions making them 

indications. This seems no more strange to me than does the 

claim that for an extended finger to count as a pointing, and 

thus an indication, the extended finger must be intended as 

such. That the indicating finger is being controlled by the 

agent while the barking dog is not is not obviously 

significant. 

The conclusion that all indications essentially involve 

intentions can be arrived at in a different manner. If we 

suppose that such indications as the barking of a dog and a 

nan's running do not involve intentions, then such things will 

be indications regardless of whether there are agents. Every 

time a dog barks (apart from other dogs) or a man runs 

(without others running around him), their actions will 

constitute indications." This consequence is something to 

be avoided and so the claim which led to it, the claim that 

^'What are they indications of? The answer is 'nothing' 
unless there is an appropriate disambiguating intention. 
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intentions are not essential to indications, must be rejected. 

That each instance of deictic reference can be explained 

without mentioning primary referential intentions does not 

show that primary referential intentions are not playing a 

role in the determination of reference. It may still be that 

the correct explanations of some cases of deictic reference do 

involve primary referential intentions alone or in conjunction 

with secondary intentions. However, the methodological 

consideration of simplicity does provide a reason for opting 

for an account of deictic reference in which the mechanisms of 

reference are the same across all cases. Since all cases of 

deictic reference can be explained in terms of the secondary 

intentions alone, a theory which accounts for deictic 

reference in terms of secondary intentions alone is, other 

things being equal, to be preferred over a theory which 

accounts for deictic reference in terms of non-secondary 

intentions. The latter sort of theory must of necessity be 

more complex, for no instance of deictic reference can be 

explained in terms of non-secondary intentions alone. 

Thus far I have given two methodological considerations 

in favor of a theory of deictic reference which accounts for 

such reference in terms of secondary intentions. The first 

consideration is one of generalizability. In some cases of 

deictic reference the speaker has only secondary intentions. 

If we are to account for deictic reference in terms of 
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intentions, as I have argued we should, then the proper 

explanation of deictic reference for some cases can involve 

only secondary intentions. A theory of deictic reference 

which generalizes to other cases is to preferred over one 

which does not, so we have a reason for preferring a theory of 

deictic reference which explains all cases of deictic 

reference in terms of secondary intentions. The second 

methodological consideration of simplicity provides a reason 

for preferring a theory of deictic reference which accounts 

for deictic reference in terms of secondary intentions alone 

over a theory which accounts for at least some cases of 

deictic reference in terms of intentions in addition to 

secondary intentions. 

In addition to these two methodological reasons for 

explaining all cases of deictic reference in terms of 

secondary intentions alone, there is a third, non-

methodological reason for doing so. In chapter 3 I suggested 

that the relationships between primary and secondary 

intentions are mediated by beliefs. In particular, the 

beliefs which mediate the relationships are identity beliefs 

to the effect that the objects of the primary intentions are 

identical to the objects of the corresponding secondary 

^°It is also the case that the simpler theory can be 
argued to be the more general of the two, since the more 
complex explanations of deictic reference cannot be applied to 
cases in which only secondary intentions are present. 
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intentions. In Wettstein's Smith and Jones example presented 

in chapter 3, the identity belief that the man in the distance 

is the indicatum links the primary referential intention to 

refer to the man in the distance with the secondary 

referential intention to refer to the indicatum. In that same 

example, the identity belief that the man in the distance is 

the reasonably discernible object links the primary indicative 

intention to refer to the man in the distance with the 

secondary indicative intention to indicate the reasonably 

discernible object. Without these identity beliefs, neither 

of the secondary intentions would have arisen, given the 

speaker's primary intentions. In Wettstein's example the 

secondary intentions are formed only to satisfy the primary 

intentions. Without the identity beliefs, there would be no 

reason for the speaker to believe that the satisfaction of the 

secondary intentions would result in the satisfaction of the 

primary intentions. 

It has often been noted that a speaker may intend to 

refer with a deictic to one object and end up referring to a 

different object. This is what occurs in many of the examples 

discussed throughout this and previous chapters and is, I 

believe, what often lay behind the rejection of intention 

theories of deictic reference. On my view, cases where the 

referent of the deictic utterance and the object of a non-

secondary intention diverge are all cases in which one or 
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another identity belief is false. 

In Wettstein's Smith and Jones example, while the 

identity belief linking the primary and secondary referential 

intentions is true, the identity belief linking the 

originating referential intention to refer to Jones with the 

primary referential intention to refer to the man in the 

distance is false, for it is Smith, not Jones, that is the man 

in the distance. In Kaplan's picture of Carnap example, the 

identity belief that the picture behind the speaker is the 

picture of Carnap is likewise false. The result of these 

false identity beliefs is that there is a divergence between 

the objects referred to by the uttered deictics and the 

intended referents. Because of the nature of these beliefs 

(they are not true in virtue of logical form alone), there is 

no case where a speaker has such an identity belief where that 

belief may not be false, understanding this possibility to be 

an epistemic rather than a metaphysical one. Thus, even in 

cases where there is no divergence between the intended 

referent and the referent of the deictic utterance, it is true 

that there might, epistemically speaking, have been such a 

divergence. 

