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A b s t r a c t 

D i s c o u r s e i s b o t h abou t t h e w o r l d and a n 
accomp l i shmen t i n t h e w o r l d . T h i s f a c t has l e d t o 
two approaches t o t h e s t u d y o f d i s c o u r s e I n 
a r t i f i c i a l i n t e l l i g e n c e , one i n v e s t i g a t i n g " t e x t 
p l a n s * ' , t h e o t h e r " w o r l d p l a n s " . By a n a l y z i n g a 
f r a g m e n t o f a n a r r a t i v e i n w h i c h b o t h k i n d s o f 
p l a n s f i g u r e i m p o r t a n t l y , w e e x p l o r e t he 
r e l a t i o n s h i p between t h e two k i n d s o f p l a n s , 
l o o k i n g t owa rd a s y n t h e s i s o f t h e two approaches . 

1. Two Views of P lans in D i s c o u r s e 

R e c e n t l y , n a t u r a l l anguage d i s c o u r s e has been 
a n a l y z e d i n te rms o f t h e a r t i f i c i a l i n t e l l i g e n c e 
n o t i o n o f p l a n n i n g . But t h e p l a n s have been o f two 
d i s t i n c t s o r t s , and t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n has g i v e n t h e 
f i e l d two approaches . 

Those u s i n g t h e f i r s t app roach h y p o t h e s i z e 
abou t t h e p l a n s t h a t t h e p a r t i c i p a n t s i n a d i a l o g u e 
o r t h e w r i t e r o f a t e x t must h a v e . Bruce ( 1 9 7 5 ) , 
Schmid t ( 1 9 7 5 ) , and Cohen and P e r r a u l t ( 1 9 7 9 ) , f o r 
e x a m p l e , i n v e s t i g a t e t h e p l a n s a d i a l o g u e sys tem 
w o u l d have t o g e n e r a t e t o p e r f o r m f e l i c i t o u s 
i n d i v i d u a l speech a c t s . A l l e n and P e r r a u l t ( 1980 ) 
d e v e l o p p r o c e s s e s t h a t wou ld a l l o w a l i s t e n e r t o 
r e c o g n i z e a s p e a k e r ' s p l a n t o p e r f o r m a p a r t i c u l a r 
speech a c t . There have a l s o been a t t e m p t s t o 
e x t e n d t h e p l a n n i n g metaphor t o l a r g e r s t r e t c h e s o f 
d i s c o u r s e . The f i r s t a u t h o r (Hobbs 1978) has 
sough t t o I n t e r p r e t t h e s t r u c t u r e t h a t many 
i n v e s t i g a t o r s f i n d i n d i s c o u r s e ( e . g . Gr imes 1975, 
Longac re 1976) as means by w h i c h a speake r can 
r e a l i z e g o a l s o f a " t e x t u a l " o r " l i s t e n e r - d i r e c t e d " 
n a t u r e . Winograd ( 1977 ) and Levy ( 1 9 7 9 ) a l s o 
d e m o n s t r a t e how t h e s t r u c t u r e o f d i s c o u r s e can 
r e s u l t f r o m t h e s p e a k e r ' s g o a l s i n t a l k i n g . 
R e c e n t l y we have been a n a l y z i n g c o n v e r s a t i o n s I n 
te rms o f t h e p a r t i c i p a n t s ' d e v e l o p i n g p l a n s f o r 
c a r r y i n g on t h e c o n v e r s a t i o n (Hobbs and Evans 1980, 
Agar and Hobbs 1981a. Agar and Hobbs 1981b, Hobbs 
and Agar 1 9 8 1 ) . I n a l l o f t h i s w o r k , t h e s p e a k e r 
i s assumed v iewed as u s i n g some k i n d o f p l a n n i n g 
mechanism t o g e n e r a t e p l a n s whose a c t i o n s a r e t he 
u t t e r a n c e s i n t h e d i a l o g u e o r t h e s e n t e n c e s i n t h e 
t e x t . W e w i l l c a l l t h e s e p l a n s " t e x t p l a n s " and 
t h e app roach t h e " t e x t a p p r o a c h " . 

B y c o n t r a s t , t h o s e u s i n g t h e o t h e r approach 
e x p l i c a t e t h e p l a n s o f t h e c h a r a c t e r s i n t h e s t o r y 
i t s e l f . For e x a m p l e , Schank and A b e l s o n (1977 ) 
show how knowledge o f p e o p l e ' s t y p i c a l g o a l s can be 
used t o u n d e r s t a n d s t o r i e s abou t t h e i r a c t i v i t i e s . 
W i l e n s k y ( 1 9 7 8 ) examines s t o r i e s b u i l t a round t h e 
c o n f l i c t i n g g o a l s and p l a n s o f c h a r a c t e r s . Bruce 
and Newman ( 1 9 7 8 ) , Bruce ( 1 9 8 0 ) , and Beaugrande 
( 1 9 8 0 ) a l l a n a l y z e t r a d i t i o n a l s t o r i e s o r l i t e r a r y 
wo rks i n t e rms o f t h e c h a r a c t e r s ' i n i t i a l g o a l s and 
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t h e i r d e v e l o p i n g p l a n s t o r e a l i z e t h e g o a l s . 
R e l a t e d t o t h i s work i s t h e i n v e s t i g a t i o n o f how 
t h e p l a n f o r a c c o m p l i s h i n g a t a s k can s t r u c t u r e a 
d i a l o g u e abou t t h e t a s k (Grosz 1977, Hobbs and 
Rob inson 1 9 7 9 ) . I n c o g n i t i v e a n t h r o p o l o g y t h e r e 
has been a s i m i l a r i n t e r e s t i n d i s c o v e r i n g f rom 
d i s c o u r s e some o f t h e c e n t r a l p l a n s i n p e o p l e ' s 
l i v e s , i n c l u d i n g work b y t h e second a u t h o r (Aga r 
1973) and b y H u t c h i n s ( 1 9 8 0 ) . I n a l l t h e s e 
examples t h e p l a n s a r e concerned not w i t h "how t o 
t a l k " bu t w i t h "how t o d o " . They a r e p l a n s f o r 
a c h i e v i n g g o a l s i n t h e w o r l d , no t i n t h e t e x t , and 
w e w i l l r e f e r t o them a s " w o r l d p l a n s " , and t o t h e 
app roach a s t he " w o r l d a p p r o a c h " . 

