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" Toward a Nomu.iv~ I'ugma'iu Tow.RI. Nonna'i"" I'taf;rnotiCll "
or intentionally con.entful s'ales and acts have, as sU<;h, pragmatic .ig_
niftcar>Cd that should be specified in nortnlllive terrns does 00. depend upon
what panicular model [for instance, reasons, truth conditions, Or repre­
sentation);s employed in understanding such oon.ents. The tlleorctical task
01 the intentional content of a stale or act is tQ determine, in context, the
normalive significance of acquiriJl& that state Or performing ,hal act: when
it is .ppropriate or correct 10 do 80 and what the appropriate consequences
of doing SO are. The coment is to del~>fmine proprieties of use, employment,
or performance for s.atcs, acts, and cXpre$Sions lha. exhibit or express such
contcnts. The <:<mIen. must (in contextl S<.>ilk when i. is correel to apply a
concept in iudging. belicvin!'. or claiming. and Wru.l correctly follows from
such an app[iClltion. Correcmesses 0/ application are discu~ under the:
general headings of assessments 01 tNth or representation; cone<:lnesscs of
inference are discussed under the g"neral heading of assessmentS 0/ ralional.
ity.l8 To pick our inrentional slates and acts as Ones to which any of these
sons of aSSCSl>ments-lrurh, accuracy 01 representarion, or reasonability-arc
in principle appropriate is to lTeal rheir normari~e anicularion as essential
ro them. For rhis point, il does nOl malter which son of assessmem is lrealed
as fundamental, whether rhe goodness of claiming of rhe son concepts of
lruth rry to caprure, the goodness of represenUtion IlIar concepls of corre­
spondence try 10 capture, or Ihe goodness of reasoning 0/ the son conCeplS
of rationality try ro capture. All are prima fade normative or evaluarive
notions.

tU. FROM NORMS EXPLICIT IN RULES TO NORMS IMPLICIT IN

PRACfICES

I. ReguJism; Norms as Explicit Rules or Principles

The first commitment being attributed to Willg.mstein, then, is
to laking the significance of attriburing intemional states to he nonnative, a
matrerol the difference it makes to Ihecorrectness or justification 0/ possible
pcrlormances jincludinJI the adoprion 0/ other intenlional states). The second
commilment he undetukes concerns how ro understand Ihe normative stat·
usa; of correel and incorrecl, justified and not justified, which this approach
to inrentionality concentrates on. The qUC$lion of how rhe normalive sig­
nificances of intentional SUteS are to be taken to be related 10 Ihe matter-Qf·
factual consequences of those SUtes, which would heone way imo this issue,
can be put to one side for rhe moment.lt is a question Wingenstein is much
interesled in, but it OUgltl to be seen as arising at a different point in the
argument. For an accoum 01 the normative pole of the Kanrian dualism need
not uke the form of a specification of how Ihe normative is relaled to Ihe
nonnormative. Instead. Witlgenstein considers, and re;eets, a panicular
model of rorreclnes5 and inoorr«:tnelis, roughly Kam's, in which what makes

a performance wrrecl or nol is its relation 10 some explicir rule. To under.
stand his argumenl and the lesson he draws from il, it is necessary to see
what this model of the normalive is, and for what sort of explan.atory role he
claims il is unsuitable.

According to this mOre specific Kantian view,l9 norms just ate rules of
conduct. Normative assessmenrs of performances are un<lerslood as always
having the form of assessmenlS of the extent re which those performances
accord with SOme rule. Reference 10 proprielies of performance is taken as
indirecr reference 10 rules, which determine what is proper by explicitly
wying what is proper. On rhis accoum, actS are liable to normalive assess.
ment.'l insofar as they are governed by propositionally explicit prescriptions,
prohibitions, and pe.rmissions. These may be conceived as rules, or aherna·
lively as principles, laws, wmmands, conl'acts, or conventions. Each of
Ihese delermines what one mayor must do by saying whal one mayor must
do. For a performance to he CQrrect is, on this model, for the rules to permil
Or re<juire il, for it to be in accord with principle, for Ihe law to allow Or
demand it, for it ro be eornmanded or cont""'red Ir is because Kant is
someone for whom the oormative always appears in the explicit lorm of
rules, laws, and commandm~ontslhat he oould see the rationaliSIS' insisrcnce
on rhe essenrial role 01 principles in rognilion and action as a dark a!'Precia·
lion of the fundamentally normative eharacter of rhose faculties. It is for this
reason rhat when Kam want.'lto say that we are creatures distinguished from
olhers by Ihe normative dimension 0/ our conducllboth cognitive and prac·
lical), he putS this in termS 01 our being bound by rules.

On an approach according to which normative assessmenr 01 conduet­
whether prospeclively, in deliberation, or retrospectively, in appraisal-al·
ways begins with rhe queslion of what rule is followed in producing the
performances in question, norms are likened to laws in the sense of Slalutes.
For conduct is legally appropriate Or inappropriate jusl insofar as il is gov.
erned hy some explicil law Ihat says it is. Assessmenrs 0/ legal praise and
hlame mUSt at leasr implicitly appeal ro the relation of Ihe performance in
queslion to some law_ In this way, the model appeals to a familiar iru;litu_
tienal contexl, in which Ihe norms most in evidence clearly take the form
of explicit principles, eornmands, and lhe like.

The influence of the jurisprudemial analogy is evidenl in Kam's concep­
tion of the normahve aspect 01 cognition and aclion in terms 0/ following
rules. Kanl inherits rhe Enlighlenmem tradition, handed down from Grotius
and Pufendorf, which firsr studied the normative in the form of positive and
natural laws, conceived as the explicir wmmandments of sovereigns OIC suo
periors of one sort Or anOlher. As a result, Kant takes it for gramed IIIat it is
appropriate 10 call a 'rule' or a 'law' whatever ir is that derermines the
propriety or impropriety of some judgmenr or performance. For him, as for
mosr philosophers before this century, explicit rules and principles are not

simply OIle lonn among others that the normalive rniWtt assume. Rules are
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the form 01 ,he norm as such. This view, lhat Ilroprielies 0/ practice are
always and everywhere to be conceived as expressions oIlhe bindingne... 01
underlying principle.:;. may be called regulism aboul norllUl.:W

AOIXlrding to this intellectualisl, platonlsll:()OCC.'f!lion d norms, common
to Kant and fregc, to as5CSS correctness is .Iways to nuke at leasl implicil
,dcrt'tlCC: 10. rulc or principle lhat dCTcrmina whal is correct by aplicitly
Stl)'iTII so. In the bat·kno..... portion d his diseu$Sion d rule·folIowing in
lhe Phl""'hkallnvuT!galiolu., Wit~tcin''1:\ICS 1Nl prvprietie5 d per.
/onnar>u that an pcmcd by aplicil rules do not form an aUtonomous
stnlUlll d normati~ Slat\l5C5. onc: thal coukl exist thoo>d> no ott.:r did.
Rotha. proprieties prrnrd by aplicit rules rut on proprieties~ by
pnctia. Norm:. that are aplicit in the: form of rula plUUppo5C' norms
impljcil in pnctic:a..