This last claim is not intended to cover cases, such as 

the spin-the-bottle example of chapter 3, where the only 

referential intentions a speaker has are secondary ones. The 

reason is that the secondary referential intentions in such 
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cases are intended to "fit" the indicata. Even if there is no 

referent, it would be misleading to say that the secondary 

referential intention is not satisfied. The secondary 

referential intention is an intention to refer to whatever 

object is indicated and satisfies the linguistic meaning of 

the uttered deictic. This intention does not have 

satisfaction conditions which require that there is an 

indicated object which satisfies the linguistic meaning of the 

deictic or even that there is an indicated object. Rather, I 

think of the secondary intention as something like the 

intention involved in the following situation; Suppose that 

I am trying to decide where to go on vacation. Unable to 

decide, I decide to throw a dart at a map of the world, with 

the intention that I will go to whatever country the dart 

lands on. Suppose the dart ends up somewhere in international 

waters and I decide to stay home. By staying home I have not 

failed to satisfy my intention. That intention can be 

described as a conditional the antecedent of which is that 

there is a country that the dart lands on. Since there is no 

such country, the conditional itself is true. I have not 

failed to refer to the country the dart lands on, because 

there is no such country. Similar remarks apply to the 

secondary referential intention to refer to whatever object is 

indicated and which satisfies the linguistic meaning of the 

uttered deictic. That intention can be described as a 
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conditional which has as its antecedent the proposition that 

there is an object indicated and which satisfies the 

linguistic meaning of the uttered deictic. If that antecedent 

is false, then the conditional is true. The speaker has not 

failed to refer to the object which is indicated and satisfies 

the linguistic meaning of the uttered deictic, because there 

is no such object. 

These observations suggest the following thesis: 

(RIl) Any referential intention to refer to an object 

which may differ from the referent of the deictic 

utterance is irrelevant to the determination of the 

referent of that utterance. 

This thesis, when conjoined with the thesis that secondary 

referential intentions are relevant to the determination of 

reference, has the following as a corollary: 

(RI2) In all cases of deictic reference in which there is 

an identity belief mediating the connection between 

referential intentions which may, epistemically 

speaking, be false, it is only the secondary 

referential intention which plays a role in the 

determination of reference. 

Similar theses concerning indicative intentions can be 

supported in a like manner: 

(III) Any indicative intention to indicate an object 

which may differ from the indicatum is irrelevant 
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to the determination of the indicatum. 

Just as (RIl) has a corollary concerning secondary referential 

intentions, (III), when conjoined with the thesis that 

secondary indicative intentions play a role in the 

determination of reference, has as the following thesis 

concerning secondary indicative intentions as a corollary: 

(112) In all cases of indication in which there is an 

identity belief mediating the connection between 

referential intentions which may, epistemically 

speaking, be false, it is only the secondary 

indicative intention which plays a role in the 

determination of the indicatum. 

Together, these theses siammarize the view that only secondary 

intentions play a role in the determination of deictic 

reference. 

My view, stated above, that the secondary referential 

intention is satisfied in a case in which there is reference 

failure may strike some as an odd one and deserves special 

attention. It may appear especially odd in light of my 

remarks in chapter 3 indicating that I consider the secondary 

referential intention to be a communicative intention. In 

chapter 3, I pointed out that for an intention to be 

communicative, it must involve the language the speaker is 

using. With respect to a deictic utterance, of the various 

intentions I have discussed the only intention which is 
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properly called 'communicative' is the secondary referential 

intention. This is because the secondary referential 

intention is the only intention which involves specific words 

in the language the speaker is using. How then, am I to 

account for communication failure? Given that the 

communicative intention (i.e., the secondary referential 

intention) can be satisfied even in a case where reference 

does not occur, it may appear as though I will have a special 

problem accounting for communication failure. In fact, 

communication failure does not pose a difficulty for my view. 

Were we to take communication failure to entail that the 

communicative intention is not satisfied, it would pose a 

problem, but we need not do so. On my view, communication 

fails not because of a failure to satisfy a communicative 

referential intention, but because of a failure to secure a 

referent. Although the secondary referential intention can be 

satisfied without successfully securing a referent, the 

failure to secure a referent results in the failure to express 

a complete proposition. It is because of this latter failure 

that communication is unsuccessful.^^ 

This account of communication failure is not intended to 

^^This is not to say that every case in which a complete 
proposition is not expressed involves communication failure. 
An utterance of 'What time is it?' does not express a complete 
proposition, but does communicate something. I intend my 
remarks to apply only to cases in which a declarative sentence 
is uttered. 
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be a general account of communication failure. Communication 

failures occur due to a variety of reasons. It may be, for 

example, that the speaker expresses a complete proposition, 

but her audience may fail to understand that proposition. Nor 

is this explanation of communicative failure intended to 

accommodate all of our ascriptions of communication failure 

having to do with deictic reference. In ordinary parlance, 

should a speaker primarily intend to refer a certain object 

and utter a deictic to satisfy this intention, if the referent 

of that utterance is something other than her primary intended 

referent we might say that a communication failure has 

occurred. While there is some truth to this description, I 

also find it misleading. For, the example may also be one in 

which there is communicative success, if the speaker has 

succeeded in expressing a complete proposition. It is the 

intentions at work at this level of success that I am 

concerned with when I discuss communicative intentions, not a 

broader level at which such intentions as the intention to 

speak audibly might be called a 'communicative intention'. 

4.3 Meaning and Intending 

I have defined the secondary referential intention as an 

intention to refer to whatever object is being indicated and 

satisfies the linguistic meaning of the uttered deictic. 

Until now, I have presented little in the way of a discussion 
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of how the linguistic meanings of deictics interact with 

intentions to determine reference. In this section, I will 

concern myself with this interaction. 

It is helpful to think of the linguistic meanings of 

deictics as filters through which only members of one or 

another class of objects can pass. These filters are 

comprised of sortal properties and relations which must be 

satisfied by an object in order for that object to be a 

candidate for reference. The action of these filters occurs 

after an indicatum has been determined. This is true of all 

deictic terms, including the so-called 'pure indexicals'. The 

arguments of chapter 1 showed that the pure 

indexical/demonstrative distinction does not apply to the 

deictics of English. In all cases of deictic reference, the 

burden of finding a suitable candidate for reference is 

carried by the secondary indicative intention and the 

corresponding indication. It is still an open question as to 

whether the linguistic meanings of deictics in part determine 

the referents of utterances of those deictics. However, it is 

more in line with my view of the work done by secondary 

indicative intentions and indications to say that it is not 

the job of linguistic meaning to secure indicata. They are, 

as I said, best thought of as filters through which indicata 

must pass, rather than determiners of those indicata. On my 

view, it is not a semantic role of the linguistic meanings of 
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deictics to secure candidates for reference. However, the 

filters can still play some role in the determination of 

indicata. This may at first glance appear to contradict the 

preceding claim concerning linguistic meaning, but if we 

understand that the role which filters play in determining 

indicata is not a semantic one, then contradiction is avoided. 