Those a d o p t i n g t h e t e x t approach t y p i c a l l y 
see u n d e r s t a n d i n g d i s c o u r s e as a b o t t o m - u p , d a t a -
d i r e c t e d p r o c e s s . T h a t i s , i t has been e a s i e r t o 
s t a t e how p o s s i b l e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s a r e c o n s t r a i n e d 
b y t h e d i s c o u r s e i t s e l f t h a n b y o n e ' s e x p e c t a t i o n s 
abou t i t s s t r u c t u r e . T h e o r i e s o f t e x t s t r u c t u r e 
have e i t h e r had t o o l i t t l e c o v e r a g e , a s w i t h s t o r y 
grammars ( R u m e l h a r t 1975) and d i a l o g u e games (Mann, 
Moore and L e v i n 1 9 7 7 ) , o r t hey have been 
i n s u f f i c i e n t l y c o n s t r a i n i n g , a s i s t h e f i r s t 
a u t h o r ' s coherence t h e o r y (Hobbs 1 9 7 8 ) . I n 
g e n e r a l , t e x t p l a n s a r e e p h e m e r a l . They a r e no t 
u s u a l l y c o n s t r u c t e d o u t o f l a r g e p r e s t r u c t u r e d 
p i e c e s . R a t h e r , t h e y a r e b u i l t " o n t h e f l y " i n 
response t o u n i q u e s i t u a t i o n s . C o n s e q u e n t l y , t h e 
ma jo r p r o b l e m w i t h t h e t e x t app roach i s t h a t 
s e v e r a l e q u a l l y p l a u s i b l e cohe rence s t r u c t u r e s may 
f i t t h e d a t a , and a g r e a t d e a l o f i n f e r e n c l n g m i g h t 
be r e q u i r e d t o d i s c o v e r any o f them. 

Those a d o p t i n g t h e w o r l d app roach t y p i c a l l y 
v i e w comprehens ion o f a t e x t as g u i d e d by l a r g e , 
p r e s t r u c t u r e d p l a n s t h a t a r e s i m p l y i n s t a n t i a t e d 
f o r the o c c a s i o n . T o i n t e r p r e t a n u t t e r a n c e i s t o 
d e t e r m i n e what s t e p o r s t e p s i n t h e w o r l d p l a n t h e 
u t t e r a n c e r e f e r s t o . T h i s a p p r o a c h p r o v i d e s v e r y 
s t r o n g c o n s t r a i n t s o n p o s s i b l e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s o f 
u t t e r a n c e s . The m a j o r p r o b l e m , however , i s t h a t w e 
a r e no t g e n e r a l l y g i v e n t h e r e l e v a n t p l a n a t t h e 
b e g i n n i n g o f a t e x t . The l i s t e n e r o r r e a d e r has t o 
p i c k t h e a p p r o p r i a t e p l a n f r o m a l a r g e c o l l e c t i o n 
o f p o s s i b l e p l a n s , o r more f r e q u e n t l y , has t o 
c o n s t r u c t a new p l a n f o r t h e o c c a s i o n . The w o r l d 
app roach d o e s n ' t say how t h i s i s d o n e . 

For t h e pas t y e a r , we have been a n a l y z i n g 
f r a g m e n t s f r o m a l a r g e c o r p u s o f e t h n o g r a p h i c l i f e 
h i s t o r y i n t e r v i e w s , a t t e m p t i n g t o b r i n g f o r m a l 
app roaches t o d i s c o u r s e d e v e l o p e d i n a r t i f i c i a l 
i n t e l l i g e n c e t o bea r o n t h e p rob lems o f c o g n i t i v e 
a n t h r o p o l o g y . I n t h e c o u r s e o f o u r r e s e a r c h we 
have f o u n d i t u s e f u l t o a n a l y z e o u r t e x t s b o t h i n 
te rms o f t h e t e x t p l a n s and t h e w o r l d p l a n s t h a t 
a r e e x h i b i t e d . T h i s r a i s e s a n a t u r a l q u e s t i o n : 
what i s t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p between t h e two approaches 
t o d i s c o u r s e , between t e x t p l a n s and w o r l d p l a n s ? 
In t h i s p a p e r , we f o c u s on one f r a g m e n t o f an 



In te rv iew in which both wor ld plans and tex t plans 
f i g u r e impo r tan t l y , and we explore t h e i r 
r e l a t i o n s h i p , in an attempt to br ing about a 
synthesis between the two approaches to discourse. 