2. WiflgClt$Icin's RCJi:uss AlfUlIlCIl

Not.... aplicit as mles~ norms impl.i<:it in pnctica
bcause a mk IpClcifying bow~hing is~Iy tIttnr lbow a word oughI
10 be UICd, bow • piano ~I to be wnc:dl mUtit be appl>ed to psrticuW
cin:unu.t.an=l. and opplyi:ng a rule in puticuw cirounstano::el is iudl QSCn­

lully somcth;ng thal csn be tIttnr oorrectly IX i~ly.A mk, principle:
or command hs$ normati"" sipriflcsna: fIX performances only in the contCXl
of pnctiocs determinint how it is cormctly IflPlicd. For any particular per
formance and any rule, there will be ways 01 applyill& the rule 50 altO £orbit
lhe perfol'mano::c, and ways of applying il 50 as 10 permit or require it. Th
rule determinra proprieties of perlormano::c only when oonccdy applied.

If oorreclnesset 01 performance art: delermined by rules OIlly against thl
bl>ckgrQUnd 01 oorrectnesses 01 application of the rule, how are these la..",
correcll\t:Jl$C8 10 he unde'stood! If the regulilll underslanding of all normS:>l

mles is rito:hl, lhen a]ll'lications of a rule should thctllllClves he understood 01

com:t:t insofa, as they accord with some further rule. Only if this is so car
lhe rule.conccplion play the explanatory role 01 being the model for under·
standing all norms. A role for applying a rok Willgcnllt"in calls an -inler·
pretalion- (Deutull&1. "There is an inclination I() lIay: evcry action acoordil\f!
10 the rule .. an inl"'l'f"latiorl. Bul wc OU&ht to reslricl the lerm 'intcrpre­
u,lion' 10 the: SUbtltilution 01 onc: CJtpra&ion oltm rulc fIX another. _11 n..,
queuion ollhe autonomy olthe intdko;;tua!isl oanccpIion of norms, presup­
poecd by the claim that rules are the form 01 the normali"", is the question
ol whether the: norm..ivc can be undocmood as -rub a1llhe way down,- ox
whether rulish proprieties depend on -.ne more primilM: ltOrt of prtJCtia3/
propriety. Wilfl'C"5lrin aques 1Nl the: latter Is the: cax. Rules do not apply
themsc:lYaj they determine c::ona:tnoaes of performance: only in the conten
01 pncticft of distiJlCl1ishin& c::ot'r'f:CI mm iJlC(lnft:t appbcalions of the rules.
To oortecivc these pna>c:al proprieties of application as themsc:lva ruJc-.fPV·
cmcd .. to emt.rlt 011 a rcgres.s.. Sooncl OX bier the thooriM will havc to

1
I

acknowledge Ihe exiSlcnce of practical distinctions bctw""n what is appro­
priate and what noc, admitting apprvpriatenesses according to pracllce as
well as according 10 rula or explicit principlcs.

This regress argumenl shows INt the platonist conception of norms ..
rules is not an autorMllllO\lS onc, and so docs not describe the fundamenuJ
flXm of norm. -What does a prnc look like lhat is everywhere bounded by
mles! whose ruIcs never kt. doubt clftJl in, but Slop up all the cracka wltcr'e
il mighl!--vn't wc imagine a rule determining the 3pplit:ation 01. rule, and
• doubt whioch il rnttOtI_nd 10 onl-n In cxh casc the doubt: is the
poMibililY of a mistake, of PIl& wrong. d acting inoonectly, for intllanoc in
aPf'lyill&a ruk. 11lc point is 10 be that. rule can rcrDOYe such a daub!;, ioettl"
wNI is correct to do, only inaolar as il is iudf t:<,>rreCtIy applied. -'But how
can. mle5how me what 1ha~ 10do.1 this point! Whatcva I do i5. on_
inlcrpreta.ticrl, in aa;ord with the rule:-l'bat is nor what we OUf;ht to Ay,
but noth= :my inlerpretation IDcutllJlllMiIl hangs in the air sJon& with what
it interprets Idc'm GtrdftlurmL and co.nnot p~ il any support. lnterpKla·
liona by thernxlva do nor determine mcanin&.·2.I No sequocncc of interpre­
talions can eliminate the need I() apply the final ruk:s,. and thi:tI is alw.YI'
itself subject to nonttslivc UIa6rTlCIlI. Applied inoonectly, any inlcrp~.

tion misl.cads.. Tbe rule sa,.. how 10 do onc: thin& COt'RCIly only on the
tiSllmption thal one can do aomclhq else correctly, namely apply the mle.

This was our p"ndox: no ooune of ICrion could be determined by I

mle; becausc cvery 00t1r.lC oIlII:lion csn he nade out to accord wilh Ihe
rule. The aru;wer was: if everylhingcsn be made: OUt to.ccord wilh lhe
rule. then il can also be nude Ot.It tooonflict with it. And SO there would
be neithe, accord no.- conflict here. It can he seen that there is a mis­
understanding hete from the mere fact that in the course of our .'gu,
ment wc give one inttTpretation .fter anotherl;l$ if each one contcnlcd
us for al leas! a moment, until we thought of yet another standing
behind il. What this shows ilthat there is a way of grasping. rule Itine
Auflassung einer Rcgdl which is not an interpretalion, but which ;1
exhibited in w!tal we call "obeying the rulen and "going againll it- in
actual CI$C:lI.1ot

Absent such a practical w.y 01 gr....i~ norms, no sense can be made of the
dislinclion betwrcn correct .nd incorrecl pcrformance-d the diffCl't:rl«
belween X1i1l& accordin& 10 lhoc norm .nd acti"" against il. Norms would
lhen be un;nteUigiblc.