The non-semantic role that the sortal properties and 

relations contained in the linguistic meaning of a given 

deictic term can play results from the fact that those 

properties and relations can be exploited by the speaker to 

indicate one object rather than another. For example, suppose 

a speaker utters 

(1) She is a dualist, 

while pointing to a group of people, only one of whom is 

female. Suppose further that the pointing gesture fails to 

single out any one member of the group. The linguistic 

meaning of 'she' contains the sortal property of being female. 

This property can be exploited by the speaker so that it, 

along with the pointing gesture, determines the female member 

of the group as the reasonably discernible indicatum, for she 

is the only object in the range of the gesture which satisfies 

the sortal property. 

It can also happen that the speaker unsuccessfully 

exploits the linguistic meaning of an uttered deictic, 

resulting in the failure to determine an indicatum and so 
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ultimately fails to secure a referent. This may happen if, in 

a situation similar to the above, there is more than one 

female in the group. If there is more than one female in the 

range of the gesture, then that gesture, even when conjoined 

with the sortal property of being a female, will not single 

out one object as the reasonably discernible indicatum. 

It may also be that the cue provided by the linguistic 

meaning of the uttered deictic is at odds with other cues, 

resulting in the failure to secure an indicatum. Suppose that 

the gesture accompanying an utterance of (1) clearly selects 

one of the male members of the group. It may be that the 

speaker also intended to exploit the linguistic meaning of 

'she' to determine an indicatum. Because the property of 

being a female cannot be satisfied by the object gestured to, 

neither the female member of the group nor the male member who 

was pointed to will be secured as the indicatum, again 

resulting in reference failure. 

In cases where the linguistic meanings of deictics are 

successfully exploited, satisfaction of the sortal properties 

and relations by the indicata is not guaranteed. For example, 

it may happen that a speaker exploits the linguistic meaning 

of 'she' to indicate someone who the speaker believes to be a 

woman, but is actually a man disguised as a woman. Because of 

the disguise, the man is the reasonably discernible object, 

for it appears that he satisfies the linguistic meaning of 
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'she'. That man, then, may be secured as the indicatum. That 

the man is secured as the indicatum by way of the linguistic 

meaning of 'she' does not entail that he is secured as the 

referent of the utterance of 'she'. To be the referent of a 

deictic utterance, the indicatum must not only apparently 

satisfy the linguistic meaning of the uttered deictic, it must 

actually satisfy the linguistic meaning. In the example under 

discussion, the indicatum apparently satisfies the linguistic 

meaning of 'she', but does not actually satisfy it. Should 

the speaker utter (1) and indicate the man disguised as a 

woman, the disguised man will not be secured as the referent. 

The above is an example in which the indicatum fails to 

satisfy the property used to secure it as the indicatum. 

Since that property is a component of the linguistic meaning 

of the uttered deictic, the indicatum cannot be the referent 

of that deictic utterance. That an object fails to satisfy a 

property used to secure it as an indicatum does not, however, 

ensure that it will not be the referent of the uttered 

deictic. It is only when that property is a component of the 

linguistic meaning of the uttered deictic that the failure to 

satisfy it will result in the failure to secure the indicatum 

as the referent. Thus, the following thesis concerning the 

necessary and sufficient conditions for the securement of 

indicata as referents can be asserted: 

(RC) An object i secured as an indicatum by an 
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indication accompanying an utterance u of a deictic 

d will be the referent of u if and only if i 

satisfies the linguistic meaning of d. 

It is important to understand that (RC) does not rule out 

the possibility that an indicatum may fail to satisfy those 

properties and relations which are exploited to secure it as 

the indicatvim. On my view, the only properties and relations 

which must be satisfied by an indicatum in order to be secured 

as the referent of a deictic utterance are those provided by 

the uttered deictic. This view can be contrasted with 

Reimer's (1992) view in which secondary intentions may 

introduce sortal properties in addition to those contained in 

the linguistic meaning of a deictic. As applied to Kaplan's 

picture of Carnap example, Reimer's theory has it that in 

addition to Kaplan's primary intention to refer to the picture 

of Carnap, Kaplan has the secondary intention to "demonstrate, 

and say something of, the picture in the direction of the 

gesture" (1992, p. 390). In spelling out the secondary 

intention in this way, Reimer is attempting to solve the 

problem of the indeterminacy of indication. Kaplan's gesture 

is an indication of a picture, rather than a picture frame, a 

canvas, a section of the canvas, etc., in virtue of the fact 

that the secondary intention contains the sortal property of 

being a picture. This sortal property does the work of 

disambiguating the gesture so that it is an indication of the 



160 

picture. 

It appears that Reimer takes the mechanism of 

disambiguation to provide a necessary condition for being the 

indicatum. That this facet of Reimer's theory is significant 

can be seen from the sort of example discussed earlier in 

which something that apparently satisfies the property in 

question does not actually satisfy it. In this case, the 

property of being a picture might apparently be satisfied by 

an object in the range of Kaplan's gesture, while in actuality 

it is not a picture at all (perhaps it is a window, framed 

like a picture, with someone looking through it). My 

intuitions concerning such cases support the view that 

properties other than those contained in the linguistic 

meanings of deictics can be used to determine indicata, but 

satisfaction of those properties by the indicata is not a 

necessary condition for their being the referents of the 

deictic utterances. My intuition is that had the picture of 

Carnap in Kaplan's example been replaced by a vase of flowers, 

that vase of flowers would have been the referent of the 

utterance of 'that'. This supports my claim that being a 

picture is not a necessary condition on the referent of 

Kaplan's utterance of 'that'. It also supports the conclusion 

argued for above that being a picture is not a necessary 

condition on being the indicatum. 