The conclusion we a r r i v e at has important 
consequences f o r discourse understanding systems. 
Each approach can be seen to aid in the s o l u t i o n of 
the major problem in the other approach. The text 
s t r u c t u r e , espec ia l l y in the pa t te rn o f 
e l abo ra t i ons , f requent l y h i g h l i g h t s c r i t i c a l areas 
of the world plan that must be constructed in 
I n t e r p r e t i n g a t e x t . Conversely, where the tex t 
p lan is ambiguous, the wor ld plan tha t has been 
developed imposes the most c o n s t r a i n t s . 

As w i l l be obvious, there is no system tha t is 
capable of performing the ana lys is tha t we present , 
nor do we have any in ten t ion of t r y i n g to implement 
such a system. Rather our e f f o r t is to use the 
soph is t i ca ted formalisms developed in a r t i f i c i a l 
i n t e l l i gence to make sense of complex data that 
another f i e l d must grapple w i t h , and in that 
con tex t , to i nves t i ga te the mapping between text 
and wor ld , toward a synthesis of the two dominant 
views o f discourse in A I . 

2. The Data 

The fragment we analyze comes from a ser ies of 
l i f e h i s t o r y in te rv iews w i t h a 60-year -o ld career 
hero in addic t in New York, whom we w i l l c a l l Jack, 
co l l ec ted by the second author in 1974-5 (Agar 
1981). in the p a r t i c u l a r i n te rv iew t h i s fragment 
is taken f rom, Jack is t e l l i n g how, in 1948, he 
became a bu rg la r . In h i s g loba l p lan f o r t e l l i n g 
the s t o r y , he must f i r s t t e l l how he met Johnny, 
the man who taught him bu rg la ry . Johnny is 
i n i t i a l l y port rayed as naive in the ways of the 
wor ld , u n t i l halfway through the i n t e r v i e w , when, 
dur ing Jack's account of the f i r s t bu rg la r y , Johnny 
emerges as extremely competent. Much of the Impact 
of the s tory der ives from t h i s c o n t r a s t . 

The fragment below descr ibes h is f i r s t 
encounter w i t h Johnny. Jack has j u s t s to len some 
luggage at Penn S ta t ion con ta in ing a pa i r of gloves 
he is now t r y i n g to fence. He has located a fence 
by the name of Frenchy in a c a f e t e r i a . With 
Frenchy are two " k i d s " , one of whom turns out to be 
Johnny. The fragment goes as f o l l o w s : 

(1) Now s i t t i n g w i t h him [Frenchy] were two 
young k i d s , 

(2) They cou ldn ' t have been over 19 if they 
were tha t o l d , 

(3) probably 17, 18, 
(4) b r igh t -eyed k i d s , 
(5) obviously not New Yorkers, 
(6) and they were t a l k i n g at the top of t h e i r 

vo i ces , 
(7) why man, I- you know, blah blah b lah , 
(8 ) I got t h i s guy before he knew what had 

happened, 
(9) and man I had h i s watch 
(10) and man d i d you see the r o l l - h i s r o l l of 

b i l l s he had, 
(11) and one guy is f l a s h i n g a diamond r i n g out 

from underneath the t a b l e , 
(12) he's f l a s h i n g i t up above the t a b l e . 
(13) Meanwhile Frenchy's ca l l ed me to come over 

and s i t a t the tab le w i t h h im, 
(14) so you know, I looked at these two k ids 
(15) and I sat down at the tab le 
(16) and I was j u s t in no mood to l i s t e n to a 

l o t o f b u l l s h i t . 
(17) So 1 turned to the k i d s , 
(18) 1 s a i d , hey look you guys, why don ' t you 

j u s t so f t pedal i t . 
(19) I s a i d , I don ' t know what your s to ry is and 

I care l ess , 
(20) but you ' re making a general d i sp lay of 

you rse l f . 
(21) This place is loaded w i t h r a t s . 
(22) I t ' s only a matter of t ime u n t i l a cop 

comes in and busts the whole t a b l e , 
(23) I t o l d Frenchy, I s a i d , Frenchy, what the 

fuck is the matter w i t h you, 
(24) you know, I s a i d , why don ' t you t e l l these 

dudes t o - to shut up. 
(25) But Jack, they 've got b lah b lah b l a h , you 

know, 
(26) and I want to get t h i s s t u f f , 
(27) I said w e l l look, I sa id you guys may not 

care i f you go to j a i l , 
(28) but I do. 
(29) I said I spend 7 5 percent of my time t r y i n g 

to stay out o f j a i l , 
(30) and I don ' t want anybody to come up here 

and bother us . 