3. Wiftxcnstcin's Prall:Jllafism about NO#nu

The oonclt&5ion 01 the rcpaII &rJUTYICf'-t i5 that there iI • need for
a prtJll:l1l'lWt conceptiooIt of nor....- norion 01 primiti~ c:ornctJ'ICMCI of
~ implicit in ptoaiu that pm;cdc: and are~ by their
uphcit formulation in rules- and pnnciples. "To use the word without a



"
juItifocation does not~ 10 UK it wrondully Izu UrIltdu tebr<ludl£n~~

~ is a kind of c:ornxtneM 1Nl doe. not depend on explicit justifications,
• kind 01 .......;0""$$ 01 practice..

And hena: a1so'~'ruk' ill. pncticc IPr<o<U~tfi

-lb obey,. rule, 10 ....1<e I rqIOrt, 10 &ive .n order, to pby .. game 01
chess, aJ'<' customs IQ~tnNJtQllluses, illStitulionsl.l1

The",grdIl argument~ not by itself provide such. concqllion of proprie­
tic. of I'lXticc, il jW;( fihows th,t without one wo: cannot understand how
rules can codify the corn:CUle8S<:1 that they do.

Thi, argument shar..,. it. form with the rcgrcsa Lc:wi. Carroll invokes in
~'fhc, Tortoiso: and Achillcs~2lIbuttakes tNlline of thought onc level <kq:>cr.
ThaI story~ on the lacl tha! in a formal logical system, IUt~U
arc: ink~lially inom.. EYnI wnditionals. whoK apra6ive job il is IQ make:
infn-erltial rel.niom explkil as the contents of claims, I~ infc~liaI

lIllnNlionI from premises IOc:onclusions only in the COOIQI of ruks pennit­
lil\l deuclunenl. RuJes an: ncc<kd 10 gi"" cbima, even conditional claims, •
normalive A&nifioc::an« for action. RtdQ~ how conditionals arc: 10~
UKd---how it WOl.lld ~ (:(lI'm;;1 10 .- thnn. It ;. the rula 1Nl fix the:
ink..:ncdk~ rok of eonditioaak, and 10 their si&nifk:a~ !or what il
is conu:l to do !iruu, .-n~ Altho:Ju&h particular rules can bt: tral.kd in for
uioms [in dw: form of conditional~L OI"OC' c:annoc in principle trade: in
tJ11 ruk:s for axioms. So onC' o;:ann(lI~ all d the rules t~t govan
infcrcra:s in a Iogial ~Y"tem in the lonn d plOJI05itionaUy e:xplicit postu·
latc:s within that system.

Carroll \1Sc:$ the: rt:gf"" of conditiorWs that lUults fmm the: attempt to
n:placc: the: mle: of conditional detachment by explicitly J'lOI'tulated oondi·
tioNlla as an argument to show this. Wingenste1n's regrc:ss-of·mles argummt
shows further that, while mIca can codify the l'",gnUlt1c normative: sig­
niHcance of claims, they do 110 only against a back,ground of pf2<;ticcs permit.
ting the distinguishing d correct from incorrect applic:atioruo clthosc: rules.
c:.noll's point is that the significance: cl claims for what it is c:orrc:ct: to do
must lIOrnCOOw be accurcd. I..oIPcaI claUns, like Olhen, mUSt have some
normative pnIVfUItic sipti6aonot:. Wit~'l5u:in's point is tllnt that conaiv­
irtlsuclt significanca in rqu1iM tams, as the invoaotOon 01 ruks cl inkttncc
does. is not the whole story. Auk-based. prt!pric:ties of ""rfonnanec~
00~ ones. The: rquI~, plalOllist, inl.e:llectual~ conccpc:ion d
norms must be~tedby that d the: pr2t;t'l'\lItiA.

Two commitme:n1S haw: now hem anributed to Wiltll'fllotdn. The: Iim is
a ~m<ltive thc:sD about the ptr>gnatia d intmtKlnality. The: !iICCOf>d is •
P'Q&1NItic t:ho::s.is about the normtlUWlH'SS cl intmtionality.ln the: fuse caK,

~>ca isdi:;ti~from sernant>ca, as the: theory d the: signific:ancc:
cl oontc:ntful SUOtc:s .nd pcrlormsnor:l' from the throry d their Cttltmu. In

the aec:ond case, praptatic thcoric:s d norms an: distircuishc:d from platoniat
thc:orics. in ucati"f; as fundamental norms implicit in proct:icu ",thn than
norms aplldl in principles. 1lM: fim poiN c:nforoea .n....tton IQ the sOs­
ni6cancc: d intcmional statc:s for what it is 00"«1 to do. Thc: kCOntl point
is that~ of practice: mU5t be ICOOCCiV;ObIc: ant«c:datdy to thcir beinlt
c:xpreNOly formulated into propoo;itionaUy c:xpl.icit govc:rning rulc:s or princi.
plea. For pcriormancca can be ruk-pcrned only insofar .1$ thc:y .n: pemed
as wdl by pnctices of applyirtl rulca.

It is uOldul to approach the IIOrt of undctstanding that il Involved in
mastering a pt"/lCtice:, for instance: a l'ncticc: of applying or aasessing applica.
tions of a mic, by means of Rylc'l diStinction hc:tween knowing how and
knowingllulr.:tSI Knowi"ll how to do !lOIT\Cthint; is a mauerof practical ability_
To know how is Just to be reliably able:. Thus onc: knows how to ride a
bicycle, apply. conccpc, d",w an i,u.,rmcc:, and so on ;Use in o:ase onc can
discriminate in onc'a pIXtia:, in the: pe.-fOnttancell onc producc::I and &5­

~ betwc:en oornct and ino:ol1'«t ways of doirt& lhese thinp.
The: apl.icit knowing·that o:onupondina to suclt implicit knowill4:·how is