Kent Bach (1987) also claims that the intentions of the 
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speaker involve properties beyond those contained in the 

linguistic meanings of deictics. As he describes Kaplan's 

picture of Carnap example, Kaplan (in the example) has a 

referential intention which involves the property of being a 

picture. Bach writes: 

Although he is not using it, the operative 
description in his referential intention, the one 
on which he communicatively intends the hearer to 
rely, is 'the picture behind me'. ...That 
[referential] intention is simply to refer to the 
picture behind him. (1987, p. 185) 

Bach claims that the property of being a pictiare becomes 

relevant in virtue of the occurrence of the phrase 'is a 

picture' in Kaplan's utterance. Bach is right in thinking 

that that phrase might provide a reason for those in the 

audience to think that Kaplan intends to indicate and refer to 

a picture. However, the import of the occurrence of this 

phrase should not be overestimated. From the fact that the 

phrase might be exploited by Kaplan to indicate an object, it 

does not necessarily follow that Kaplan is so exploiting it. 

Earlier in this chapter and in chapter 3 I argued that whether 

or not something is to count as an indication is a matter 

which depends upon the speaker's intentions. Thus, whether a 

given phrase is to count as an indication is a matter 

dependent upon the speaker's intentions. 

That a speeJcer may not exploit a phrase to indicate 

something is important to acknowledge. It may be that while 

the predicate(s) in a phrase are believed by the speaker to be 
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satisfied by her intended indicatxam, she may also believe that 

the intended indicatum does not appear to satisfy the 

predicate (s). Suppose we are at a modern art exhibit and we 

see a particularly opaque work of art. Suppose further that 

I say 

(2) That is a depiction of humankind's struggle to overcome 

evil. 

While I may believe that the work of art I am indicating is a 

depiction of htimankind's struggle to overcome evil, I may also 

believe that it is less than obvious to you that it is such a 

depiction, or even a depiction at all. In this case, it is 

unlikely that I would rely on either the phrase 'is a 

depiction' or 'is a depiction of humankind's struggle to 

overcome evil' to indicate the work of art. 

The beliefs mentioned in the above example (i.e., the 

belief that the object of our attention is a depiction of 

humankind's struggle to overcome evil and the belief that it 

is not obvious to you that it is such a depiction) are 

inessential to the main point. Having those beliefs is one 

reason I might not exploit the property of being a depiction, 

but there are other contexts in which I lack such beliefs and 

still I might not intend to exploit this property. That it 

does not even need to be the case that I believe that the 

object is a depiction of humankind's struggle to overcome evil 

can be seen from the following excimple: Suppose the object of 
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our attention is a mop and bucket which I know to be nothing 

more than a mop and bucket. Suppose further that I do not 

appreciate modern art and in an attempt to poke fun at it I 

indicate the mop and bucket while uttering (2). In this case, 

as in the last, it is unlikely that I would exploit the 

property of being a depiction, for I do not believe that the 

object I am indicating is a depiction. This example shows 

that a speaker's attribution of a property to an object does 

not imply that that property is one the speaker might exploit 

to secure an indicatum. A speaker may knowingly say something 

absurd. 

Further, to emphasize a point I made earlier, even if I 

were to exploit either the phrase 'is a depiction' or 'is a 

depiction of humankind's struggle to overcome evil', it does 

not follow that the indicatum need satisfy the relevant 

properties. Suppose that I believe, as before, that the mop 

and bucket is a depiction of mankind's struggle to overcome 

evil, and believe that you believe it is a depiction. It may 

be that I exploit the property of being a depiction to secure 

the mop and bucket as the indicatum while uttering (2). Even 

though the mop and bucket are not a depiction, the property of 

being a depiction is still criterial in determining the mop 

and bucket as the indicatxim. This is because the mop and 

bucket are believed by me, the speaker, to be a depiction, 

making it the reasonably discernible object. 
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At times the exploited cues can be at odds with each 

other with a failure to secure an indicatum being a result. 

This is what I suggested might occur in a case where a speaker 

points to a male while uttering 'she'. The speaker may intend 

to exploit both the gesture and the linguistic meaning of 

'she', not realizing that the gesture cannot reasonably be 

taken to indicate anyone other than someone who is clearly 

male. My intuition is that in this case nothing has been 

indicated and that nothing has been referred to. But, my 

intuition is different when the example is changed so that the 

speaker utters 'she' and directs her gesture toward someone 

who appears to be a man, but is known by the speaker to be a 

woman and the speaker is aware that her audience is unaware of 

the true gender of her intended indicatum. In such a case, I 

do not think that the speaker is likely to exploit the 

linguistic meaning of 'she' in order to indicate someone who 

she does not believe her audience knows is a female. This is 

because a speaker is typically cooperative in her 

communicative endeavors, and it would be uncooperative to 

indicate an object by way of an indication that appears 

inappropriate to one's audience. This holds for all sorts of 

indications, not just those involving the exploitation of 

linguistic meaning. Suppose I am speaking with a blind person 

and want to draw her attention to an object by indicating it. 

Given that I am aware of her blindness, it would be 
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uncooperative of me should I indicate that object by pointing 

to it. If the indication is accompanied by an utterance of 

'that', I may succeed in securing the object as the referent 

of the uttered deictic and express a complete proposition, but 

because of my choice of indication, I will fail to communicate 

that proposition. Thus, it may be that a speaker, because she 

is intentionally uncooperative, under a misapprehension 

regarding her audience's beliefs, or absent-minded, exploit 

cues which do not make clear to her audience what the 

indicatum is. In such cases, it still may be that the speaker 

has successfully exploited the cues and secured an indicatum. 