Before g e t t i n g i n t o the de ta i l ed ana lys is i t 
w i l l be use fu l to c l a r i f y the nature of our problem 
by cas t ing it i n t o a framework of l eve ls developed 
by Bruce (1979) and i l l u s t r a t e d in Figure 1. At 
Level 0, we have the r e a l speaker, Jack, and the 
r e a l l i s t e n e r , Mike. However, when they enter In to 
a conversat ion they become an " imp l ied speaker" and 
an " imp l ied l i s t e n e r " , by r e s t r i c t i n g the knowledge 
bases they b u i l d the conversat ion on top of to the 
knowledge they be l ieve they share. We may c a l l the 
speaker In t h i s fragment Jack75. In cons t ruc t ing 
h is n a r r a t i v e , he is developing a n a r r a t i v e p lan on 
the basis of h i s 1975 knowledge about, among other 
t h i n g s , how to mainta in coherence, how to t e l l a 
good s t o r y , and what h i s l i s t e n e r knows, in 
a d d i t i o n to knowledge of the content of the s t o r y . 
On the other hand, the main character In h i s s t o r y , 
whore we may c a l l Jack48, is ac t i ng out the steps in 
developing plans to ob ta in money and avoid a r r e s t . 
He is using h i s exper t i se as a h u s t l e r , h i s 
knowledge of the Times Square a rea , and h i s 
knowledge about s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s * A l l o f t h i s 
knowledge is contained in the knowledge base tha t 
Jack75 is us ing , but the reverse is not t r u e , of 
course. Jack75 has Jack48's wor ld p lan in mind and 
develops a t e x t p l a n , whose purpose is to convey i t 
to h i s l i s t e n e r . His l i s t e n e r witnesses the 
execut ion of Jack75's tex t p lan and uses what he 
perceives to recover Jack48's wor ld p l an , in pa r t 
by d iscern ing Jack75's tex t p lan (though not 
necessar i l y consc ious ly ) . 

I t w i l l be c leares t i f we proceed by f i r s t 
l ay ing out the p r i n c i p a l wor ld plans t ha t f i g u r e a t 
Level 2. We do t h i s in Sect ion 3. Then in Sect ion 
4 we consider the problems Jack75 has in generat ing 
a s to ry tha t conveys these plans adequate ly , and 
the coherence devices he uses, t ha t is, the tex t 
p lan he cons t ruc t s , in order to solve these 
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problems. In Sect ion 6 we close w i t h a few 
observat ions about the r e l a t i o n s h i p between the two 
k inds of plans* 

Figure 1. Levels in Jack's S to ry . 

3. The World Plans 

Before descr ib ing the s p e c i f i c plans tha t are 
re levant to our da ta , we w i l l descr ibe the simple 
p lanning formal ism we assume. F i r s t o f a l l , i t 
w i l l s i m p l i f y th ings i f we co l lapse causa l i t y and 
i m p l i c a t i o n i n t o the s ing le r e l a t i o n , 
" i m p l i c a t i o n " , represented by " — > " . Imp l i ca t i on 
is a r e l a t i o n between p ropos i t i ons , whereas 
c a u s a l i t y is a r e l a t i o n between events. However, 
an event can be "descr ibed" by a p r o p o s i t i o n . What 
we w i l l mean when we say tha t one event E1 impl ies 
(—>) another event E2 is tha t there is a 
p ropos i t i on PI tha t descr ibes event E1 occur r ing at 
t ime t1 and there is a t ime t2 a f t e r t1 and another 
p ropos i t i on P2 tha t descr ibes event E2 occur r ing at 
t ime t 2 , and P1 imp l ies P2. Since our plans do not 
invo lve i n t r i c a t e temporal f a c t o r s , we can get away 
w i t h t h i s s i m p l i f i c a t i o n . 

We w i l l assume a knowledge base tha t Includes 
a number of ru les of the form "P —> Q", where P 
and Q are p ropos i t i ons . We assume some of the 
ru les to be in focus at any g iven i n s t a n t . A plan 
is an and-or t ree tha t is constructed as f o l l o w s . 
There is some goal p ropos i t i on GO at the r o o t . 
Given a goal or subgoal p ropos i t i on G, there is a 
con junct ive branch from G to subgoals P1, . . . , Pn, 
f o r a l l ru les of the form "No t -P i - - > Not-G" tha t 
are in focus. For one or more ru les "Gi —> G", 
there is a ( d i s j u n c t i v e ) branch from G to the 
subgoal(e) 6 i . (The P i ' s are the p recond i t i ons ; Gl 
is the means by which the goal G is or could be 
accomplished.) I f there is a r u l e "G —> S" in 
focus and G is a goal or subgoal in the p l a n , then 
S is a known s i d e - e f f e c t of the p l a n , represented 
in the diagrams below by a h o r i z o n t a l ar row. 

There are three plans that play an important 
ro le in t h i s fragment. The f i r s t is the plan Jack 
br ings i n t o the s i t u a t i o n — h is plan to get money 
from the fence f o r the goods he has s t o l e n . The 
plan is i l l u s t r a t e d in Figure 2. Jack's goal is to 
have money. In order to obta in money, he wants to 
exchange the gloves fo r money w i t h Frenchy. In 
order to do t h i s , he f i r s t has to s t e a l the g loves, 
which he has done. Then he must be w i t h Frenchy. 
This much of the plan is probably p res t ruc tu red , 
s ince i t is something Jack has done o f t e n , and i t 
is j u s t i ns tan t i a ted fo r the occasion w i t h Frenchy 
in the " fence s l o t " and the gloves in the "goods 
s l o t " . 

But there is a basic ru le of s o c i a l 
i n t e r a c t i o n that becomes re levant in t h i s 
s i t u a t i o n . I t says tha t i f you are w i t h someone 
who is w i t h someone e l se , then you are w i th that 
someone e l s e . "W i t h " i s t r a n s i t i v e . 