• Ihc:tntical formulation Ol al'~ion d that pnaic:al ability, in a role: or
principk, that SffYS whar. is COCK'Ct and whal not. 1lM: intell«tualisl picture:
undawrites cvny bit of know-how with a bit 01 kDowktlF-that, whid> may
be only implicit in pmctical discriminationL ~Com-pare:knowin&and aaying:
how many h:fl hi&h Monl Blanc i.-how the W'Orl1 'pmc:' is U5c:t1-how a
clarinn IOIlJlds. If )'01.1 an: surpriKd thal onc: cm know aomc:dtlnc and not
be able 10 say il, you an: pahaps thinki"& cl a CllSC like: the llnt. Cc:nainly
not like the third.,.JO wm.t Witt&lCfl6lc:in 5hows is that the: intdlcctualist
model will not do as an account d the natu~ cl the normative lIl!I such. For
whc:n applied IQ the: norms govc:mill& the: application cl mlc:s and principles,
it gcnCl"lltn. regress, which can be hailed only by acknowlcd9n.g the niSI·
enee: 01 llQme more: primitive form of norm. The regt"css is Wingc:nste:in's
maslcr srgument for the: appropriatcnc:ss of the prngmatist, "'ther than the
~gulisr.intdlectualist,order of explanation.31

4. &Uau agailut Re:gulism

Anothe:r thinkv who, like Wittscnslcin,. takes his startinc poinl
from Kant'a and frrp:'a appm:iation d the: normative dtaracta 01 int....lion-­
ality [for him. coeval with I.anguQc uxl is WU&id Scll:ars. Be: takc:a up this
Ihc:ml: in onc: of hia urlicst papers. publ;ishc:d in 1947. The: openin« KCtion
d thal paper iacmitled ~Behavior,Norm. and Smwltic Mc:Ia·La~·.nd
makes th.. point:

The: psycholq:istic blundc:r with rcapco;:t IQ 'means' is related to anotber
fundamental c:rror,thal, namely, d c:onfusing between III laflltUS# as.
daocriplive catqpry for which s)'mbnls an: crnpiriall daMel to which



e:enain C\'entI bekJn& land hen« are symbnl-ftmts} by rinue d peI­

forming art empirical1unetion. with 111~ as an cpistemol~
catqpry b which the: relation of type 10 token is ntll that d empirical
c ....... to rnembet••.

For the ItlOCtlmI it will help cbrify the cpiltemolar;ical distinction
bet>Oftfl symbol-typeS and JYnIboI·tokms, if we think d the forme>' as
norms or standards, and of the Ialter all C'\"COU which satisfy them. We
can therdon: for the moment al 1eaR, (OrItnSl the abo¥e two §etoseI

oI1a~'~ the .se.criptive and the no.-mati,-"C rapeclively. Making
use 01 thia dislinaion. we atgue thal 'meanin&' 01, better, 'dr:si.gnation'
is a lambe~ to~ aboul bnguap in the KCU\Cl !ICn5C.lts
primary employment ilIlherelorc;n connection with l~icCXJlf(S­

lions as norma.31

Like WiftFl5Cein,. Selbq sees thal an adequate conccprion d these norms
must move beyond lhe pervasive rquliSl lradition. which can understand
them only in lhe form of rules. _

Focusing on lin,guistic intentionalily, Sellars in anorM paper otarnt~
lhe tegulist ooncrption as it applil:l 10 the linguislicnOlrrtl in vinue of wh,ch
il is possible 10 I&Y anythilllat Ill. -It sc:ems plausible to say thal a language
is a s)'litem 01 expreasiona. the use 01 which is l>IIbjcct to certain rules. It
wouId!lCCm. Ihus, that leamiflJlto use a Language isleamiflJllOobey the ,:,,11:1
for the use of ito exprca.ions. HowC'VCr, taken as it stands, thi. d>C515 IS

subject 10 an obvious and devastating objection•..J.J The objection is that
taking 'correct' to mean 'correct acconlif18 to a rule' generales a familiar sort
01 tegress:

The refutation runs a5 follow" Thesis. '-"'aming to use a language (L)
ia learning 10 obey the rulea 01 L. BUI, a rule which enioin. the doing
of an aClion lA} ia a Knlcnce in a langua~ which contains an expres·
sion fof A. Hence, a rule which cnjolns the u.ing of a linguistic expn:s­
.ion lE} is a KnteOCe in a language which contain. an expression for
E-in OI:hcr words, a sentence In a maabngua8C'. Consequently, learn·
ing to obey the rules fof L pTalUppoiCS the abilily to use Ihe metalan·
~ {ML} in which the rules for L are fofmul.ated. So that, learning to
use a language (L) presuPJlOle5 having learned 10 use a metalanguage
(ML). And by lhe ..me loken, having learned to use ML presupposes
having lesrned to use a meUlmet.ala~ (MMLJ and 50 on. But, this
is imp05Sible la vie\oua rcgrcael. 1lIetdorc, the thesia is a""un! and
must be rejecled.J.4

~ apreaIoCI; rules br applyinr; tIx rules d the Itlda1an­
~, and to on.

If any taDr. ~ 10 be pouibk, there must be aome meta ... metalevel at
whiclt one has an undersunding d rules thal does nor consist in otfain&
another intupreution 01 them t-:eontill& 10 ru&rs iormu.laled in a tDCtabn­
~I bo.d which consists in beillJ: able 10disli~COIT<CI applica~ 01
the rule in practice ;be question is bow 10 undersund such practical nor.
matiw: know·how. Althou&h he, like Wit~n. uses 'rule'" man: bro.dI.y
than is he«: m:c;mmendcd, Sdlars is dezl.y ahn such a llOIion d ~
implicil in rncUce:: MWe saw thala rule, properly spr:al<i,,& isn'la rule unIea
il lives in behao>ior, rule·regulated behavior, even rule·riolalin& behao>ior.
LirI«u~lically we always operale within a fnrncwork of livillJ: rules. Obe
snake which N!cdI one skin lives within anoI:her.lln allettlJllill& 10 grup
rules _ rulni &om withoul, we are trying 10 haw: our cake and esl it. To
describe mica is 10 deacribe the skeletons 01 rules. A rule is lived,. nor
described.~