This is one of the main points of disagreement between my 

theory and Wettstein's theory. But as I argued in chapter 3, 

the data provided by intuitions is on the side of my theory 

since that data supports the thesis that both the indicatum 

secured by an indication and the referent of an uttered 

deictic are independent of what the audience takes them to be. 

Rather than distinguishing deictic reference from other 

linguistic phenomena, this thesis is a special case of one 

that holds for language in general. Supposing that the 

causal/historical chain theory of the reference of proper 

names is correct, when a proper name is uttered on an occasion 

its referent is determined by the causal/historical chain 

linking it to one or another object. This is so regardless of 

what the audience takes the referent to be. Suppose that I am 
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thinking about the business dealings of Aristotle Onasis and 

utter 

(3) Aristotle was a great man. 

Suppose further that I am amongst a group of philosophers when 

I utter (3). For my audience, the referent of my utterance of 

'Aristotle' will very likely be thought to be the ancient 

philosopher and because of this, communication fails. The 

causal/historical chain theory of the referents of proper 

names provides us with a way of accommodating intuitions in 

such examples in such a manner that we can see that no 

reference determining work is done by the audience. Other 

examples, not involving referring expressions, can be 

provided: Suppose that I am speaking with someone on the 

telephone and am asked whether I believe the Red Sox will win 

a pennant this year. Believing that they will, I absent-

mindedly nod in the affirmative. I have answered the 

question, but I have failed to communicate this answer. Not 

only does this last example involve something other than a 

referring expression, it also provides an example of a cases 

in which I have said something, though my audience may take me 

to have said nothing. Still more examples can be provided 

using syntactic ambiguity. I may utter 

(4) Flying planes can be dangerous, 

in a context in which my audience reasonably takes me to be 

expressing a proposition about the dangers of being a pilot, 
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when in actuality I am expressing a proposition about another 

danger. 

The above are just a few examples of cases where what the 

speaker expresses and what the audience takes him to have 

expressed diverge. That this divergence can occur in cases of 

deictic reference is something that we might expect. Rather 

than denying that it can occur on a priori grounds, a theory 

of deictic reference should recognize and explain the 

divergence. 

4.4 Meanings 

Nothing in the way of a philosophically sophisticated 

metaphysical theory of objects should be sought in order to 

understand the occurrence of 'object' in the definition of 

secondary referential intention. The predicate 'object' has 

a pre-philosophical sense in which absolutely everything 

satisfies it. The list of objects includes not only such 

things as planets and quarks, but also numbers, fictional 

characters, events, holes, and other absences. Thus, the 

predicate 'object' does no non-trivial sortal work at all. I 

will use the term 'class of possible referents' to denote a 

binary relation which holds between a deictic term and the 

class of all of those things which satisfy the sortal 

properties contained in the linguistic meaning of that 

deictic. The linguistic meanings of the deictics, on the 
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other hand, do provide a greater or lesser number of sortal 

properties by which objects in one or another class are 

selected as possible candidates for reference. Which sortal 

properties are involved is, of course, a matter which depends 

upon which deictic has been used. In this section I will give 

an account of the linguistic meanings of a number of deictics. 

The sortal properties involved in the linguistic meaning of 

'that', while non-trivial, do not eliminate any object from 

the class of possible referents in any straightforward manner. 

The following is a description of its linguistic meaning which 

I will defend: 

(That2) The referent of a given utterance of 'that' is an 

object which is distal with respect to a contextual 

parameter. 

Beyond the property of being an object, this description 

contains the sortal relation of being distal with respect to 

a contextual parameter. The purpose of relativizing the 

sortal relation, rather than giving some fixed parameter for 

all uses of 'that', is to accommodate the fact that whether an 

object is distant or not is a matter which can vary from 

context to context. Further, within a given discourse the 

relative proximity of an object may shift from proximal to 

distal or from distal to proximal. The linguistic meaning of 

'this' provides a contrast with that of 'that', for 'this' has 

as a component to its linguistic meaning the relativized 
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relation of being proximal: 

(This2) The referent of a given utterance of 'this' is an 

object which is proximal with respect to a given 

contextual parameter. 

To better linderstand the need for the relativization, consider 

the following examples: 

(5) That is a fine red one. (uttered while indicating a 

cardinal ten feet from the speaker) 

(6) This is a fine red one. (uttered while indicating a 

cardinal ten feet from the speaker) 

(7) This is a fine red one. That is a fine blue one. 

(uttered while first indicating the cardinal of example 

(5), then indicating a second bird thirty feet from the 

speaker) 

(8) That is a fine red one. *This is a fine blue one." 

(uttered while first indicating the cardinal of example 

(5), then indicating a second bird thirty feet from the 

speaker) 

With these examples we can see that the absolute distance of 

an object does not determine whether it is relatively proximal 

or distal. The cardinal in all of the examples is ten feet 

from the speaker. In (5) the use of 'that' to refer to the 

cardinal indicates that it is taken to be relatively distant 

"I am using '*' to indicate the judgement that the 
utterance of the sentence which follows is inappropriate in 
that context. I am not using it to signify ungrammaticality. 
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from the speaker. In (6), the use of 'this' to refer to the 

cardinal indicates that it is taken to be relatively close to 

the speaker. 

In example (7), we see that the relative distances of the 

birds from the speaker make the use of 'this' appropriate for 

reference to the closer of the two birds, while 'that' is 

appropriate for the more distant of the two birds. In example 

(8) we see that given that the closer of the two birds has 

been referred to with an utterance of 'that', it is 

inappropriate to refer to the more distant of the two birds 

with an utterance of 'this'. Thus, while an object can be 

either proximal or distal independently from its distance from 

the speaker (as is shown by (5) and (6)), that object's 

proximity to the speaker is relative to a parameter which may 

be fixed by prior discourse. 