(A x , y , z ) ( w i t h ( x , y ) & w i t h ( y , z ) —> w i t h ( x , z ) ) 
Since Frenchy is already w i t h the k i d s , Jack's plan 
has the s i d e - e f f e c t of Jack's being w i t h the k i d s . 
Figure 2 i l l u s t r a t e s a l l t h i s . (Branches i n a l l 
the diagrams are con junct ive unless otherwise 
i nd i ca ted . ) 

The second re levant plan responds to a 
maintenance goal tha t Jack always has — avo id ing 
a r r e s t . Here he presumably bu i lds h is p lan on the 
f l y In response to the s i t u a t i o n out o f i n d i v i d u a l 
ru les of p laus ib le inference encoding h is knowledge 
of how the world works. The c r u c i a l ru le is that 
when the po l i ce a r res t someone, then everyone w i t h 
him is genera l ly ar res ted t o o . 

The other re levant f ac t s are the fac ts about the 
po l i ce that if they know someone has done an 
I l l e g a l ac t , they w i l l genera l ly a r r es t him 
(assuming they are in a p o s i t i o n to do s o ) , 

and the fac t tha t I f a " r a t " hears someone t e l l 
about a n i l l e g a l a c t , h e w i l l genera l ly t e l l i t t o 
the p o l i c e , 

In a d d i t i o n we need two f ac t s about speaking. 
Saying something r e s u l t s in the hearer ' s knowing 
i t : 
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(A x , y , z ) ( s a y ( x 9 y , z ) —> know(y,z)) 

If you say tomething near someone e l s e , tha t person 
w i l l f requen t l y hear you; 

(A x , y , z , w ) ( s a y ( x , y , z ) & near (w,x ) - ->hear (w,x ,z ) ) 

Out of these pieces we can b u i l d Jack's plan to 
avoid a r r e s t , shown In Figure 3* We assume a 
t y p i c a l ra t R to avoid i r r e l e v a n t complexi t ies w i t h 
q u a n t i f i e d v a r i a b l e s . 

For r e f e r e n t i a l convenience, we c a l l t h i s 
"Plan I I " and number the subgoals as i n d i c a t e d . 

Two of the p lan 's te rmina l nodes c o n f l i c t w i t h 
r e a l i t y . The k ids are openly admi t t ing a mugging, 
and as Jack48 say8, there are ra ts nearby. The 
other te rmina l node c o n f l i c t s w i t h the s ide e f f e c t 
of Jack48's f i r s t p l an . I f he is to be w i t h 
Frenchy to fence the goods, he must be w i t h the 
k i d s . 

In order to resolve t h i s c o n f l i c t , he could 
e i t h e r g ive up h is f i r s t p lan and there fore not be 
w i t h the k i d s , or he could make everyone go 
someplace that wasn't "c rawl ing w i t h r a t s " , or he 
could cause the k ids to stop t a l k i n g about the 
mugging. The l as t is obviously the cheapest 
a l t e r n a t i v e , and Jack48's t h i r d p lan has tha t as 
i t s goa l . I t is ac tua l l y an extension of subgoal 7 
i n Plan I I . 

He could normal ly expect the k ids to have the 
goal of avoid ing a r res t t oo , and to know tha t t h e i r 
d i sp lay r i sked a r r e s t , but ev iden t l y t h i s presumed 
p lan of t h e i r s was breaking down. E i the r they 
d i d n ' t have the goal or they d i d n ' t know the r i s k . 
The two act ions Jack takes are to exp la in the r i s k 
to the k i d s , (18) - (22 ) , by l ay ing out the ch ie f 
elements of Plan I I , and to emphasize the 
Importance of the g o a l , (27) - ( 3 0 ) . In a d d i t i o n , 
he t r i e s an i n d i r e c t cure by accusing Frenchy of 
f a l l i n g in h is r e s p o n s i b i l i t y to keep the k ids 
q u i e t . We won't represent t h i s plan fo rma l l y since 
It would take us too deep i n t o a no ta t l ona l morass. 

There are other goals and plans that f i g u r e in 
t h i s s t o r y , i nc lud ing Frenchy's plan to get the 
goods from Jack, h i s p lan to get the diamond r i n g 
and money from the k i d s , and h i s own goal of 

avoid ing a r r e s t . Frenchy faces h i s own goal 
c o n f l i c t between ge t t i ng the prime goods tha t the 
k ids have to o f f e r and avoid ing the a r res t tha t 
t h e i r behavior i n v i t e s . He solves i t in a 
d i f f e r e n t way than Jack does, by dec id ing tha t 
g e t t i n g the goods is important enough to r i s k 
a r res t f o r , as he says in ut terances (25) - ( 2 6 ) . 
The p o t e n t i a l ga in outweighs the r i s k in Frenchy's 
case In a way tha t i t doesn't f o r Jack. Part of 
Frenchy's p lan must invo lve a dec is ion not to t e l l 
o f f the k ids as Jack does, because It could be 
taken as an i n s u l t and jeopardize the d e a l . 

The k ids b r ing t h e i r own plans i n t o the scene, 
f i r s t t h e i r p lan to get money f o r t h e i r goods, and 
second the p lan tha t must under l i e t h e i r d i s p l a y . 
I t might seem strange to c a l l the d i sp lay planned 
behavior, ra ther than something that r e s u l t s from 
t h e i r character , but as Carbonel l (1979) has shown, 
character t r a i t s can be analyzed i n t o propens i t ies 
to e x h i b i t c e r t a i n kinds o f goa l -d i rec ted behavior . 
Moreover, there is evidence in ut terances (19) and 
(27) tha t Jack is t r e a t i n g t h e i r behavior as 
planned. 