Thia line of thought, common 10 Wilt~ein and Sellars, nises the kq
question of how to understand pnlIlrieties 01 practice, withoul appealiJli 10
rules, interpretations, jUlilificatiOO5, 01 ocller explicit claims that Mntleth~
is appropriate. What does the pracllcal capacity or 'know·how' to distinguish
wrrcct from incorrect performances lfor instance----but this is only one ex­
amplc---ilpplicati0n8 oIa rulel OOnsiSl in! This is to ask what it is to lake Or
!feat a performance as COfr«t·acalfding-to-a·praclicc. It should also be
asked, What is it for an acl 10 be corrccl·att(lrding.to-a·practicc! Bolh ques­
tion. are importam ones 10 ask; In what sense can norma (proprietiea, cor.
r«tncuesl be implicit in a praclice! and Whal is il for some~ to
acknowl~ those implicit norm. as governing 01 being binding on a ta'W'
of performers or performanceal

The at'l5Wers to these questions may be mOre intimately related 10 one
al10lhcr than at Ilrsl appears. To foreshadow: On the broadly phenomenalisl
line about norfllll that will be defended here, norms are in an important sense
in the eye: of the beholder, 50 that one canl10l address the question of what
implicit nOlffiS are, independently of lhe question of whal it is to acknow.
ledge them In practice. 11te direclion of explanation 10 be pursued here first
oIfers an ICCOUnt of Ihe pf2Ctical altitude of laking S(lmething 10 be cancet·
acconling.to-a·praclice, and lhen expLai ... the stat"" of beinx COfr«I.accOlG­
ing·to-a·pr.c:tice by appeal to tl1oo8e aniludcs. Fillin.g in a .tory about
IlOlllative altitudes III assessmenla of IlOrmative StilUS, and explainiflJl bow
lucb aUitudea are related both 10 thole Statuses and 10 what isacluallydone,
will COUnl as 'JlCCifying a sense 01 -norms implicit in praeticeM;USt insofar
_ the result satislka the criteria of adequacy ilTlJKlllCCl on the nQlion 01
practice by the regre$tl-of·ruln a"umenl.

AnQlher central cxplanatory Criterion 01 adequacy Ior such a conception
of Implicil poetical normati~~-howis that it be poaible in tCJIII5
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of il 110 undenuDd explicit knO'wirl&-dIPl. n.., rifca is 10~_ me, rqulist_
iIMU«nulist orda cl aplanMion. Tbr rer;u1i5t .lalU with • notion 01
norms apl>c:it in principles and i. obli#<! then to~Iopan aa:ount of wlw
il would be for such thinp 10 tit implicit in prllCtica. lhc Pf1ICJT13M~
IlItMr with • notion cl notm& implicit in practico: and i, obI.i&N Ibm to
<kvdop an account of what il would be for .uch thinp 10 bcoomt: propoIi­
llonally uplicil, as clailJ\ll or rule.. Onc d the primary task. of this book is
acconlingly to offer an account of what il ;S 10 take some: propriety that is
implicit in. pTlIeticc and make il explicit in the foI'm d. claim, principle,
or n,le.

!i Regul/lrism: Norms ill Rqularilje.s

T1Ic rcgrftlK'lf-rulu or rqress.d-intrrpretati(lft& argument oom­
moo 10 Witq;enstcin and Sdb... KU up critnia of a&quacy for.n account
01 oontcntful stales .hat Kknowlrd&eo theU esKntially norlll3tive si3­
nificm«, their char.;teriMk rckvanol: 10~g01 die o:orK'Ctnr$I 01
.,g lincludin& tM .doption 01 funhet sutal. It mUSt be pwsiblr 10 make
__ 01 • notion 01 DDn'Il& ImpUcit in pnctice-which pmkipant$ in thr:

pKla: an: bound by, and can~ brin& bouDd bp-withoul appral
10 any aplic:il ruks Of caj*:itia 011 me, put of thoK panicipanu 110 under­
stand and apply Sl.Idl ru~ Sinu the regmiS ari50es whm thr: rule-folIowin&
mockl 01 bcin« bound by nonr.. is 3R'1ied to die agent, 0f'Ie stntqy b
avoKlin& il is 10 shift to • dilfnmt model PerhaJl6 rules an: relevant only ;15

de$c:ribiry; ~rilia. and not as bang followo.i in .chic:ving tn.:m.
Sella.. (who does nOl: endorll: it) introduca such an applWCh this way;

NNow, at fim sight then: il a limpk and stn.ightiorwanl way of pn:serving
th~ csM'mial claim of th~ lh<:si5 whil~ luoeing il lrom th~ refutation. It
consists in sub!;tituting th~ phrase 'learning to <:onlorm 10 th~ rul~s .. .' lor
'learning to obey the rulell .. .' when: 'conforming to a rul~ ffljoining lhe
doiflll of A in circumstances C is to be eljUllted simply with 'doin,g A when
th~ circultWances arc: C--«pnlleas 01 how onc cornea to do it ... A person
who has the habil of doiflll A in C would then he conformill& to the above
rul~ evm though the idel thlt he _ 10 do A in C nevu occurred 10 him,
and ~YttI thouch he had no Iaflll~ !or n:hnin"g 10 .:ilher A Of C.-J6 Whal
~Ies the~ ia tIM: 6f:mand that r:ach. praCIi(:aJ Clf*'iIY to M:1 apptO­
priatdy bc anaIyzal_loIlowiflll an apbcil rule thlt $tI}'f whal i5 appropri.
ate, ainoo: unokrMindilt& whal is uid by sucll a rule lunll OUI 10 inYOlv~

funhe practical ma5lb"Y of propridies.
1/ the pnocticeII in which roormI' are implicit are IUXbstood simply ..

rquJaritiesof~. !hen tha'r is nothin« the practilioner need al·
lady undcnund. 1/ such rqularities of performance can bc lleatcd as prac­
tices.,..emed by implicit nOl'llUl, !hen tha'r will !le no~ or circularity
in ~ling to thrnl 11 pan 01 an account of knowiJlt·that, of uprtSSirtl

nont'II aplicitly in rules and princip6Q. For the: mly one who .-ds to

undetstand how 1(1 .apply ClClrKCdy the rule COflfonniflll to which makes
performanca COUnt as rcgubr is the theorist who describes the rl:p1brity in
terms of thll rule. 1bc nomu implicit in regularitiel of condua can be
uprCMC'd aplicil1y in rules, but n«d I'iOI Ix lOaprc$Sible by thoM: in whose
regular conducl lhey I«' implicil.