In example (8), the referent of the utterance of 'that' 

is ten feet away from the speaker. Because of the linguistic 

meaning of 'that', that object must be relatively distal from 

the speaker, if it is to be the referent. It may be that it 

has been determined prior to the utterance of 'that' that that 

object is relatively distant, in which case the speaker's 

choice of 'that' rather than 'this' is necessitated by the 

relative distance of the object and the linguistic meanings of 

the deictics. It also may be that the relative distance of 

the object has not been determined prior to the utterance of 
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'that'. If this is so, the object becomes relatively distant 

in virtue of the use of 'that' to refer to it. In either 

case, once an object that is ten feet from the speaker is 

determined to be relatively distant from the speaker, all 

objects which are further than ten feet from the speaker are 

also relatively distant. This is why in example (8) that 

given that the bird which is ten feet away is relatively 

distant from the speaker, the use of 'this' to refer to an 

object which is thirty feet away is inappropriate. 

While (5)-(8) involve uses of 'this' or 'that' to refer 

to objects which are relatively proximal or distal spatially, 

the relative distance involved in the linguistic meanings of 

'this' and 'that' are not necessarily spatial. However, there 

are deictic terms that seem to have as part of their 

linguistic meanings spatial relations. For an object to be 

the referent of an utterance of one or another of these 

deictic terms, it must be in the relevant spatial relation. 

The following are two meaning descriptions of the spatial 

deictics 'here' and 'there': 

(Here3) The referent of a given utterance of 'here' is an 

object which is spatially proximal with respect to 

a given contextual parameter. 

(There2) The referent of a given utterance of 'there' is an 

object which is spatially distal with respect to a 

given contextual parameter. 
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As with the meaning descriptions (That2) and (This2), (Here3) 

and (There2) contain a relativized spatial distance relation. 

That this relativization is necessary can be seen from the 

following examples: 

(9) The money was here, (uttered while indicating a spot on 

a table near the speaker) 

(10) The money was there, (uttered while indicating the same 

area indicated in (9), with the speaker being the same 

distance from it) 

(11) The money was here. The checks were there. (uttered 

while first indicating a spot a few feet from the speaker 

and then indicating a spot several feet from the speaker) 

(12) The money was there. *The checks were here. (uttered 

while first indicating a spot a few feet from the speaker 

and then indicating a spot several feet from the speaker) 

Examples (9) and (10) are appropriate uses of 'here' and 

'there', respectively. Each is used to refer to the same 

area, but that area is spatially proximal to the speaker in 

(9) while it is spatially distal from the speaker in (10). In 

(11), we see the use of 'here' to refer to an area which is 

relatively close to the speaker, while 'there' is used to 

refer to an area which is relatively far from the speaker. In 

(12), we have an appropriate use of 'there' to refer to an 

object a few feet from the speaker. Because the referent of 

the utterance of 'there' is a few from the speaker, no area 
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which is further away is relatively close to the speaker. In 

particular, the area indicated by the indication accompanying 

the utterance of 'here' in (12) is not relatively close to the 

speaker. That area cannot then be the referent of the 

utterance of 'here'. It may be that prior to the utterance of 

'The money was there' in (12) the relative distance of the two 

areas had not been determined. But, once 'there' is used to 

refer to an area a few feet from the speaker, the 

indeterminacy disappears." 

The deictics 'now' and 'then' also have as components of 

their linguistic meanings relativized relations which objects 

must be in in order to be referents of their utterances. 

However, the relativized relations are not spatial, as they 

are with 'here' and 'there'; they are temporal. The following 

are the meaning descriptions of 'now' and 'then', 

respectively: 

(Now3) The referent of a given utterance of 'now' is an 

object which is temporally proximal with respect to 

a given contextual parameter. 

(Then2) The referent of a given utterance of 'then' is an 

object which is temporally distal with respect to a 

given contextual parameter. 

^^At least it disappears in part. While no area further 
from the speaker than the referent of the utterance of 'there' 
is relatively close to the speaker, the matter of whether an 
area closer to the speaker is relatively close or distant may 
not have been determined. 
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The need for the above relativizations can be seen from the 

following examples: 

(13) The year is 1942. The United States is now at war. 

(uttered in a 1997 history lecture) 

(14) The year was 1942. The United States was then at war. 

(uttered in a 1997 history lecture) 

(15) The Japanese are now attacking Pearl Harbor. The United 

States will then retaliate. (uttered in a 1997 history 

lecture) 

(16) The Japanese then attacked Pearl Harbor. *The United 

States will now retaliate. (uttered in a 1997 history 

lecture) 

With examples (13) and (14), we see the use of 'now' and 

'then' to refer to the same object. In (13) the object 

referred to by the utterance of 'now' is temporally proximal, 

but it is not proximal to the time of utterance. The first 

sentence uttered in (13) is 'The year is 1942'. It is this 

utterance which sets the parameter according to which the 

proximity of the referent of 'now' is determined. Because 

'is' is used rather than 'was', the year 1942 is determined to 

be temporally proximal. The temporal parameter, which we 

might call 'current-time', is 1942, making the subsequent use 

of 'now' to refer to 1942 appropriate. In (14) the use of 

'was' in 'The year was 1942' determines that 1942 is 

temporally distant from current-time (which is likely the 
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moment of utterance). The subsequent utterance of 'then' to 

refer to that time is then appropriate, for 'then' is the 

appropriate temporal deictic for reference to times temporally 

distant from current-time. In (15) the use of 'are' in 'The 

Japanese are now attacking' sets current-time to December 7, 

1941. The referent of the utterance of 'now' is that same 

day, which is certainly relatively temporally proximal to 

current-time. The utterance of 'will' determines that the 

action described occurs some time after current-time. The 

referent of the utterance of 'then' is relatively temporally 

distant from current-time, making the use of 'then' to refer 

to that time appropriate. In example (16), current-time is 

set to the time of utterance. The use of 'then' to refer to 

the time of the Pearl Harbor attack determines that that time 

is relatively temporally distant from current-time. The 

subsequent use of 'now' to refer to a time shortly after the 

referent of the utterance of 'then' is inappropriate. The 

reason is that given the context, a time which is close to the 

time of the Pearl Harbor attack is, like the time of the Pearl 

Harbor attack itself, relatively temporally distant. 

