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Chapter

" Introduction

Reference

Under the heading of reference we encounter one of the most
fundamental and vital aspects of language and language use, name-
ly, the relations between language, as a medium of communication
between human beings, and the world, about which we communi-
cate. When we communicate through language, a basic thing we do
is to pick out entities in the world and ascribe properties to them, or
indicate relations between them. Many disciplines converge in the
study of reference such as linguistics, psychology and philosophy,
and the debates are still contentious and inconclusive.

Roughly and generally, reference is concerned with designating
entities in the world by linguistic means. In traditional semantics and
philosophy, reference is the relation between the linguistic expres-
sion and the object in extralinguistic reality to which the expression
refers. That is, the relationship of reference is the relationship be-
tween words and things. This traditional view continues to be ex-
pressed in some linguistic and philosophical studies to describe the
relationship between a language and the world in considerations of
lexical meaning or around single artificial sentences with true refer-
ence as the primary concern. Referring is defined to be a two-place
relation between expression and object, in the absence of language-

users.