Thf: vi~ that to talk about implicil norms is just to talk about rqul.o.ri.
tie.--that practices should Ix un&:l'lItood iusl as rqularitiell of hehavior_
may be callo:<! the 5impl~ rq:ularity tlKory. It is cI~ar how aueh a regular;st
acCOUnt 0/ the nalmalive avoitla the regrns that Ihrc:atena rrguli$t accounts.
The proposal i. to identify being correct according to (norma implicit in)
practice-In the sense required 10 avoid the~ 01 ruIn as Imerpretations
thal pbguea fully pl.o.IOni5t account_with con!ormifllllo lnorma explicit in)
a rule, where 'conformin,& 1(1 a role' la just producing periormancea that I«'

rqular in that they OOUnt tlor ua) as CCJrnCI :accordiIl8 10 il. TI\e immedlate
difficulty with weh a propoo:aI la that It thn:.atms to obIitenlte the tontQSI

OOWClen uatin& a periorm.nr:e as aubjea 10 normati...,~I d~
IOr'I and UClIting il as 0iUb;ecI1O phyaiollaws.

For thia reason aimple rqularity theorieI~ 10 abandon die idea !ho.
thes~ 01 rontaltful Aatef; la 1(1 be o::onc>ciV'ed in ~riw: Ierms.
No one doubta lhat actions and linpiAic periormanca are aubject to laws
d the latta~ and !O con/onn to rules or are rqular. llle thesis oi tlle
flOnnAiv~ signifi.cancit of intenliooa! Aatea -..gbt 10 di~itt«Uish imenlion:a\
Slates from stain whoK siglilicanr:e b mady causal, and that dillinction
S«mI to !le takffl back by th~ simplit rqulatity accounL Af'er all, .. Rant
tdls ua, in this IIenIe Nevitrythitl& in nature, in th<: inanimate as witll as the
animate world, happens accordiflll to ruIn ... All natun:;1 actually nothing
but a nexus 01 appc:ar.lnces accordiflll to rulltl; and there is I\lXhing wilhOl.lt
ruln. N31 Evltrything acts regularly, accorditl& to the laws 0/ physics. In what
special set\5It do intemional stat~1 tho..on involve specifially roormatiVit sig_
nilicanceal

For a reKUlarist account 10 weatha this chaUenge, it mUSI h<: able 10 fund
adi~inction oowo:o:n whal;" in £acl done and what mWtt to !le done. It mUll
make room !or the pttllW"101lt possibility d mistakes, !or what la done or
IIknt ~o Ix conea. floOI"IItIheless to turn OUI to Ix iroo::onecl 01 inappropriale,
aoc:ordJrlC to some rule or practice. l1le Imp:lrUtlOe oIlhil poasibilil)' to the
w:nuinely nornwiVlt charaocta 01 Ih<: Iort:it or sit;nificaooe lIIIOciated with
CQntelnful S1ata is a centtal and arikiflll therttt in Wil~in" Ialer
worits. What ia conttI or approprialoC, whal la obligatory Of permil~ what
onc: i:I committed or ffltided to do-dlelC: arC' normatlVlt mauen.. Wilhoul
~he distinction OOWClen whalU done and what ooWot 10 be done, th.ia ifUi&ht
0100.

l1le slmpk rqularily approach la commil1o:<! to idmtifyin, Ih<: dislinction
betWttll corrca and inrorrecl performance with that bc:tWttll ttgultu and
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irnruJtll~ A norm implicit in a pnctiee .. just " plttc:rn cxhib­
il~ by bdlavior. To rioLnc that norm, 10 make" miJub: or XI il'll:OJftaly
.:cordinK 10 Wt norm, is 10 break the: pallall, 10 act inqubrly. n.e pro.
&reu J'lI'Ol1li:!Icd by 5UCh " ~ty account of proprictia cA prxcn Iics in
the possibility of spccifyiI'lll dIC: paltem Of rqularlty in pun:ly descripl:;VO:
tCfnv .nd then allowill& the relation betwftn regula••nd irrqp>lar perfor·
marcc 10 IUnd in for the normative distinction betw«n what is COITeCt and
what is not. Wilt~nstcin explicitly <:On!Iidcn and rejects this approach.
Where hillllU$tcr ar~mC1l1 against .cgulism has the fofm of an appeal to the
rt'grCllll of imerprttations, his ma.ter argument againll regul"mm hu the
form cl an a~al to the po8Iibility of ~rrymandering.

The problem is thal any flanicular 5<:1 of ""rformanca exhibits many
rquLtritia. Thcsoe will agree on the paformancetl that have bttn producal
and diffa in their ITUlment of IOIl>C' possible ""rfor~ that ha..., nor
l~l bttn produc.cd. ApcrforllWlCC' can 1x<knooUlUted "rRp.tlar' o;nIy with
~ 10" .,:i~ rqu\.arity, nor (QUI (:aUT. Any furthn Jlftfontw>a: will
oounl_~ wim~ IO.omc 0 thepallttni exhibited bythe~
Kt and 85 irqubr with respea to oo:htn. For .nythin& one ~t &0 on 10

do, thtte .. .omc rqularity ",im respect to which it counts. ~fiIllin&on in
the same _y,- cont;nuinl thc prniouI pmern. Kripke nu J'lOWCrfuUy n·
poonckd the bl.nny cl.llfIUmmQ and~ that WiltFflStrin brin&s to
bear toesublish thepoint in IhisO)lUll':Ction. Tbcresimply is nosudl~
as th£pam:m .... regularity nhibited by a sue1ch 01 pasl be:havior, which can
be: appuled to in judgin& IOIllC candidate bil cl futUR: bc:havior as rc:guIaI ....
irrquw, and hmtt, on this line, as correct or inoorrea. for the: simple
regularist's identification cl impropriety with irTegUbrity to get a grip, il
mU$1 be: supplemented with some way of picking out, as sorm:how privileged.
lIOtTle out of all the regularities: exhibited. To say this il to SlIy that some
rcgulu;ties muSI be: picked OUI al the on"" that Ol1g/u to be: conformed to,
SOIl1C: patterns as the onel that OOghl 10 be: cominued. The simple regularity
view offers no suuestions as to how this miglll be done and therefore does
not 5Olve, but merely pull oIf, lhe qUQlion of how 10 unden;tand the norma·
tiVll: dislinction be:.weft! what is done and what ought 10 bc: done.