There is a second set of examples involving 'now' and 

'then' which perhaps displays the points just made more 

clearly. However, the conclusions that can be drawn from 

these examples rely on my remarks concerning 'this' and 

'that'. For this reason, I thought it best to present the 
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examples after discussing (13)-(16). Consider utterances of 

the following sentences: 

(17) That was then, this is now. 

(18) *This was then, that is now. 

Utterances of (17) standardly occur in contexts in which 

the utterances of 'that' and 'then' are coreferential and 

utterances of 'this' and 'now' are coreferential. Earlier I 

presented a number of examples supporting the claim that the 

linguistic meaning of 'that' requires that the referent of an 

utterance of 'that' is relatively distant with respect to a 

contextual parameter. I also motivated the claim that the 

linguistic meaning of 'this' requires that the referent of an 

utterance of it is relatively proximal with respect to a 

contextual parameter. In (17) the value of the contextual 

parameter is a time including the moment of utterance, but not 

the time referred to by the utterance of 'that'. Because the 

referent of 'that' is relatively distant, in this case 

temporally distant, the use of the temporal deictic 'then' to 

refer to that time is appropriate. The time referred to by 

the utterance of 'this' must be proximal to the moment of 

utterance. 'Now' is used to refer to that time because it is 

the temporal deictic which is appropriate for reference to 

relatively proximal times. The inappropriateness of (18) is 

explicable if it is accepted that the referents of utterances 

of 'then' and 'now' must be relatively temporally distant and 
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relatively temporally proximal, respectively. The use of 

'now' to refer to the same time referred to with the utterance 

of 'that' is inappropriate because the linguistic meaning of 

'that' requires that the referent of an utterance of it be 

relatively distant while the linguistic meaning of 'now' 

requires that the (temporal) referent of an utterance of it be 

relatively proximal. Likewise, the use of 'then' to refer to 

the same time as the utterance of 'this' refers to is 

inappropriate for the linguistic meaning of 'this' requires 

that the referent of an utterance of it is relatively proximal 

while the linguistic meaning of 'then' requires that the 

(temporal) referent of an utterance of it is relatively 

distant. 

It is important to realize that the judgement that (18) 

is inappropriate does not hold for all of its utterances. As 

I noted above, the '*' is used not as an indication of 

ungrammaticality, but as in indication of inappropriateness 

relative to a context. In my view, utterances of (18) are 

inappropriate for contexts in which a single parameter with 

respect to which the relative distances of the referents of 

the utterances of all the deictic terms involved is measured. 

It is not necessary that a single parameter be used for all of 

the deictic utterances in (18). It may be that one parameter 

is used to determine the relative distances of the referents 

of the utterances of 'that' and 'this' while another is used 
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to determine the relative distances of the referents of the 

utterances of 'then' and 'now'. It might even be that four 

distinct parameters are relevant, one for each deictic 

utterance, to the determination of the relative distances of 

the referents of the utterances of the deictics. An utterance 

of (18) might then be appropriate in a context in which the 

referent of the utterance of 'this' is a time indicated by 

gesturing toward a page on a calendar. While that time might 

be distant from the time of utterance, it might be viewed as 

relatively proximal given the proximity of the calendar page. 

The referent of 'then', on the other hand, might be viewed as 

relatively distant with respect to the moment of utterance, 

which is determined to be current-time. 

I pointed out in chapter 2 that our pre-philosophical 

concept of time includes a spatial element, so that temporal 

periods have spatial aspects. But, it need not be the case 

that our concept of a given domain involve a spatial element 

in order for spatial terms, both deictic and non-deictic 

terms, to properly apply to members of those domains. We 

regularly use the terms 'higher' and 'lower' to describe such 

things as numbers and pitch. This is not because our concepts 

of numbers and pitch have spatial elements, but because we can 

model numbers and pitch with spatial concepts. The spatial 

relations which objects bear to one another provide a useful 

model for some non-spatial domains. Because of this, we can 
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and do speak about objects in spatial terms in order to 

describe the non-spatial relationships which they bear to each 

other. We speak as though the relations were spatial because 

we are in a way pretending they are spatial. The immediate 

successor of zero is lower than other numbers just as an 

object immediately next to some determined reference point 

(usually the surface of the earth) is lower than those a few 

feet away. So, there are contexts in which an utterance of 

(18) is appropriate; these are contexts in which different 

parameters are relevant to determining the relative distances 

of the referents of the deictics. In such contexts, the 

parameter used to determine the relative distances of 

utterances of 'now' and 'then' is temporal, while the 

parameter used to evaluate the relative distances of the 

referents of utterances of 'this' and 'that' is spatial. This 

is so even though the referents of all the deictics are 

periods of time. 

I will end this section by presenting the following 

descriptions of the linguistic meanings of the deictics 

'today', 'tomorrow', and 'yesterday'. After which, I will 

move on to the final section of this chapter where I outline 

an account of the attributive use of deictics. 

(Today2) The referent of a given utterance of 'today' is a 

day which is the value of the parameter current-day 

set in the context of utterance. 
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(Toinorrow2) The referent of a given utterance of 

'tomorrow' is the day following the day which 

is the value of the parameter current-day set 

in the context of utterance. 

(yesterday2) The referent of a given utterance of 

'yesterday' is the day prior to the day which 

is the value of the parameter current-day set 

in the context of utterance. 

The need for the parameter current-day mentioned in 

( T o day2) derives from the fact, discussed in chapter 2, that 

a day other than the day of utterance can be the referent of 

an utterance of 'today'. There I described a situation in 

which a lecture is being given describing the Japanese attack 

on Pearl Harbor and the lecturer utters 

(19) It is warm and sunny today. 