The f i n a l plans at Level 2 are Jack's tex t 
plans that he executes when he t a l k s to the k ids 
and to Frenchy, generat ing the i n t e r n a l s t r uc tu re 
of those sequences of u t terances. These we discuss 
in the next sec t i on . 

4. The Text Plan 

The ana lys is In t h i s sec t ion presupposes a 
f a m i l i a r i t y w i t h the coherence theory developed by 
the f i r s t author (Hobbs 1976, 1978). B r i e f l y , i t 
says tha t a speaker has var ious coherence 
r e l a t i o n s , such as e l abo ra t i on , con t ras t , and 
exp lana t ion , tha t he can use to organize h i s 
discourse so tha t i t w i l l be comprehensible, and 
tha t In comprehension a l i s t e n e r recognizes these 
coherence r e l a t i o n s (though not necessar i ly 
consciously) by drawing Inferences s a t i s f y i n g 
c e r t a i n general c o n s t r a i n t s . 

Let us take Jack75's view of the problem of 
generat ing the s t o r y . He has to i nd i ca te the two 
d i f f i c u l t i e s in Plan I I — tha t Jack48 should not 
be w i t h the k i d s , and that they are making a 
dangerous d isp lay of themselves. 

Utterance (1) expresses both s i g n i f i c a n t f ac t s 
— that Frenchy was w i t h the k i d s , and tha t the 
k ids were young. The former remains on hold f o r a 
t ime wh i le Jack develops the l a t t e r , but i t turns 
out l a t e r to be a s i g n i f i c a n t piece of i n fo rma t ion . 
In ut terances (2) - (5) Jack develops the theme of 
the k i d s ' youth through a ser ies of e laborat ions 
but the way in which i t is elaborated is 
s i g n i f i c a n t . F i r s t o f a l l , i n ut terances (2) and 
( 3 ) , he gets more s p e c i f i c about t h e i r ages, and 
adds l i t t l e tha t i s new. In ut terance ( 4 ) , 
however, he c a l l s them " b r i g h t - e y e d " , and to 
recognize t h i s as an e labora t ion of the "you th" 
theme we must f i nd something youth and b r i gh t -eyed -
ness have In common. There are many p o s s i b i l i t i e s , 
but one of them is a careless na ive te . F i n a l l y we 
learn In ut terance (5) that they are "obv ious ly not 
New Yorkers" . For knowledgeable New Yorkers, which 
both Jack75 and Agar a re , t h i s statement conveys a 
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lack of knowledge of the ways of New York. To see 
t h i s as an e labo ra t i on of the youth theme, we must 
draw the Inference about youth and br ight-eyed-ness 
t ha t when one Is young and b r i gh t - eyed , one is 
l i k e l y to lack s t r e e t knowledge* Thus, ut terances 
< i ) - (5) are t i e d together by a theme that could 
be character ised as "Frenchy was w i t h two young and 
hence non-st reetwise k ids ' * . This theme is 
important s ince Jack48's f i r s t attempt to overcome 
the goal c o n f l i c t involves co r rec t i ng the k i d s ' 
lack of knowledge, and in f ac t the whole s to ry of 
how Jack became a burg lar is b u i l t around the 
cont ras t between Johnny's i n i t i a l seeming ignorance 
and h i s subsequently revealed competence as a 
b u r g l a r . The fac t tha t Jack75 gives the 
"unknowledgeable you th" theme such r i c h development 
i nd i ca tes tha t i t plays a c r u c i a l r o l e In the s to ry 
he i s t e l l i n g . 

This is an Important p o i n t , and i t suggests 
how the no t ion of the "eva lua t i ve s t r u c t u r e " of a 
s t o r y , int roduced by Polany l (1978) , needs to be 
extended. Polanyl s tud ied the use of var ious 
discourse dev ices, such as l i n g u i s t i c markers, and 
argued tha t these devices "eva lua te " ( I n the sense 
of " i n d i c a t e the importance or value o f " ) the 
Important por t ions of a n a r r a t i v e . The extension 
of the concept of eva lua t ion suggested by our data 
i s that i t l a not j u s t l i n g u i s t i c markers t ha t 
eva lua te , but the e labo ra t i ve coherence s t r u c t u r e 
i t s e l f . Moreover, what i s evaluated is ma te r ia l 
that po in ts to c r u c i a l areas of the under ly ing 
wor ld p lan that must be constructed by the 
l i s t e n e r . 