One mi,ght re5pOIld to the: demand thulh«e be iOOlC: way to pick out lhe
c:orrea replarily, IIQl1l all the de8c:rip(iVll:ly adequate bul inoompatible can­
didates, by dtiftin& what onc: dc:tcriba, from fini~ KII 01 perfonnmca 10
the~ 01 pcrlormanc:es [for instance, lIflPlicatiorlll d a OIlfloCe'Pt] the indivKlual
iI dUpoud 10 produa.. This.et is infinite, in Ilw llIly beam cl an intentional
lUte iI dispoloed to respond, uy by applyin& .... rttuIin& 10 apply the conapc
mJor prime. in an infinite numbn d slightly dilfttml circtlrIlSUrl<:a.~
aqua thal lhis appeal to dlspoaitions nevuthek:u doa 001 suffice: to rule
0lII ~ritie!llh:1I~ in aU the CIM'S onc: ha!! dilpOlilions with respect
to, and difm in OI:bc:n 10 remote (perhaps, in the case of prime. because: the
number.! involved an: ,0 larp::, and in the~ of rul becaux IUllOIllldinJ!;

cifCUD'lilaDCa are 10 peculiar! thal onc: doa not b:aVi: dispositions tI:I Ucol
them onc: WlIy rather than aOOlber.

This Wc &rJI.UI1en1 is r:onuov~iaI.bw il is not a <:orlU'OVlI:ny that need
be: entered inlO bc:tt; however il may be with the finitmou obieecion to a
~it~1 account of the rqularitia tha!, ac:oordin& 10the line ofthoU8hI
~ consIdered, are to play the <Ok of.-nu implicit in pr.IClM:e, ther., is
another I1\Ott Krious obieaion to it. No onc: ever acts incareetly in the &ensc

of riolati~ his or her own disposilions. Indttd, 10 tolk of 'violating' disposi.
tionl il illicitly to import normatiVll: vocabulary imo a purely descriptive
comext, Understanding lhe I\Qrms implicit in praClicc ,." descriptively ade­
Quate rules codifying regularities 01 di$pooritlon leven if a unique ,;cl of !;uch
rules is IorthcomingllllSeli lhe contrlllil bc:tween CQ'reet and mistsken perfor.
mance thtt Is of the essence cl lbc: tort of normative _ment being
recortSIrut:ted. If whateVll:r <:>ne Is disposed to do counts fix thSl reason as
ri,ght, lhen the dislinction 01 right and wmrl& and 50 all norrtUIl;Vi: fixce, has
been Iolic. Thus thl: simple: re&ulmty view CI1U'IOIl bc: racur:d from thl: ~r­
rymantlairt,; ob;ection by appeali", IQ dispositions in order to sirWe QUt (I(

priviqe a unique rqularity.
The: probk:m that Wittgenslrin _ up, then, ;s to make IImIC: cl a notion

cl nonns implicil in pr.ai<:c: thlt will not lose rither the.-ion cl implicit­
ness, • rqu!.1sm does, (I( the OOliost cl norms, ,." simple rqularism does.
MeDowcU ptlts!he poinl nicely: ~Witl#l'tSltin'sproblem is 10 steer a COtlrK

between a Sr:ylb and a Otarybdis. SeyUa is Ihe idea Ilw undenundirlll is
alWllYS inlnprcblion. We can avoid Sr:ylb by StreII!I~ that, uy, aJ~
something 'green' an bc: like cr)'in& 'Help' when <:>ne Is drownil\ll-6imply
how <:>ne has Icsmed IQ "'OCI to this litUltion. But then we risk Sleerin,g on
to CharybdiS-lhc piclure cl a level al which there ....., I\Q norma ... E-Iow
c.an a performance be: I\Qthill,l; but a 'blind' reaction 10 a lil""'tion, not an
attempt to set on interpretation !thus avoidill,l; &ylla); and be a CAlM: of goins:
by a rule lavoiding Charybdi.)l The answer is: by bc:longing to a CUltom (PI
1981, practice (pI unl, or institution (IIFM VI..JII...J9 Th., &ylla 01 regulism
il shown to bc: unar:r:qllable by the regncss4-ruics argument. The Charybdis
of regularism is shown to be unar:r:q'>Ulble: by the gr:tT}'manderillll-ol.~ri­
IH'S algUrocnt.

IfanYlh~iI to be made: 01 the ~lIIian insi&ht lbal Iberr isa fundamental
normative dimension 10 the applicalion of a:.nt:qltS land hence to Ihc: ~_
nificanr:c: cl disicursiVi: .... pnJPOIIitionally oonlft>lful inlmtiona! sura and
pmormancc:sL an account iI needed 01 what it is for norms tI:I be: implicit in
pnctica.. Such pncliccs must be l:ODSUUed both • 001 ha~ 10 involve
apl.icit rules: and as diltinct from mere rqulariliel.. WillgcrGlrio, Ihc: prin­
cipled theoretical quietist, does 001 Sltempt: 10 provide a theory cl pnctioes,
nor would he mdorx the projecl 01 doinc so.. 'The last thing he thinks wt:

~ is mon: philosositical theorieI.. Nonetheless,OIIed the projects pursued
m lhe rctll of thil work is IQ come UJI with an aoo;lUlIt of norms implkit in
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rv. fROM NORMATlV£ STATUS TO NORM....T1V£ ATTITUDE

1. Kollt: Acrill8 According 10 Conceptions 0/ Rulu

TWo theses hove 1IO far bec:n IUriooted 10 Kon•. First, the son cl
intemioNlily tharacteriJ;tic: of UlI, c:xhibirrd on thf:, thco.nical sick in iuo!«.
man and on lIw: pnaio:alaide;n.aion,. has an ~tial norRUlu.'e dimen·
sion. Second, norrm an: 10 be undrlSlood • t.avin.& the form cl G$lIicit rules.
01' principa. The fim of theM: has bcm mdcned, as eJl:jlRSSi1\\: alundamcn·
t.al imi&ht. TM KCOnd hM been rejected, on the basis cl W;I~cin"
~menl from the tq:mIlI of rules as int~lionsof roles. n..: r:onch",ign
drawn was that norms that IR' aplicitly apra:s.ed in the form of ruJcs.
which determine what ;1 cor=t acwrdins 10 them by w}'ing Or describi.'l3
what is correct, must be understood as only onc form Iha. norms an uke.
Tha. form il intelligible only agains'. background that includes norms that
arc implicit in what is done. nther than explicil in what i. Ulid.40 At last
the norms inrolvei in properly understanding what is said by rulr:s, Of indeed
in~Iy WllIemandill& any explicit u)'in&or thinking. m..c be construro
as norms 01 practice, 011 pain 01 • vicious reptSt.