The referent of the utterance of 'today' is not the day of 

utterance; it is December 7, 1941. This is because the 

lecturer has set the parameter, current-day, in that context 

to December 7, 1941. Perhaps this was accomplished by the 

lecturer's uttering 

(20) Imagine it is December 7, 1941. 

When considering the meaning description of 'today', it 

may seem that the pure indexical/demonstrative distinction has 

reappeared in a slightly modified form. After all, the 

linguistic meaning of 'today' is a function of the value of 
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current-day. While this is true, it still is not the case 

that the pure indexical/demonstrative distinction can be 

resurrected. If you will remember, I suggested that the pure 

indexical/demonstrative distinction was a product of Kaplan's 

strongly semantic theory. Pure indexicals were thought to be 

a species of deictic terms the referents of the utterances of 

which were determined independently of the speaker's 

intentions. The suggestion that the referent of an utterance 

of 'today' is the day of utterance, independent of what the 

speaker's intentions are, has as a necessary component the 

reguirement that what the day of utterance is is something 

independent of the speaker's intentions. The parameter 

current-day is essentially determined by the speaker's 

intentions. The indication of one day or another is needed to 

determine which day is current-day. Suppose that at the end 

of the lecture on the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, the 

lecturer utters 

(21) That is all for today. 

The referent of this utterance of 'today' is not December 7, 

1941, it is the day of the lecture. This is because the day 

of the lecture has been indicated in some way and becomes the 

value of current-day. 

Given that the referent of the utterance of 'today' in 

(19) is December 7, 1941, had the speaker uttered 'tomorrow' 

instead of 'today', the referent of that utterance of 
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'tomorrow' would have been December 8, 1941. Had she uttered 

'yesterday' instead of 'today', the referent of the utterance 

of 'yesterday' would have been December 6, 1941. The meaning 

descriptions of 'today', 'tomorrow', and 'yesterday' capture 

this widely noticed fact about the fairly rigid relation 

between the referents of utterances of these deictic terms. 

4.5 The Attributive Use of Deictics 

Throughout this and the previous chapter, my concern has 

been the development of a theory of deictic reference. 

Obviously, this account does not generalize to the attributive 

use of deictics discussed in chapter 2. But, unlike Kaplan's 

theory, my account of deictic reference does provide some of 

the theoretical apparatus needed to explain the attributive 

use of deictics. In this section, I will outline an account 

of just how it is that deictics can be used to contribute 

descriptive material, rather than objects, to the propositions 

they are used to express. 

Something that is important to notice about the meaning 

descriptions of the last section is that they provide 

necessary conditions for being the referent of an utterance of 

one or another deictic term. Those descriptions do not 

require that all utterances of deictics have referents, only 

that if they do have referents, those referents must satisfy 

the linguistic meanings of the deictics. This is one of the 
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major differences between my account and the accounts of 

Francois Recanati (1993) which explicitly states that the 

linguistic meanings of deictics require that they have 

referents^* and David Kaplan (1977/1989) in which it is 

implicit that deictics are always referential. 

The secondairy referential intention only determines 

reference if the speaker intends to refer. If there is no 

intention on the speaker's part to refer, then there will not 

be a secondary referential intention. A word uttered without 

the correct locutionary intention does not have a meaning. It 

is, rather, a meaningless sound or string of sounds. The same 

is true of utterances of deictics. Without an appropriate 

intention accompanying it, a deictic utterance is merely a 

string of sounds. But, it may be that while no secondary 

referential intention accompanies a deictic utterance, there 

is another intention, which I will call an 'attributive 

intention', had by a speaker when uttering a deictic. An 

attributive intention is an intention to express descriptive 

material with a deictic utterance. The properties, relations, 

and other cues which are exploited to secure the referent of 

a referentially used deictic are the ones that are expressed 

on the attributive use of a deictic. 

^*That is, the linguistic meanings require that they have 
referents on every occasion in which they are used non-
defectively. An utterance of a deictic may fail to have a 
referent, but this would be a case in which something has gone 
wrong. 
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To see how this works, consider the following example of 

an attributively used deictic first presented in chapter 2: 

Case 2: 

Jones is scheduled to meet Smith on the corner of 

First and Main in the town of Essex. On route to 

Essex Jones takes a wrong turn without realizing it 

and ends up on the corner of First and Main in 

Sussex. Smith calls Jones on his mobile phone half 

an hour after the meeting time and asks, "Where are 

you?". Jones answers, "I'm here", to which Smith 

replies, "No, you're not". 

As I argued in chapter 2, Jones' utterance of 'I'm here' does 

not involve reference to either Sussex (his actual location) 

or Essex (the town he believes himself to be in). Instead, 

the proposition expressed by Jones' utterance is a general one 

which contains the description the designated meeting place 

contributed by his utterance of 'here'. 

My account of how the deictic in case 2 is used to 

express the descriptive information is as follows: When Jones 

utters 'here' he intends to express a proposition entailing 

that he has complied with his meeting agreement with Smith. 

That agreement is to meet in a place designated as the meeting 

place. It is the description the designated meeting place, 

which is salient during his conversation with Smith, that 

Jones exploits to indicate Essex. Were he to have the 
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intention to refer to Essex and the secondary referential 

intention to refer to whatever place is indicated and 

satisfies the linguistic meaning of 'here', Jones would 

succeed in referring with his utterance of 'here' to Essex. 

Instead, Jones has the attributive intention to express with 

his utterance of 'here' the descriptive material exploited to 

secure Essex as the indicatum. The linguistic meaning of 

'here' still plays an active role in this example, for the 

indicatum, which is the referent of the descriptive material, 

must still be a location which is relatively proximal with 

respect to a given to a contextually given parameter. In this 

case, the parameter is the description the designated meeting 

place. 
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