Let us re tu rn to the a n a l y s i s . Having 
character ised the k i d s , Jack75 next describes t h e i r 
behavior in ut terances (6) - ( 12 ) . Among the 
p r i n c i p a l inferences tha t must be associated w i t h 
character t r a i t s are inferences about the t y p i c a l 
behaviors tha t the character t r a i t s r e s u l t i n 
(Carbonel l 1979). Thus the r e l a t i o n s h i p between 
(1) - (5) and (6) - (12) can be seen as one of 
general statement - s p e c i f i c ins tance . Jack has 
t o l d us what the k ids are l i k e in a way tha t t e l l s 
us tha t t h i s in fo rmat ion is impor tan t . Now he gets 
s p a c i f i c about why It Is impor tan t . We learn two 
t h i n g s . F i r s t we lea rn in (6 ) tha t they are 
t a l k i n g ao loud tha t they could eas i l y be 
overheard, po in t i ng toward a v i o l a t i o n of aubgoal 6 
in Plan I I . Then In (8 ) - (12) we learn tha t they 
are t a l k i n g about I l l e g a l a c t i v i t i e s , f i l l i n g I n 
more c r u c i a l In fo rmat ion in the v i o l a t i o n o f that 
p l a n . This is probably enough f o r someone 
reasonably f a m i l i a r w i t h the domain to const ruct at 
l eas t the branch of Plan I I from aubgoal 2 to 
aubgoal 7. Wi th in t h i s segment there is a bu i ld -up 
in i n t e n s i t y . In (8 ) the k i d makes a statement 
t ha t could be In te rp re ted ambiguously. In (9 ) -
(10) there Is an e x p l i c i t admission of a mugging. 
This could s t i l l be mere braggadocio, but in (11) -
(12) the goods are a c t u a l l y d i sp layed . The nearly 
i d e n t i c a l r e p e t i t i o n we f i n d in (11) and (12) again 
evaluates or marks as important the in fo rmat ion 
conveyed by these u t te rances . Jack75 shows us that 
the k i d s ' lack of knowledgeab i l i t y leads them to 
engage In very dangerous behavior . 

This leaves Jack75 w i t h the " w i t h " theme to 
develop — the problemat ic r i g h t branch of Plan I I . 

In utterances (13) - (17) he gives us a very 
i n t e r e s t i n g counterpunctual development of the goal 
c o n f l i c t surrounding the " w i t h " r e l a t i o n s h i p . I n 
f a c t , we can view Jack48's moves here as an attempt 
to block the t r a n s i t i v i t y o f " w i t h " . Utterances 
(13) and (15) serve to e s t a b l i s h h i s " w i t h " 
r e l a t i onsh ip w i t h Frenchy, wh i le the a l t e r n a t i n g 
u t te rances , (14) and (16) - ( 1 7 ) , aerve to d is tance 
him from the k i d s . They emphasise Jack's 
o r i e n t a t i o n toward the k ids and thus c a l l i t i n t o 
ques t ion . Utterance (14) ind ica tes tha t Jack is 
making a judgment, perhaps about t h e i r character 
and behavior and i t s possib le e f f e c t s on him. 
Utterance (16) provides a negat ive eva lua t ion of 
t h e i r behavior, and ut terance (17) again emphasizes 
h is o r i e n t a t i o n toward them. Jack75 could have 
conveyed the bare in fo rmat ion simply by say ing , 

So I sat down w i t h Frenchy and I sa id to 
the k i d s . . . • 

By spinning i t out at greater l e n g t h , he g ives the 
l i s t e n e r a sense of the c o n f l i c t invo lved in the 
s i t u a t i o n and Jack48's h e s i t a t i o n about en te r ing 
i t . 

This segment is an i n t e r e s t i n g i l l u s t r a t i o n of 
how the hard fac ts about a r res t and the l i f e of a 
hus t l e r i n t e r a c t w i t h sub t le fac to rs o f soc ia l 
i n t e r a c t i o n and get r e f l e c ted in the f i n e d e t a i l s 
of soc ia l behavior and desc r ip t i ons of s o c i a l 
behavior. 

Now Jack48 begins to speak and the d i s t i n c t i o n 
between Level 1 and Level 2 disappears. If Jack75 
remembered exact ly what Jack48 had s a i d , then h is 
t ex t p lan would be merely t h i s : descr ibe t e l l i n g 
the k ids about the r i s k ; describe asking Frenchy 
f o r an exp lanat ion ; descr ibe t e l l i n g the k ids about 
a r r e s t . But i t i s not l i k e l y tha t Jack7 5 
remembers, so he must const ruct a p laus ib le tex t 
p lan f o r Jack48 to execute. Hence we co l lapse 
Jack75 and Jack48 i n t o simply Jack. 

We can almost read the t ex t p lan o f f wor ld 
Plan I I . Jack begins in (18) by t e l l i n g them 
subgoal 7 e x p l i c i t l y . The res t of the segment, 
(19) - ( 22 ) , f unc t i ons , in terms of the tex t p l an , 
as an exp lanat ion f o r subgoal 7. In terms of the 
wor ld p lan , the exp lanat ion is s imply the h igher 
subgoals in the t r e e . Thus, ut terance (20) says 
tha t subgoal 6 is not being s a t i s f i e d , u t terance 
(21) says the same f o r subgoal 8, and ut terance 
(22) draws the conclusion tha t subgoal 2 may f a l l . 
By r e f e r r i n g to " the whole t a b l e " , Jack po in ts to 
the rea l problem f o r him, to which he gives f u r t h e r 
development in (27) - (30) — subgoal 1. The 
con t ras t i ve coherence r e l a t i o n between (19) and 
(20) - (22) h i g h l i g h t s the importance of the 
l a t t e r : " I don ' t know the exp lanat ion f o r t h i s , but 
whatever i t i s doesn' t J u s t i f y t h i s d i s p l a y . " 

The coherence s t ruc tu re of t h i s segment is 
i l l u s t r a t e d in Figure 4. The inferences tha t had 
to be drawn to recognise t h i s could f o r the most 
par t have been read o f f o f Plan I I , and i t i s 
d i f f i c u l t to Imagine how, in the absence of the 
wor ld p l an , the coherence of some of the 
u t te rances , such as the deep p a r a l l e l i s m between 
(20) and (21 ) , could have been discovered at a l l , 
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In the f i n a l segment of the fragment, 
ut terances (27) - ( 30 ) , we see another I n t e r e s t i n g 
i n t e r a c t i o n between tex t p lan and wor ld p lan , f o r 
the segment uses var ious coherence r e l a t i o n s to 
evaluate heav i l y the top goal in Plan I I Instead 
of Just g i v i n g the bare In fo rma t i on , 

I don ' t want to get a r r e s t e d , 

as he f i n a l l y does in u t terance ( 3 0 ) , he f i r s t 
gives an exp lanat ion of t h i s des i re as f o l l o w i n g 
from a general p r i n c i p l e ( 2 8 ) , which he evaluates 
or h i g h l i g h t s by a cont ras t w i t h (27) and by 
e labora t i ng i t in (29) as being before him most of 
the t ime. 