In KanI'&1ICCOWlI of la .. normatiw 01:a1UfQ, howrvu, thew lWO theses
an: insqwably bound up with. thirdlUl has a1n:ady bcm pointed OUt, Kml
tlkes;1 that ~hin& in nature Jlan>mi lIttO«Iir>« to rules. kiJlt: subject
to rules i. not special to us discursive, lhat is OJI'ICepI·applyill& sob;ecu of
judgm<:nl snd Xlion_·1 Whal is distillC'li~ about us as no...nali~ crelll ...ra
il thc Wl'Iy in which wc ate ....bject to f'l()lm.lfor Kanl, in lhe form of roJal.
AI natural beings, wc act ICcord\1l& 10 r... lcs. As rational beings, wc act
according to our conuplIDns of rules.oil It is not being boooo by nCCCSliity,
acIing according 10 rules, that _ us apan; it is bcing bound 1\01 jusl by
natural bill by rational r>COQIity. !{anI" whole pncticaI phiJosoph.y, and in
part:ia>br the -=and Critique, ill dcYomI to~ an account of this
distinction bcIWftn two ways in whidt onc can be rdalcd 10 rules.. MOll of
the daalls 01 his way of worltinc out this Idea ""' spcciaIlO the syslt:matic
phUosophica..l Ktt:in& he dcvdopf and inhabits and DUd nQI be tdIeancd
hen:. 1Wo f...ndamnll.al featwaol hill idea, however, mlllSl be liken ,""rioudy
by any alfempllo pl1l5UC his poinl about the normative characlCf 01 oon<:qll­_..

The fillt 01 thClC' has already been remarked on in oonncclion wilh Frege.
h concerns Ihe dislinction between the causal modalities and the morc
properly normali~ 'oughl" wh","" awlicability 10 us is being considc~ as
a crilerion of demarcation. Thil is the p/lcnomcnQn distinguishin, the force
of eJuul 'must" from the forcr of~ Of mi.onal 'must'. thu WitlJ:Ct'l·

Rein invokcs in connccIion with hill diKuuion 01 misundcmartdinl;l 01 the
'hardrlaf,' oIltIc Ianer in relation to me former. It ill an CMmlial future 01
the IOrt 01 p:M:mmcnr by norms that ltanr is plinr;Qlllo lhat il is compatible:
with lhe fIOIIlbility of ml$uma. of those subject to lhe nomu goinc W>Uflg,

liJiling to do what they are oblilled by those norms to do, or doing whal the:y
SIC nm cntilled to do. The 'ought' involved in ","ying that s stone subjc(:t 10

no other forces ought to acccl"rate lowatd the center of the earth al a rate 01
32 fCC! pcr K!OOnd pcr 8COOnd shows itself to have the force of an auributlon
cl nalural or causal ntccMity by emailing that the Slone ..ill 10 act. The:
claim Ihal il in this sense o:a.tdtt to bduvea o:cnain way is incompalible with
the claim thal it does tlOIl do so. In oomruc, no such erltailmcnt Of inoom_
patibililY is irlvolwd in claiml aboul: how wc intcnlionallfl':rl15 QU&ht to

bch.avc, for Imtanoe whal else onc of us is cornmiued 10 believe Of h) do by
havm,. beliefs and dcsira with panicular «KI1cnt$. lClIvlnK room for the
possibilily 01 mistakCll and bilun:s in rhis way is ono: of rhe ClISmlial Walin.
guishing fealures 01 the: 'o...ght" that exprCllS perlunent by norms in the
sense that il being taken as characterislie of us, as OJ'POKd to it. The st."nIC:

in which wc are compelled by the norms that maliI.'. 10. intentionality,
norms diclating what we ate undet various circumslances obli/,'ed to believe
and to do, is quile differem from natUlllJ compulsion.

The 5CCOnd fealUlC 01 Rani" idea addlnKS precisely me natUlC cl Ihb
normati~ oompuJsion thal is ocvuthckas compatible with n:cakiuance..
Fu he~ tlOIl just distll'lJU.ish the acnse in which wc ""' bound by m-:
norms from the sense in which wc are bound by nalural necessity in the
purely formallcrms invoked by Ihis familiar poinl aboul the pouibililY 01
our tpinc~ He charxtcrizes it aubltanlivdy as aetlnK acoording 10 a
COrJCqIlion or a ",pr~miJtion of a ruIc:, .ather than jusl acoording 10 a rule..
Shorn 01 the details 0/ his limy about the nature of rcp.eKlltaliorul and the
way they can affecl whal we do, Ihe point he i. making is thal wc acl
according 10 01.1. grasp or rmdl.'.SliJnding 01 rolell. The rolel do nol immedi.
ately compel us, as nalural ones do. 1lIeir compulsion is rather mediated by
our DtlilOOe toward tho5c rulc:s. What makel US acl all we do is nor the rule:
or norm il""'f but our DeJrno,.,·1u(gmcnt of it. iI is the ~ibility of thiI
intcrvcnm& attitude that is miMlnK in the Ieblion bcIwcca merely nalun!
objc<u and lhe rules that pwem them. Thc sliPP'C'" possible in our ICtlnK
~ to our~ 01 a ruIc is made inlellic:ible by dislift&ttishiftl:
lhe _ in which me is bound by a rule whose grip on UI depends on out

recognition Of acknoWlecl&mm1 01 il as binding from the sense in which onc
<:an be bound by a rule whoso: grip~ not depend on its beillJl; acknow.
ledged. Th'I uplanatory Itrategy mighl be compared to I:lcscartes's invoca.
tion of intervening representations in explainillJl; the: po6$ibH ily 01 erro. about
external thin,p-though ltanl need not be ... nderstood as following Des­
caries'. path from an implicit appeal to the rq:ress lhat Ihreatens such
tcple!Oc:nt.atimalist piclwa of cosnirion to a di~is 01 the rdalion he-