5. The Rela t ionsh ip 

The t ex t p l a n , or equ lva len t l y the coherence 
s t r u c t u r e , of a passage is the t race of the 
speaker's decis ions about how to t r a v e l about the 
world plan or other knowledge s t r u c t u r e he is 
t r y i n g to convey. Our ana lys is has y ie lded 
in fo rmat ion about two kinds of dec is ions : 

1. How to choose a s t a r t i n g po in t and how to 
move from node to node. 

2. Why and how to develop a node beyond the 
s implest statement o f i t s con ten t . 

Several so lu t ions to the f i r s t problem seem to 
be poss ib le . The speaker can s t a r t at the t o p , 
desc r ib ing the most g loba l g o a l , and then e laborate 
on the p lan as he goes along by descr ib ing the 
p a r t i c u l a r steps implementing the t o p - l e v e l goa l . 
Or he can g ive the most de ta i l ed nodes f i r s t and 
provide the higher nodes by way of exp lana t i on . 
This is what we see in ut terances (18) - (22) and 
(27) - ( 30 ) . (One i n t e r e s t i n g fea ture of t h i s 
passage, if we take Plan II more se r ious ly than we 
ought t o , is tha t the in termediate subgoals 4 and 5 
in the plan remain unexpressed as obvious and 
eas i l y i n f e r r a b l e . Mann and Moore (1981) address 
the issue of o m i t t i n g such nodes in a d e s c r i p t i o n . ) 
A l t e r n a t i v e l y , the speaker could s t a r t at the 
beginning at the most d e t a i l e d l eve l and proceed in 
temporal o rder , producing the so -ca l led normal 
n a r r a t i v e order . 

The second problem fac ing the speaker is h is 
choice of nodes in the world p lan to which to g ive 
a r i che r development. As we have seen, t h i s 
r ichness takes the form of e l abo ra t i ons , c o n t r a s t s , 
and p a r a l l e l examples — the expansion r e l a t i o n s . 
It was suggested in Hobbs (1978) tha t the expansion 
r e l a t i o n s r e f l e c t the s t r u c t u r e of the speaker 's 
knowledge base, so in a sense the speaker develops 
a po in t by l i n g e r i n g in one loca le of h i s knowledge 
base. He provides in fo rmat ion i n f e r e n t i a l l y 
re la ted to the node of the wor ld p lan he is 
deve lop ing. This suggests two reasons f o r g i v i n g 
development to a node. 

The f i r s t is that the node is p a r t i c u l a r l y 
important fo r the s tory and l i e s in an important 
and hence r i c h l y developed area of the knowledge 
base, or in an area of l i s t e n e r ignorance, so that 
an expanded development gives the l i s t e n e r the time 
and mate r ia l to absorb i t more thorough ly . This is 
what we have seen in ut terances (1) - ( 1 2 ) , and on 
a smal ler scale in ut terances (27) - ( 30 ) . 

The other reason is q u i t e the oppos i te . I f 
the speaker is in an area of h i s knowledge base 
tha t is not r i c h l y developed, and is having 
d i f f i c u l t y expressing h is thoughts, he i s l i k e l y to 
take severa l cuts a t i t , t r y i n g one express ion, 
r e p a i r i n g or e labora t ing on t h a t , or g i v i n g severa l 
p a r a l l e l examples or a con t ras t i ng case. This k ind 
of passage has a very d i f f e r e n t f l a v o r to i t , 
however, from the expansions a r i s i n g from the f i r s t 
reason. 

Our ana lys is has shown tha t the r e l a t i o n 
between tex t p lan and world plan is close but not 
s imp le . Among other t h i n g s , the speaker determines 
which par ts of the wor ld p lan are most c r u c i a l to 
convey, and evaluates or h i g h l i g h t s them through a 
va r i e t y of "expansion" coherence r e l a t i o n s such as 
e l a b o r a t i o n , e x e m p l i f i c a t i o n , and c o n t r a s t . These 
expansions provide the l i s t e n e r w i t h repeated 
o p p o r t u n i t i e s , and we would expect them to dominate 
the discourse j u s t when the l i s t e n e r could not be 
expected to have constructed the under ly ing wor ld 
p l an . On the other hand, once the wor ld p lan has 
been cons t ruc ted , i t can be used f o r the rapid 
s e l e c t i o n of in ferences to support coherence 
re l a t i ons whose recogn i t i on would otherwise requ i re 
a great deal of i n f e r e n t i a l work. 

The in terconnect ions between tex t p lan and 
wor ld p lan are c e r t a i n l y r i c h e r and more complex 
than our i n v e s t i g a t i o n of t h i s fragment has 
revea led. This i s something f u r t h e r research w i l l 
undoubtedly show. 
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